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A  TREATISE 


ON 


CRIMES  AND  MISDEMEANORS. 


BOOK  THE  FIFTH. 

OF  OFFENCES  WHICH  MAY  AFFECT  THE  PERSONS  OF 
INDIVIDUALS  OR  PROPERTY. 


CHAPTER  THE  FIRST. 

OF  PERJURY  AND  SUBORNATION  OF  PERJURY. 

Perjury,  by  the  common  law,  appears  to  be  a  wilful  false  oath  Perjury  by  the 
by  one  who,  being  lawfully  required  to  depose  the  truth  in  any  «>™mon  l*'^- 
proceeding  in  a  court  of  justice,  swears  absolutely  in  a  matter  of 
some  consequence  to  the  point  in  question,  whether  he  be  believed 
or  not,  (a) 

Subornation  of  perjury  by  the   common  law  is  an  offence  in  Sabornation  of 
procuring  a  man  to  take  a  false  oath  amounting  to  perjury,  who  P^'J"^  ^y  ^^^ 
actually  takes  such  oath.     But  it  seems  clear  that  if  the  person,  *^®™™°''    ^' 
incited  to  take  such  an  oath,  do  not  actually  take  it,  tbe  person 
by  whom  he  was  so  incited  is  not  guilty  of  subornation  of  perjury, 
yet  it  is  certain  that  he  is  liable  to  be  punished,  not  only  by  fine, 
but  also  by  infamous  corporal  punishment,  (b) 

An  indictment  charged  that  the  defendant,  an  attorney,  being 
retained  to  defend  Wood  against  a  charge  of  picking  Lewis's 
pocket,  deceitfully  procured  himself  to  be  employed  by  Lewis,  and 

Ersuaded  Lewis  to  swear  before  the  giand  jury  that  he  did  not 
low  who  picked  his  pocket,  which  he  did,  and  no  bill  was  re- 
turned. An  objection  was  made  that  Lewis's  evidence  was  not 
stated  to  have  been  false  ;  but,  upon  a  case  reserved,  the  judges 
thougbt  it  unnecessary,  as  the  defendant's  crime  was  the  same, 
unless  he  knew  it  to  be  true,  and  that  he  should  have  proved,  (c) 

The  false  oath  must  be  wilful,  and  taken  with  some  degree  of  The  false  oath 
deliberation ;  thus  if  it  appears  that  it  was  occasioned  by  surprise,  ™^***  ^  ^^**"* 

(a)  1  Hawk.  P.  C.  c.  69,  s.  1.     3  Inst       there  cited. 

1«4.     Com.  Dig.  tit.  Jiutiee  of  Peace,  B.  (c)  Rex  v.   Edwards,    East.  T.  176i, 

102.     Bac.  Ab.  tit  Perjury,  MS.   Bayley,   J.     And  as  to  dissuading 

(b)  1  Hawk.  P.  C.  c.  69,  s.  10.  Bac.  witnesses  from  giving  evidence,  see  vol.  1, 
Ab.   tit   Perjury,  and  the  attthorities  p.  860. 
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Of  Perjury  and  Subornation  of  Perjury,     [book  v. 

or  inadvertency,  or  a  mistake  of  the  true  state  of  the  question,  it 
cannot  be  considered  to  amount  to  voluntary  and  corrupt  per- 
jury, {d) 

It  has  been  said  that  no  oath  Avill  amount  to  perjury  unless  it 
be  sworn  absolutely  and  directly,  and,  therefore,  that  he  who 
swears  a  thing  according  as  he  thinks,  remembers,  or  believes,  can- 
not, in  respect  of  such  an  oath,  be  found  guilty  of  perjury,  (e) 
But  De  Grey,  C.  J.,  appears  to  have  laid  down  a  different  doc- 
trine. (/)  And  Lord  Mansfield,  C.  J.,  is  stated  to  have  said,  *It 
is  certainly  true  that  a  man  may  be  indicted  for  perjury  in  swear- 
ing that  he  believes  a  fact  to  be  true  which  he  must  know  to  be 
false.'  {g)  It  is  further  said  that,  upon  this  question  being  agitated 
in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  all  the  judges  were  unanimous 
that  belief  was  to  be  considered  as  an  absolute  term,  and  that  an 
indictment  might  be  supported  upon  such  a  statement  (A) 

An  indictment  for  perjury  alleged  that  the  defendant  swore  that 
he  thought  that  certain  words  written  in  red  ink  were  not  his 
writing ;  whereas  the  defendant,  when  he  so  deposed,  thought  that 
the  said  words  were  his  writing;  and  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench 
held  that  the  assignment  was  sufficient.  If  a  >vitne8s  swore  that 
he  thought  a  certain  fact  took  place,  it  might  be  difficult  indeed 
to  show  that  he  committed  wilful  perjury.  But  it  was  certainly 
possible,  and  the  averment  was  as  properly  a  subject  of  perjury  as 
any  other,  (i) 

The  important  requisites  in  a  case  of  perjury  appear  to  be 
these  :  the  false  oath  nriust  be  taken  in  a  judi<dal  pi^oceeding,  be- 
fore a  competent  jurisdiction,  and  it  must  be  material  to  the 
question  depending,  (f) 

With  respect  to  the  falsity  of  the  oath  it  should  be  observed, 
that  it  has  been  considered  not  to  be  material  whether  the  fact, 
which  is  sworn,  be  in  itself  true  or  false  ;  for,  howsoever  the  thing 
sworn  may  happen  to  prove  agreeable  to  the  truth,  yet,  if  it  were 
not  known  to  be  so  by  him  who  swears  to  it,  his  offence  is  alto- 
gether as  great  as  if  it  had  been  false,  inasmuch  as  he  wilfully 
swears  that  he  knows  a  thing  to  be  true  which  at  the  same  time 
he  knows  nothing  of,  and  impudently  endeavoiu^  to  induce  those 
before  whom  he  swears  to  proceed  upon  the  credit  of  a  deposition 
which  any  stranger  might  make  as  well  as  he.  {k) 

The  oath  must  be  taken  either  in  a  judicial  proceeding,  or  in 
some  other  public  proceeding  of  the  like  nature,  wherein  the 
King's  honour  or  interest  are  concerned  ;  as,  before  commissioners 
appointed  by  the  King  to  inquire  of  the  forfeitures  of  his  tenants, 
or  of  defective  titles  wanting  the  supply  of  the  King's  patents. 
But  it  is  not  material  whether  the  Court,  in  which  a  false  oath  is 
taken,  be  a  court  of  record  or  not,  or  whether  it  be  a  court  of 


(d)  See  1  Hawk.  P.  C.  c  69,  s.  2. 

(e)  3  Inst.  166. 

(/)  Miller's  case,  8  Wila.  427.  2 
Black  Rep.  881. 

{g)  Pedley's  case,  1  Leach,  825. 

(A)  Anon.  C.  P.  Mich.  T.  1780.  1 
Hawk.  P.  C.  c.  69,  8.  7,  note  (a),  p.  88 
(ed.  1795).  See  Rex  v.  Crespigny,  1  Esp. 
280.     Lord  Kenyon,  C.  J. 

(t)  Reg.   V.  Schlesinger,  10  Q.  B.  670. 

U )  By  Lord  Mansfield,  C.  J.,  in  Rex 


V,  Aylett,  1  T.  R.  69. 

{k)  1  Hawk.  P.  C.  c.  69,  s.  6.  Rex  v. 
Edwards,  car.  Adams,  B.,  Shrewsbury 
Lent  Ass.  1764  ;  and  subsequently  con-* 
sidered  of  by  the  judges,  MS.  And  see 
per  Lawrence,  J.,  in  Rex  v,  Mawbey,  6 
T.  R.  619.  2  Rolle  Abr.  Indictment 
(E),  pi.  5,  p.  77.  Allen  v.  Westley, 
Hetley,  97.  Gumey's  case,  3  Inst  166. 
See  Reg.  v.  Kewton,  1  G.  &  K.  469,  for 
a  count  framed  to  meet  auch  a  case. 
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common  law,  or  a  court  of  equity,  or  civil  law,  &c.,  or  whether 
the  oath  he  taken  in  the  face  of  the  Court,  or  out  of  it  before  per- 
sons authorized  to  examine  a  matter  depending  in  it,  as,  before  the 
sheriff  on  a  writ  of  inquiry,  &c.,  or  whether  it  be  taken  in  relation 
to  the  merits  of  a  cause,  or  in  a  collateral  matter,  as,  where  one 
who  offers  himself  to  be  bail  for  another,  swears  that  his  substance 
is  greater  than  it  is.  (V)  But  neither  a  false  oath  in  a  mere 
private  matter,  as  in  making  a  bargain,  &c.,  nor  the  breach  of  a 
promissory  oath,  whether  public  or  private,  is  punishable  as  per- 
jury, (m) 

Much  doubt  formerly  prevailed  in  certain  cases  as  to  the  power  Any  court, 
to  administer   an    oath ;   but  this  doubt   is,  to  a  great   extent,   *?•»  ™*^y  *^* 
removed  by  the  Act  to  Amend  the  Law  of  Evidence,  14  &  15  oath. 
Vict  c.  99,  s.  16,  by  which  'every   court,  judge,  justice,  oflScer, 
commissioner,  arbitrator,  {n)  or  other  person  now  or  hereafter 
having  by  law  or  by  consent  of  parties,  authority  to  hear,  receive, 
and  examine  evidence,  is  hereby  empowered  to  administer  an  oath 
to   all   such   witnesses  as  are  legally  called  before  them  respec- 
tively/ 

It  was  at  one  time  doubted  whether  a  false  oath  taken  in  Oath  to  pro- 
Doctors*  Commons,  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  a  marriage  license^  *?"  a  mar- 
amounts  to  perjury.  But  it  has  been  since  decided  that  a  false  "*^ 
oath  before  a  surrogate,  taken  in  order  to  procure  a  marriage 
license,  will  not  support  a  prosecution  for  perjury ;  and,  further, 
that  if  jbhe  indictment  only  charges  the  taking  the  false  oath  with- 
out stating  that  it  was  for  the  purpose  of  procuring  a  license,  or 
that  a  license  was  procured  thereby,  the  party  cannot  be  punished 
thereupon  as  for  a  misdemeanor.  The  indictment  stated  that  the 
prisoner,  being  minded  to  procure  a  marriage  between  himself  and 
A.  B.,  went  before  a  surrogate,  and  was  sworn  to  an  affidavit  in 
writing,  that  the  said  A.  B.  had  been  residing  four  weeks  in  the 
palish  of  S.,  whereas  she  had  not,  and  so  he  had  committed  per- 
jury ;  and  the  indictment  had  all  apt  allegations  of  an  indictment 
for  perjury.  But  a  case  being  reserved  upon  the  question  whether 
on  such  an  affidavit  the  party  could  be  prosecuted  for  perjury,  and 
if  not,  whether  upon  this  indictment  any  offence  was  charged,  the 
judges  were  imanimous  that  upon  an  oath  before  a  surrogate,  per- 
jury could  not  be  assigned  ;  and  that  as  this  indictment  did  not 
charge  that  the  defendant  took  the  oath  to  procure  a  license,  or 
that  he  did  procure  one,  no  punishment  could  be  inflicted,  and  he 
was  therefore  pardoned,  (o) 

The  third  count  of  an  indictment  stated  that  W.  James  was  a  K  a  penon 
surrogate  having  authority  to  grant  licenses  for  marriages,  and  JJJjJ^me^^ 
that  the  defendant  applied  to  the  said  W.  James   to  grant  a  oath  before  a 
license  for  the  solemnization  of  a  marriage  between  J.  Baker  and  Burrogate  f or 
S,  Fry,  and  that  the  defendant,  unlawfully  intending  to  obtain  l^pj^^J*  *"* 
such  license  for  the  said  marriage  in  fraud  of  the  4  Geo.  4,  a  76,  obtaining  a 

(/)  1  Hawk.  P.   C.  c.  69,  s.  3.     Bac.  to  the  judges,  and  several  times  agitated ; 

Abr.  tit.  Perjury  (A).     See  R.  v,  Crosa-  but  the  result  was  not  communicated,  as 

ley,  7  T.  R.  315^  the  prisoner  died  in  Newgate.     Wood- 

(m)  Id.  Ibid.  man  s  case,  1  Leach,  64,  note  (a).     The 

(»)  R.  V.  HaOett,  2  Den.  C.  C.  237,  a  point  appears  to  have  been  submitted 

case  before  this  Act.  also  in  tnis  caite  to  the  consideration  of 

{o)  Rex  V.   Forster,   MS.   Bayley,  J.,  the  twelve  judges  ;  but  their  opinion  was 

and  R.  Ik  R.  459.     See  Alexander's  case,  not  publicly  communicated.    See  8  Chit. 

1  Leach,  63.     The  point  was  submitted  Crim.  L.  718. 
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for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  such  license,  before  the  said  W.  James 
took  his  corporal  oath  upon  the  Holy  Gospel  of  Gk)d,  and  that  the 
defendant  being  so  sworn  as  aforesaid  before  the  said  W.  James 
as  such  surrogate  (he  the  said  W.  James  having  competent 
authority,  as  such  surrogate,  to  administer  the  said  oath)  did,  for 
the  purpose  of  thereby  obtaining  such  license  for  the  marriage  of 
the  said  J.  Baker  and  S.  Fry,  falsely,  corruptly,  &c.,  swear,  &c., 
that  the  name  of  him,  the  defendant,  was  J.  Baker,  and  that  he 
was  one  of  the  parties  for  whose  marriage  a  license  was  then 
applied  for,  and  that  he  was  a  yeoman  and  widower,  and  that  the 
said  S.  Fry  had  had  her  usual  place  of  abode  within  the  parish  of 
W.  in  the  county  of  S.  for  the  space  of  fifteen  days  then  last  past. 
The  count  then  negatived  the  matter  sworn  in  the  usual  manner. 
By  means  of  which  false  oath  the  defendant  did  then  obtain  from 
the  said  W.  James,  so  being  such  surrogate,  a  license  for  the 
solemnization  of  a  marriage  between  the  said  J.  Baker  and 
S.  Fry.  The  prisoner  having  been  convicted,  upon  a  case  re- 
served, it  was  contended  that  this  count  charged  no  oflfence.  That 
a  su negate  had  no  authority  to  administer  an  oath,  and  at  all 
events  not  this  oath,  to  the  defendant.  That  the  count  did  not 
aver  that  a  written  license  was  obtained,  or  the  marriage  celebrated 
by  means  of  such  license.  But  it  was  held  that  the  count  charged 
a  misdemeanor.  It  distinctly  averred  that  the  prisoner  swore 
falsely  as  to  S.  Fry  ;  and  any  one  material  fact  falsely  sworn  to  is 
sufficient  to  support  the  charge.  Then  the  only  question  was  as 
to  the  surrogate's  power  to  administer  the  oath ;  not  such  an  oath 
as  will  support  an  indictment  for  perjury,  but  as  will  make  a 
party  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor.  By  the  canon  law  the  surrogate 
had  such  power,  and  the  4  Geo.  4,  c.  76,  seems  to  assume  that 
power.  To  make  a  false  oath  in  order  to  procure  a  marriage 
license  from  an  officer  empowered  to  grant  such  license  is  a 
misdemeanor ;  because  it  is  a  step  towards  the  accomplishment  of 
a  misdemeanor.  The  actual  celebration  of  the  marriage  is  imma- 
terial. Anything  essentially  connected  with  marriage  is  a  matter 
of  public  concern,  and  therefore  may  involve  criminal  conse- 
quences, (jp) 

In  one  case  the  question  w^hether  a  father  of  an  illegitimate 
child  was  included  in  the  4  Geo.  4,  c.  76,  s.  16,  was  raised  on  an 
indictment  against  the  prisoner  for  falsely  swearing  before  a  surro- 
gate that  the  father  had  given  his  consent  to  the  marriage  of  his 
daughter,  but  not  decided,  (g) 


(  p)  Reg. «.  Chapman,  1  Den.  C.  C.  432, 
18  L.  J.  M.  C.  152.  2  C.  &  K.  846. 
Anonymous  cited  by  the  C.  J.  of  the 
K.  B.  1  Ventr.  870.  The  prisoner  was 
indicted  for  wilful  and  corrupt  perjury  in 
making  a  false  affidavit  befoi'e  a  commis- 
sioner for  taking  oaths  in  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench,  for  the  purpose  of  getting 
a  bill  of  sale  filed  under  the  Bills  of  Sale 
Act,  1854.  Held,  a  misdemeanor, 
though  not  wilful  and  corrupt  per- 
jury. Held  also,  that  the  conclu- 
sion of  an  indictment  for  perjury,  *'  that 
so  the  defendant  did  commit  wilful  and 
corrupt  perjury"  might  be  rejected  as 
surplusage,  and  a  conviction  for  the  mis- 
demeanor was  right  upon  such  an  in- 


dictment.     K.  V.   Hodgkiss,    89  L.  J. 
M.  C.  14,  1  L.  R.  C.  C.  R.  212. 

iq)  Reg.  r.  Fairlie,  0  Cox,  C.  C.  209. 
The  defendant  was  acquitted  on  the  ground 
of  a  variance.  The  indictment  alleged  that 
the  prisoner,  intending  to  procure  a  mar- 
ria^  to  be  solemnized  between  himself 
and  £.  A.  K.,  she  being  under  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years,  without  the  consent  of 
the  natural  and  lawful  father  of  the  said 
E.  A.  £.,  to  wit,  without  the  consent  of 
G.  £.,  he  being  the  person  whose  consent 
was  by  law  required  ocfore  the  license  was 
granted,  falsely  swore  that  6.  E.,  tho 
natural  and  lawful  father  of  the  said 
minor,  was  consenting.  The  affidavit 
sworn  by  the  prUoner    contained  the 
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Before  the  C.  L.  P.  Act,  1852,  if  an  action  had  abated  by  the  I>eath  of  a  co- 
death  of  a  co-plaintiff,  and  no  suggestion  had  been  entered  ac-  P^™*^^* 
cording  to  the  8  &  9  Will  3,  c.  11,  s.  6,  a  trial  was  extra-judicial, 
and  no  perjury  could  be  assigned  upon  any  false  evidence  given  at 
such  trial  (r) 

The  oath  must  be  taken  before  a  competent  jurisdiction,  that  is,  Oath  must 
before  some  person  or  persons  lawfully  authorized  to  administer  foj^oompe- 
it.     So  that  a  false  oath  taken  in  a  court  of  requests,  in  a  matter  tent  jarisdic- 
concerning  lands,  has  been  holden  not  to  be  indictable,  that  court  tion. 
having  no  jurisdiction  in  such  cases,  (s)     And    it   seems   clear, 
that  no  oath  whatsoever  taken  before  persons  acting  merely  in  a 
private  capacity,  or  before  those  who  take  upon  them  to  administer 
oaths  of  a  public    nature,  without    legal   authority  for  their   so 
doing,  or  before  those  who  are  legally  authorized  to  administer 
some  kinds  of  oaths,  but    not  those  which  happen  to  be  taken 
before  them,  or  even  before  those  who  take  upon  them  to  adminis- 
ter justice  by  virtue  of  an  authority  seemingly  colourable,  but  in 
truth  unwarrantable  and  merely  void,  can  ever  amount  to  per- 
juries in  the  eye  of  the  law,  because  they  are  of  no  manner  of 
force,  but  are  altogether  idle,  (t)     But  a  false  oath  taken  before 
commissioners,  whose   commission   at   the  time  is   in   strictness 
determined  by  the  demise  of  the  King,  is  perjury,  if  taken  before 
such  time  as  the  commissioners  had  notice  of  the  demise ;  for  it 
would  be  of  the  utmost  ill  consequence  in  such  case  to  make  their 
proceedings  wholly  void,  (u) 

By  27  &  28  Vict.  c.  19,  entitled  '  An  Act  to  make  provision  for  the  Court-martial 
discipline  of  the  Navy,'  s.  63,  every  person  who,  upon  any  examina-  ^<Jff  A^*  ^^^ 
lion  upon  oath  or  upon  affirmation  before  any  court-martial  held  ^jj^  jjavy. 
in  pursuance  of  this  Act,  shall  wilfully  and  corruptly  give  false 
evidence,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  wilful  and  corrupt  perjury, 
and  every  such  offence,  wheresoever  committed,  shall  be  triable 
and  punishable  in  England  ;   and  where  any  such  offence  com- 
mitted out  of  England  is  tried  in  England,  all  statutes  and  laws, 
applicable  to  cases  of  perjury,  shall  apply  to  the  case. 

Wilful  and  corrupt  false  swearing  before  a  local  marine  board, 
duly  and  lawfully  appointed  and  constituted,  under  17  &  18  Vict, 
c.  104,  upon  a  matter  material  to  an  inquiry  then  being  lawfully 
investigated  by  them,  under  25  &  26  Vict.  c.  63,  a  23,  is  per- 

jnry.  (v) 

By  38  &  39  Vict.  c.  35  (The  Public  Health  Act,  1875),  s.  263,  Public  Ucalth 
any  person  who  on  any  examination  on  oath,  under  any  of  the  ^®^- 
provisions  of  this  Act,  wilfully  and  corruptly  gives  false  evidence, 
shall  be  liable  to  the  penalties  inflicted  on  persons  guilty  of  wilful 
and  cornipt  peijury. 

By  82  &  33  Vict.  c.  62  (The  Debtors'  Act,  1869),  s.  14,  if  any  Debtors'  Act, 

1  fiAQ 

statement  set  out  in  tbe  indictment ;  but  (/)  1  Hawk.  P.  C.  c  69,  s.  4,  and  the 

it  appeared  that  the  girl  was  tbe  illegiti-  authorities  there  cited  ;  4  Black.  Com. 

mate  daughter  of  6.   £.,  who  had  not  137.     See  the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  62,  s.  18, 

given  his  consent  to  her  marriage.     The  post,  p.  80. 

Recorder  held  that,  as  the  indictment  had  (n)  1  Hawk.  P.  C.  c.  69,  s.  4.     Bao. 

described  G.  E.  as  the  natural  and  lawful  Ab.  tit.  Perjury  (A). 

father,   and  the    evidence  showed  that  (r)  R,  v.  Tomlinson,  86  L.  J.  M.  0. 

£.   A.  £.   had  no  natural    and  lawful  41  ;  1  L.  R.  C.  C.  C.  49.     It  seems  that 

father,  the  prisoner  must  be  acquitted.  the  taking  of  a  false  oath  before  a  court* 

(r)  Rex  V.   Cohen,  1  Stark.  R.    511.  martial  is  perjury  at  common  law,  R.  v. 

See  now  the  15  k  16  Vict  c.  76,  s.  135.  Henne,  4  B.  &  S.  947  ;  33  L.  J,  M,  C. 

{9)  Buxton  r.  Gouch,  8  Salk.  269.  115. 


Perjury  may 
be  committed 
on  a  commis- 
sion to  ex- 
amine wit- 
nesses issued 
before  issue  is 
joined. 


A  master  ex- 
traordinary in 
chancery  had 
no  authority 
to  administer 
an  oath  in 
matters  in  the 
court  of  ad- 
miralty. 

Juiisdiction  of 
the  insolvent 
debtors 
court  after 
the  filing  of  a 
petition. 


Authority  to 
take  an  affi- 
davit of  debt 
to  make  a 
trader  a  bank- 
rupt. 


Of  Perjury  at  Common  Laiv.  [book  v. 

creditor  in  any  bankruptcy  or  liquidation  by  arrangement  or  com- 
position with  creditors  in  pursuance  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1869, 
wilfully  and  with  intent  to  defraud  makes  any  false  claim,  or  any 
proof,  declaration,  or  statement  of  account  which  is  untnie  in  any 
material  particular,  he  shall  be  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  punish- 
able with  imprisonment  not  exceeding  one  year,  with  or  without 
hard  labour.     See  vol.  2,  p.  443. 

Where  after  a  writ  had  issued,  but  before  the  appearance  of  the 
defendant,  a  commission  was  issued  to  examine  a  witness  on  behalf 
of  the  plaintiflf,  and  a  rule  had  been  obtained  to  rescind  the  order 
for  the  commission,  it  was  urged  in  support  of  the  rule  that  for  a 
commission  to  go  the  proceedings  should  be  in  such  a  state  that 
perjury  could  be  assigned  on  the  depositions  ;  and  that  could  not 
be  without  an  issue  joined,  to  which  the  matter  sworn  w^ould  be 
material.  Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.,  '  I  do  not  agree  that  there  could 
be  no  indictment  for  perjury  where  the  examination  of  the  witness 
has  taken  place  before  issue  joined,  if  his  evidence  be  material  to 
the  issue  afterwards  joined,  (w) 

A  master  extraordinary  in  chancery  had  no  authority,  by  virtue 
of  his  commission,  to  administer  an  oath  in  matters  in  the  court  of 
admiralty,  and  therefore  an  indictment  for^eijury  cannot  be  sup- 
ported on  an  oath  so  administered,  (x)  But  any  person  who  made 
such  an  aflSdavit,  with  a  view  to  its  being  received  by  the  court  of 
admiralty,  knowing  at  the  same  time  it  was  false,  was  guilty  of  a 
misdemeanor  at  common  law.  (y) 

An  indictment  for  perjury  committed  before  the  insolvent  court 
held  under  the  now  repealed  Acts  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  116,  and  7  &  8 
Vict.  c.  96,  alleged  that  notice  of  the  insolvent's  petition  was  in- 
serted in  the  '  London  Gazette,'  and  thereby  a  public  sitting  was 
appointed  for  the  first  examination  of  the  insolvent,  and  that  that 
sitting  was  adjourned.  No  evidence  was  given  in  support  of  these 
allegations,  although  the  perjury  was  alleged  to  have  been  com- 
mitted on  the  day  to  which  the  sitting  was  adjourned ;  the  filing 
of  the  insolvent's  petition,  however,  was  proved ;  and  upon  a 
case  reserved,  it  was  held  that  upon  the  filing  of  the  petition  the 
Court  had  jurisdiction  to  institute  the  examination  upon  which 
the  prisoner  swore  falsely;  and  as  the  Insolvent  Debtoi'S  Court 
was  a  court  of  record,  it  must  be  presumed  that  its  sittings  in  a 
matter  within  its  jurisdiction  were  lawfully  and  rightfully  holden  ; 
and  as  the  indictment  contained  the  general  allegation  that  the 
Court  had  competent  power  to  administer  the  oath  to  the  prisoner, 
that  was  suflScient  under  the  14  &  15  Vict.  c.  100,  s.  20,  and  the 
allegations,  of  which  no  proof  was  given,  might  be  rejected  as  sur- 
plusage, {z) 

Where  an  affidavit  of  debt  was  sworn  under  the  1  &  2  Vict, 
c.  110,  s.  8,  with  a  view  to  make  a  trader  a  bankrupt,  unless  he 
paid  or  gave  security,  &c.,  perjury  might  be  assigned  upon  it,  not- 
withstanding the  alterations  introduced  by  the  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  122, 
aa  to  this  mode  of  proceeding  against  a  trader :  and  such  an  affi- 
davit fell  within  the  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  122,  s.  67,  and  therefore  might 


(w)  Finney  v.  Beesley,  20  L.  J.  Q.  B. 
896,  17  Q.  B.  86. 

(z)  Reg.  V.  Stone,  Dears.  C.  C.  251 ;  23 
L.  J.  M.  C.  14. 


(v)  Per  Pollock,  C.  B.,  and  Parke,  B., 


ibi 

(2)  Reg.   V,  Westley,  BeU,  C.  C.  198, 
29  L.  J.  M.  C.  85. 


CHAP.  I.] 


Jurisdiction  to  take  the  Oath. 


be  sworn  before  a  registrar  or  deputy  registrar  of  the   court  of 
bankruptcy,  (a) 

Where  an  unmarried  woman  obtained  judgment  in  a  county  A  judge  of 
court  against  the  prisoner,  and  obtained  a  judgment  summons  ***®^^***^ 
against  him  under  the  City  of  London  Small  Debts  Act,  15  &  16  has^no  juris- 
Vict.  c.  77,  and  on  the  hearing  of  the  summons  it  appeared  that  diction  where 
the  woman  had  married  after  she  had  recovered  judgment  in  the  *^^°?^^°' 
county   court,   and   thereupon   the  judge   of  the   London    court  corered  judg- 
amended  the  summons  by  adding  the  name  of  the  husband,  and  ment,  and  then 
the  prisoner  was  charged  with  perjury  in  his  examination  before  ^ri^*-^ 
the  judge  of  the  London  court  after  the  said  amendment ;  it  was  tan^'g  name, 
held  that  the  judge  had  no  power  to  make  the  amendment,  and 
consequently  the  false,  swearing  was  in  a  cause  which  bad  no 
existence  and  coram  non  judice  (6) 

A  person  may  be  indicted  for  perjury  who  gives  false  evidence  Evidence 
before  a  grand  jury  when  examined  as  a  witness  before  them  upon  ?>efo'*o  »  grand 
a  bill  of  indictment,  and  any  person,  not  being  a  grand  juryman,  ^°^' 
who  hears  the  evidence  given  before  the  grand  jury,  is  competent 
to  prove  the  evidence  so  given,  (c) 

Perjury  was  alleged  to  have  been  committed  in  taking  a  false  Deputy 
oath  on  a  material  issue  at  the  hearing  of  a  county  coroner  s  inqui-  ^o^^^'"- 
sition  held  before  a  deputy  coroner  in  the  absence  of  the  coroner. 
The  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  83,  s.  1,  gives  a  county  coroner  power  to  appoint 
a  deputy,  provided  that  no  such  deputy  shall  act  for  any  coroner 
except  during  the  illness  of  the  said  coroner,  or  during  his  absence 
from  any  lawful  or  reasonable  cause.  On  the  trial  of  the  indict- 
ment for  perjury,  the  prosecution  gave  evidence  that  the  coroner, 
who  was  an  attorney  in  practice,  and  registrar  of  the  county 
court,  and  held  other  offices,  was  absent  from  his  home  and 
place  of  business  in  order  to  take  a  vacation,  such  absence  and 
vacation  and  air  and  exercise  having  been  recommended  to  him 
by  his  medical  advisers  as  necessary  for  his  health,  which 
had  become  permanently  impaired  from  an  operation  which  he  had 
undergone.  He  spent  three  or  four  days  in  every  week,  shooting. 
The  vacation  for  registrars  was  appointed  at  that  period  of  the 
year,  and  that  was  the  only  time  of  the  year  during  which  he  ob- 
tained a  vacation.  The  judge  held  at  the  trial,  that  there  was 
lawful  or  reasonable  cause  for  the  absence  of  the  coroner,  and  the 
prisoner  was  found  guilty.  Held,  that  the  question  of  lawful  or 
reasonable  cause  was  to  be  decided  by  the  judge  and  not  by  the 
jury,  and  that  there  was  some  evidence  upon  which  the  judge 
could  so  decide,  and  that  the  conviction  was  right,  (d) 

The  rule  of  law  is  that,  unless  a  statute  requires  it,  an  informa-  Unless  a  sta- 
tion before  a  magistrate  need  not  be  on  oath  or  even  in  writing,  {e)  j^  anlirforma- 


(a)  Reg.  V.  Daim,  12  Q.  B.  1026. 

{b)  Reg.  V.  Pearce,  3  B.  &  S.  531 ;  9 
Cox,  C.  C.  258. 

(c)  Reg.  V,  Uoghea,  1  C.  &  K.  519, 
Tindal,  C.  J.  See  post,  as  to  whether 
a  graod  juryman  can  give  evidence  of 
what  passes  in  the  grand  jury  room. 

{d)  Reg.  V.  Johnson,  42  L.  J.  M.  C.  41. 

ie)  Per  Parke,  B.  Heg,  v.  Millard, 
Dears.  C.  C.  166.  See  K.  v.  Shaw,  34 
L.  J.  M.  C.  169,  where  per  M.  Smith,  J., 
'  Unless  it  is  required  by  statute  there 


need  not  be  an  information  in  writing 
nor  a  summons  in  writing.  Upon  a  war- 
rant issued  by  a  justice  under  16  ft  17 
Vict.  c.  119,  8.  11,  (An  Act  for  the  Sup- 
pression of  Betting  Houses),  founded 
upon  an  information  that  a  certain  house 
was  used  as  a  common  gaming  house 
within  the  meaning  of  the  8  &  9  Vict, 
c.  109,  (An  Act  to  amend  the  law  con- 
cerning gaming  and  wagers) ;  the  house 
was  searched  and  the  appellant  ^nd  otherj 
apprehended  and   brought    before   the 


ilon  beforo 

i\o%  be  in 
^vriUDg  or  on 
oti^Ui. 


Justices  have 
only  jurisdic- 
tion within 
the  district 
where  the 
mother  resides 
to  make  a  bas- 
tardy order. 

If  a  person 
charged  with 
being  the 
father  of  a 
bastard  ap- 
pears before 
the  justices, 
and  they  hear 
the  case  with- 
out any  ob- 
jection on  his 
part,  any 
defect  in  the 
summons,  or 
in  the  mode 
of  issuing  it, 
is  waived. 
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Where  therefore  an  information,  but  not  on  oath,  was  laid  before 
a  justice  against  a  pei*son  for  wilful  damage  to  a  carriage,  and  the 
prisoner  was  indicted  for  penury  committed  on  the  hearing  of  that 
information,  it  was  objected  that  by  the  7  &  8  Geo.  4.  c.  30, 
s.  30,  {ee)  the  information  ought  to  have  been  on  oath  ;  but  it  was 
held  that  that  section  did  not  render  an  oath  necessary  in  all  cases, 
but  was  a  cumulative  provision  in  order  to  compel  the  appearance 
of  the  party  charged,  or  to  hear  the  case  ex  parte  if  he  did  not 
appear,  and  therefore  the  justices  had  jurisdiction.  (/) 

Under  the  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  101,  s.  2,  an  application  for  an  order  in 
bastardy  is  to  be  made  to  the  justices  acting  for  the  petty  sessional 
division  in  which  the  mother  'may  reside;'  and  they  have  no 
jurisdiction  to  entertain  such  an  application,  unless  she  does  reside 
within  their  division,  and  consequently,  if  she  do  not  so  reside, 
peijury  cannot  be  committed  on  such  an  application,  (g) 

Upon  an  indictment  for  perjury  alleged  to  have  been  committed 
by  the  prisoner  upon  the  hearing  of  an  application  by  Mai'tha 
Humphreys  for  an  order  upon  him  for  the  maintenance  of  her  bas- 
tard child,  it  appeared  that  the  summons  was  issued  by  a  magis- 
trate on  the  personal  application  of  M.  Humphreys,  who  stated,  but 
not  on  oath,  that  she  had  been  delivered  of  a  bastard  child  more 
than  twelve  months  previous,  and  that  money  had  been  paid  by 
the  prisoner  for  its  maintenance  within  twelve  months  of  its  birth. 
The  summons  alleged  that  the  prisoner  had  '  paid  money  for  its 
maintenance  within  twelve  months  after  its  birth,'  instead  of 
stating  that  proof  thereof  had  been  made.  The  prisoner  appeared 
personally  in  answer  thereto.  He  was  also  assisted  by  an  attorney. 
No  objection  was  made  to  any  of  the  proceedings  on  which  the 
summons  was  founded,  and  the  case  was  gone  into  on  the  merits 
before  the  stipendiary  magistrate,  who  examined  M.  Humphreys  in 
support  of  the  application,  who  proved  the  payment  of  money  as 
alleged,  and  the  prisoner  in  answer  thereto,  who  swore  he  had 
never  paid  her  any  money.  It  was  objected  that,  as  there  had  been 
no  proof  on  oath  of  money  having  been  paid  for  the  maintenance 
of  the  child  within  twelve  months  from  its  birth  before  the  sum- 
mons was  issued,  the  magistrate  had  no  jurisdiction  to  hear  the 


petty  sessions,  when  the  appellant  was 
charged  with  hai-ing  the  management  of 
a  room  in  the  said  house  for  the  purpose 
of  betting  with  persons  resorting  thereto, 
upon  horse  races,  contrary  to  the  statute. 
"No  information  charging  such  offence,  or 
summons  embodying  such  information 
had  been  issued  or  served.  Held,  by  the 
majority  of  the  Court  (Cleasby,  B.,  and 
Grove,  J.),  Field  J.,  dissenting,  that  the 
want  of  such  infoimation  or  summons 
rendered  the  proceedings  on  the  hearing 
invalid,  and  tnat  the  conviction  thereon 
must  be  quashed.  Held,  further,  that  a 
month's  notice  of  the  taking  of  such  pro- 
ceedings  was  not  necessary  before  laying 
an  information  under  16  &  17  Vict.  c. 
119,  8.  17.  Blnke  r.  Beech,  45  L.  J. 
M.  C.  111. 

(er)  The  24  &  25  Vict.  c.  97.  s.  62,  rc- 
eiiucts  sec.  30  (»f  the  former  Act.  See  the 
clause  in  the  Appendix. 


(/)  Reg.  •.  Millard,  Dears.  C.  C.  166. 

(g)  Reg.  V.  Hughes,  D.  &  B.  C.  C.  188. 
In  this  case  the  mother  was  delivered  in 
March,  and  resided  with  her  parents  till 
November.  She  then  went  and  lodged  at 
D.  in  another  petty  sessional  division  for 
three  weeks,  and  then  applied  to  the  jus- 
tices of  that  division.  Her  lodging  there 
was  not  for  any  improj^er  or  irauduleut 
purpose,  but  because  the  justices  met  in 
the  town,  and  it  was  more  convenient  for 
her  than  to  go  a  distance  from  her  pa- 
rents' house  to  the  justices'  meeting  of 
the  division  in  which  her  parents  resided. 
After  the  order  she  went  into  service 
without  returning  home.  The  jury  found 
that  she  had  no  other  home  tlian  p.,  and 
that  she  was  residing  at  D.,  if  in  point 
of  law  she  could  under  the  circumstances 
be  considered  to  be  so.  It  was  held  that 
the  justices  had  jurisdiction  to  make  the 
order,  as  her  residence  was  at  D. 
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case  ;  but,  upon  a  case  reserved,  it  was  held  that  the  prisoner  had 
waived  the  objection.  The  proceeding  against  the  putative  father 
is  not  a  proceeding  in  pcenam  to  punish  for  a  crime,  but  merely 
to  impose  a  pecuniary  obligatiOD,  and  the  summons  is  mere  pro- 
cess to  bring  the  defendant  into  court  in  a  civil  suit.  According 
to  strict  regularity,  before  the  summons  issued  there  ought  to  have 
been  evidence  on  oath  of  the  payment  of  the  money,  although  it  is 
not  expressly  required  by  the  statute  to  be  on  oath,  as  in  the  case 
where  the  complaint  is  made  before  the  birth  of  the  child.  Fur- 
ther, it  would  have  been  proper  that  the  summons  should  have 
been  in  the  form  given  by  the  statute ;  but  supposing  that,  if  the 
prisoner  had  not  appeared,  the  petty  sessions  could  not  have  law- 
fully proceeded  to  hear  evidence  of  the  paternity ;  or  that,  if  ho 
had  appeai'ed,  and  objected  to  the  regularity  of  the  summons,  the 
objection  ought  to  have  prevailed  ;  yet  when  he  actually  appeared, 
and,  instead  of  objecting  to  the  regularity  of  the  summons,  asked 
the  Court  to  give  judgment  in  his  favour  on  the  merits,  and  ten- 
dered evidence  to  absolve  himself  from  liability,  he  waived  any 
irregularity  there  might  be  in  the  process,  and  when  he  had  thus 
submitted  himself  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  the  Court  had 
jurisdiction  to  hear  and  decide  the  case.  Qi) 

Upon  an  indictment  for  perjury,  it  appeared  that  the  perjury  had  Justices  have 
been  committed  upon  the  hearing  of  a  second  application  for  a  jurisdiction  to 
bastardy  order,  a  former  application  having  been  heard  by  the  appii^tbuYn 
magistrates  and  dismissed  upon  the  merits.  It  was  contended  that  a  case  of 
the  magistrates  were  fwncti  officio  after  the  first  application  had  bastardy. 
been  dismissed  on  the  merits,  and  had  no  jurisdiction  to  entertain 
the  second  application.  But,  upon  a  case  reserved  after  conviction, 
the  judges  were  unanimously  of  opinion  that  the  magistrates  had 
jurisdiction  to  hear  the  second  application  and  administer  an  oath. 
The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  had  decided  that  one  inquiry  on  the 
merits  did  not  make  the  matter  a  res  judicata ;  but  even  if  the 
previous  dismissal  were  a  defence,  still  the  magistrates  on  the 
second  application  had  jurisdiction  to  hear  the  application  and 
administer  an  oath,  (i) 

An  indictment  alleged  that  T.  Home  was  duly  licensed  to  keep  Justices  have 
a  beer-house,  and  that  an  information  had  been  laid  against  him  *  ^^^^^} 
for  that  he,  being  duly  licensed  to  keep  a  beer-house,  had  it  open  iter  pubUc- 
unlawfully  on  the  morning  of  Sunday,  the  6th  of  February,  1853,  houses, 
and  charged  the  defendant  with  falsely  swearing  that  he  had  not 
been  supplied  with  beer  in  the  bouse  on  that  morning.     Home's 
license  was  for  a  year,  commencing  on  the  11th  of  May,  1853,  but 
Home  was  keeping  the  beer-house  on  the  6th  of  February  previ- 
ously.    It  was  objected  that  the  averment  that  Home  was  duly 
licensed  on  the  6th  of  February  was  not  proved,  and  that  if  he  was 
not  so  licensed,  the  justices  had  no  jurisdiction  to  hear  the  infor- 
mation.    But  Crompton,  J.,  held  that  the  justices  had  jurisdiction 
generally  over  the  subject  of  keeping  houses  for  the  sale  of  beer 

W  Keg.   V,   Berry,   Bell,  C.   C.    46,  L.  J.  M.C.  183  ;  Reg.  v.  Wiltshire,  12  Ad. 

Martin,  B.,  dissentiejUe.      The  applica-  &  E.  793  ;  R.  v.  Smith,    11  Cox,  C.  C. 

tion  for  the  bastardy  order  waa  made  10  ;  R.  r.  Chogg,  11  Cox,  C.  C.  558. 
under  the  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  101,  and  the  8  &  d)  Reg.  r.  Cooke,  2  Den.  C.  C.  R.  462 ; 

9  Vict  c.  110  ;   R.  v.  Fletcher,  L.  R.  1  21  L.  J.  M.  C.  136.    See  Reg.  v.  Brisby, 

r.  C.  R.  320;  40  L.  J.  M.  C.  123.     See  1  Den.  C.  C.  416.     Vol.  1,  p.  562. 
R.  V.  Simmonds,  Bell^  C.  C.  168  ;    28 
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and  other  liquors  open  on  Sunday ;  and  that  as,  in  order  to  estab- 
lish an  offence,  it  was  not  necessary  to  prove  that  the  keeper  of 
the  house  was  licensed,  what  was  sworn  on  the  subject  of  Home's 
keeping  the  house  open  brought  the  case  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  justices,  even  if  it  turned  out  that  he  was  not  licensed  at  the 
time,  ij) 

By  4  Geo.  4,  c.  34,  s.  2,  all  complaints  which  shall  arise  between 
masters  or  mistresses  and  their  apprentices,  as  to  wages,  &c.,  may 
be  heard  and  determined  before  a  justice  of  the  peace.  After  an 
apprenticeship  was  over,  the  former  apprentice  summoned  his  late 
master  under  this  Act  for  wages  alleged  to  be  unpaid,  and  on  the 
hearing  swore  falsely.  It  was  held,  that  this  was  perjury,  inas- 
much as  the  magistrate  had,  at  all  events,  jurisdiction  to  determine 
whether  the  relation  of  apprenticeship  continued  or  not.(i) 

The  6  &  7  WilL  4,  c.  65,  s.  9,  renders  it  necessary  that  an  infor- 
mation under  the  1  Will.  4,  c.  32,  the  Game  Act,  should  be  veri- 
fied on  the  oath  of  a  credible  witness  before  any  proceeding  is 
taken  upon  it  for  summoning  the  party  accused  or  compelling  his 
appearance,  and  if  this  course  has  not  been  adopted,  the  justices 
have  no  jurisdiction  to  hear  the  case ;  and,  consequently,  a 
person  giving  false  evidence  on  such  an  occasion  is  not  guilty  of 
perjury.  (Z) 

The  oath  must  be  material  to  the  question  depending :  for  if  it 
be  wholly  foreign  from  the  purpose,  or  altogether  immaterial,  and 
neither  in  any  way  pertinent  to  the  matter  in  question,  nor  tend- 
ing to  aggravate  or  extenuate  the  damages,  nor  likely  to  induce 
the  jury  to  give  the  readier  credit  to  the  substantial  part  of  the 
evidence,  it  cannot  amount  to  perjury,  because  it  is  wholly  idle  and 
insignificant ;  as,  where  a  witness  introduces  his  evidence,  with  an 
impertinent  preamble  of  a  story  concerning  previous  facts,  not  at 
all  relating  to  what  is  material,  and  is  guilty  of  a  falsity  as  to  such 
facts,  (m) 

If  it  appear  plainly  that  the  scope  of  the  question  to  a  witness 
was  to  sift  him  as  to  his  knowledge  of  the  substance,  by  examining 
him  strictly  concerning  the  circumstances,  and  he  gave  a  parti- 
cular and  distinct  account  of  the  circumstances  which  afterwards 
appears  to  be  false ;  it  seems  he  is  guilty  of  peijury,  inasmuch  as 
nothing  can  be  more  apt  to  incline  a  jury  to  give  credit  to  the  sub- 
stantial part  of  a  man's  evidence,  than  his  appearing  to  have  an 
exact  and  particular  knowledge  of  all  the  circumstances  relating  to 
it.  in)  And  it  is  spoken  of  as  a  reasonable  opinion,  that  a  witness 
may  be  guilty  of  perjury  in  respect  of  a  false  oath  concerning  a  mere 
circumstance,  if  such  oath  have  a  plain  tendency  to  corroborate  the 


(j)  Reg.  t>.  Kirton,  6  Cox,  C.  C.  893. 
Crompton,  J.,  refused  to  reserve  the 
point. 

{k]  R.  V.  Sanders,  1  L.  R.  C.  C.  R.  76. 
See  U.  V.  Bacon,  11  Cox,  C.  C.  540,  a 
case  where  it  was  held  that  the  niagis- 
trate  had  no  jurisdiction,  and  conse- 
quently that  the  prisoner  had  not  com- 
mitted the  offence  of  perjury. 

(I)  Reg.  V.  Scotton,  5  Q.  B.  493.  See 
R.  «.  Western,  10  Cox,  C.  C.  93. 

(m)  Rex  V,  Griepe,  1  Lord  Raym.  256. 
Bac.  Ab.  tit,  Perjury  (A).  See  2  Roll. 
41,  42,  369.     Hetl.  97.     1  Hawk.  P.  C. 


c.  69,  8.  8. 

(n)  See  1  Hawk.  P.  C.  c.  69,  s.  8. 
Upon  an  indictment  for  robbery  com- 
mitted on  the  13th  of  April,  between 
eight  and  ten  o^clock  at  nignt,  a  witness 
for  the  prisoner  swore,  not  only  that  the 
prisoner  was  at  home  at  that  time,  but 
in  answer  to  the  judge  said,  that  the  pri- 
soner had  lived  in  the  same  house  for  the 
two  years  previous,  and  that  during  the 
whole  of  that  time  he  had  not  been  ab- 
sent from  the  same  house  for  more  than 
three  nights  together.  The  last  two 
statements  were  proved  to  be  false,  as  the 
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more  material  part  of  the  evidence ;  as  if,  in  trespass  for  spoiling 
the  plaintiffs  close  with  the  defendant's  sheep,  a  witness  swears 
that  he  saw  such  a  number  of  the  defendant's  sheep  in  the  close  ; 
and  being  asked  how  he  knew  them  to  be  the  defendant's,  swears 
that  he  knew  them  by  such  a  mark,  which  he  knew  to  be  the  de- 
fendant's mark,   whereas,   in   truth,   the   defendant   never   used 
any  such  mark,  (o)     And  it  appears  to  have  been  holden  not  to 
be  necessary  that  it  should  be  shown  to  what  degree  the  point  in 
which  a  man  is  perjured  was  material  to  the  issue,  and  that  it  will 
be  sufficient  if  the  point  were  circumstantially  material,  {p)     And  I*  ^^  ^o*  ^ 
still  less  is  it  necessary  that  the  evidence  be  sufficient  for  the  prove  the *^ 
plaintiflf  to  recover  upon,  since  evidence  may  be  very  material,  and  point  in  ques- 
yet  not  full  enough  to  prove  directly  the  point  in  question,  (g)  ^ioJ*- 
Where  A  advanced  money  to  B.  on  two  distinct  mortgages,  upon 
one  of  which  the  security  was  insufficient,  and  B.  assigned  the  equity 
of  redemption  in  both  to  C,  who  assigned  the  insufficient  estate 
to  an  insolvent,  and  filed  a  bill  against  A  to  redeem  the  other,  to 
which  bill  A.  put  in  his  answer,  and  therein  denied  having  had 
notice  of  the  assignment  to  the  insolvent;  it  was  holden  that  the 
notice  was  a  material  fact  upon  which  perjury  might  be  assigned,  (r) 

An  indictment  for  perjury  committed  before  commissioners  of  Whatever 
taxes  on  an  appeal  of  W.  He  watt  against  a  surcharge  for  a  grey-  ^^^^j^® 
hound  used  by  him  on  the  24th  of  November,  averred  that  it  was  witness  on 
a  material  question  whether  a  certain  receipt  produced  by  the  pri-  cross-exami- 
soner  on  the  hearing  of  the  appeal  was  given  to  him  before  the  ^^Jj^f    jf 
12th  of  September  then  last  past,  and  that  the  prisoner  falsely  therefore,  a 
swore  that  the  receipt  was  given  to  him  before  the  said  12th  day  witness  swears 
of  September.    At  the  commissioners'  meeting,  evidence  was  given  ^l^^^n^^ 
that  Hewatt  and  the  prisoner  were  coursing,  on  the  24th  of  No-  the  date  of  a 
vember,  with  two  greyhounds,  one  of  which  had  been  Hewatt*s,  who  receipt,  it  is 
had  no  certificate.    Hewatt,  in  support  of  his  appeal  against  a  sur-  ^^J^^^d  * 
charge  for  this  dog,  said  that  the  dog  had  been  sold  to  the  prisoner  be  affected  by 
long  before,  and  called  the  prisoner  as  a  witness.     The  prisoner  the  fact  of  that 
swore  that  he  bought  the  dog  on  the  6th  of  September,  and  pro-  ^J^*^"*^ 
duced  a  receipt  for  the  purchase  money  bearing  that  date.     The 
surveyor  asked  him  whether  the  receipt  was  given  at  the  time  of 
the  sale,  and  he  said  it  was  not,  but  a  few  days  after.     On  being 
pressed,  he  said  it  was  given  to  him  before  the  12th  of  September. 
The  surveyor  pointed  out  to  him  that  the  recept  bore  date  the  18th 
of  November,  so  that  the  prisoner  must  be  mistaken  ;  but  the  pri- 
soner persisted,  and  swore  positively  that  it  was  given  him  before 
the  12th  of  September.     Officers  from  the  stamps  proved  that  the 
paper,  on  which  the  receipt  was  written,  was  stamped  on  the  18th 
of  November,  and  could  not  have  been  issued  from  the  stamp  office 
before  that  day.     It  was  objected  that  the  materiality  of  the  ques- 
tion as  stated  in  the  indictment  had  not  been  shown ;  that  the 


prisoner  for  a  whole  year  of  the  period 
spoken  to,  had  been  in  prison.  Helo,  that 
tne  evidence  so  last  ffiven  was  material 
to  the  inquliy,  and  toe  proper  subject  of 
asBignmenU  of  peijury,  inasmuch  as 
those  latter  statements  tended  to  render 
more  probable  the  previous  statements 
made,  thAt  the  prisoner  was  at  home  on 
the  night  of  the  13th  of  April.  K.  v. 
Tyson,  37  L.  J.  M.  C.  7  ;  11  Cox,  C.  C. 


1.  See  R,  V,  Naylor,  11  Cox,  C.  C.  13  ; 
R.  V,  Alsop,  11  Cox,  C.  C.  264. 

(o)  Bac.  A.b.  tit  Perjury  (A).  1 
Hawk.  P.  0.  c.  69,  s.  S.  See  Reg.  v. 
Gardiner,  post^  p.  62,  et  seq. 

{p)  Rex  V.  Griepe,  1  Ld.  Raym.  256  ; 
R.  V.  Muscot,  10  Mod.  195. 

{q)  Reg.  V.  Rhodes,  2  Ld.  Raym.  886. 

(r)  Rex  V.  Pepys,  Peake,  N.  P.  R.  138, 
Loi-d  Kenyon,  C.  J, 
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material  question  was,  whether  the  dog  was  the  prisoner's  or 
Hewatt's  on  the  24th  of  November,  the  day  of  the  coursing.  It 
had  not  been  disproved  that  there  had  been  a  sale  of  the  dog  on 
the  6th  of  September ;  and,  if  there  was,  the  time  of  giving  the 
receipt,  or  even  the  fact  of  any  receipt  having  been  given,  was  im- 
material. The  objection  was  overruled,  and  on  its  being  repeated 
on  a  case  reserved,  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.,  said,  '  The  whole  matter 
turned  on  the  credit  of  the  witness,  and  he  tries  to  support  his 
credit  by  false  evidence.  The  receipt  is  to  confirm  his  evidence, 
and  he  swears  it  was  given  before  the  12th.  If  that  were  true,  the 
proof  would  be  decisive.'  Williams,  J.,  '  The  time  when  this  receipt 
was  given  is  a  step  in  the  proof.'  Lord  Denman,  C  J.,  'Everything 
is  material  which  affects  the  credit  of  the  witness.*  Lord  Abinger, 
C.  B.,  *  Every  question,  in  cross-examination,  which  goes  to  the 
credit  of  the  witness,  is  material.  If  a  witness  were  asked,  in  cross- 
examination,  whether  he  was  in  such  a  place  at  such  a  time,  and 
he  denied  it,  that  would  be  material  if  it  went  to  his  credit.  In  the 
present  case,  if  they  could  not  have  contradicted  the  prisoner  by 
the  date  of  the  stamp,  the  receipt  confirming  his  evidence  would 
have  made  out  the  case  before  the  commissioners.  («) 

The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  perjury  before  a  court  of  requests, 
in  a  proceeding,  under  the  interpleader  clause  of  the  Act  esta- 
blishing the  court,  to  ascertain  whether  a  certain  pig,  which  had 
been  seized  under  an  execution  issued  against  him  on  the  26th  of 
September,  had  been  sold  by  him  on  the  5th  of  August  to  his 
brother.     The  prisoner  had  sworn  that  he  had  sold  the  pig  to  his 
brother  on  the  5th  of  August,  and  the  allegation  of  perjury  was, 
that  the  pig  was  not  sold  by  the  prisoner  to  his  brother  on  the 
said  5th  day  of  August.     It  was  contended  that  whether  or  not 
the  pig  was  sold  on  the  5th  of  August  was  not  the  material  ques- 
tion ;  the    material   question  was  whether  or   not,  at   any  time 
before  the  issuing  of  execution,  there  had  been  a  sale  of  the  pig 
by  the  prisoner  to  his  brother.     It  was  quite  immaterial  whether 
the  sale  took  place  on  a  particular  day,  if  it  took  place  at  some 
time  prior  to  the  execution.     Maule,  J.,  'I  think  that  the  ulti- 
mate question  to  be  decided  is  one  thing,  and  yet  that  a  material 
question  may  be  raised  upon  a  matter  collateral  to  that  question. 
I  do  not  at  all  think  that  I  can  confine  the  law  of  perjury  by  making 
that  only  perjury  which  is  material   to  the  only  question  to  be 
tried,  otherwise  persons  might  perjure  themselves  with  impunity. 
It  might  be  a  material  question  in  a  case  of  murder  what  coloured 
coat  a  man  had  on  :  the  colour  of  the  pig,  as  I  put  it,  might  be 
most  material ;  for  suppose  a  person  swore  that  this  was  a  black 
pig,  and  another  witness  swore  it  was  white,  it  would  have  been 
a  material  question  whether  the  pig  was  black  or  white,  although 
the  ultimate  question  would   have  been  whether  it  was  sold  at 
the  time  when  it  was  alleged  to  have  been  sold.'  (f) 
Materiality  of        On  the  hearing  of  an  information  against  Robinson,  under  the 


The  day  on 
which  a  sale 
took  place 
may  be 
loatcrial. 


is)  Reg.  V,  Overton,  C.  &  M.  655.  2 
M.  C.  C.  R.  263,  A.D.  1842.  See  this 
case  on  another  point,  jwos/,  p.  55. 

{t)  Reff.  V,  Altass,  1  Cox,  C.  C.  17, 
A.D.  1848.  A  case  once  occurred  at  GloU' 
cester  where  on  an  indictment  for  steal- 
ing  a   rabbit   the   question  turned  on 


whether  a  rabbit  found  in  the  prisoner's 
possession  was  a  buck  or  doe  rabbit,  and 
numerous  witnesses  were  called  on  each 
side,  and  the  verdict  was,  *  We  find  it  was 
a  buck  rabbit ' — ^a  case  well  illustrating 
Mr.  J.  Maule's  remarks. 


CHAP.  1.]  Oath  must  he  material.  13 

1   Will.  4,  c.  32,  s.  30,  for  committing  a   trespass  ia  pursuit  of  evidence  as  to 
game  on  a  close  in  the  occupation  of  T.  Warren,  a  witness  having  entering  a 
proved  that  he  saw  Robinson  in  Warren's  field,  and  saw  him  ^^^^J^l 
commit  the  ofiFence  there,  the  prisoner  swore,  on  behalf  of  Robinson, 
that  he  went  with  Robinson  into  a  lane  adjoining  the  field,  and 
that  Robinson  shot  into  the  field,  but  did  not  enter  it,  and  that 
he  himself  went  into    the   field,  and  fetched  oflf  what  Robinson 
killed.     It  was  contended  that  this  evidence  was  not  material ; 
because  Robinson  was    equally  guilty  of   an   offence  within  the 
1  Will  4,  c.  32,  s.  30,  whether  he  went  into  the  field  and  shot 
there,  or  whether  he  shot  from  the  lane,  and  the  prisoner  in  his 
company  went  in  and  brought  away  the  game.     But  Williams,  J., 
held  that  the  evidence  was  material,  (u) 

An  indictment  alleged  that  a  cause  of  divorce  or  separation  Materiality  oF 
was  pending  in  the  Court  of  Arches,  which  was  promoted  by  E.  passing  by  a 
Kelly  against  her  husband  J.  Kelly,  and  that  J.  Worley  was  different  name, 
examined  as  a  witness  on  behalf  of  £.  Kelly,  and  that  interroga- 
tories were  exhibited  to  Worley  on  behalf  of  J.  Kelly,  and  that 
Worley  falsely  swore  that  he  never  passed  by  the  assumed  names 
of  Abbott  or  Johnson,  and  it  was  proved  that  Worley  was  a  wit- 
ness on  the  part  of  the  wife  in  the  suit,  and  that  interrogatories 
on  behalf  of  the  husband,  by  way  of  cross-examination,  were 
exhibited  to  him,  and  that  one  of  the  questions  put  to  him,  with 
the  view  of  impeaching  his  credit,  was  '  Have  you  not  passed  by 
the  name  of  Abbott  and  also  of  Johnson  ? '  He  answered,  '  I  never 
passed  by  the  assumed  name  of  Abbott  or  Johnson.*  He  had, 
however,  for  several  years  gone  by  the  name  of  Abbott,  and  lived 
with  a  woman  who  took  that  name,  and  two  of  his  children  by 
her  were  christened  in  that  name.  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  'I 
do  not  think  that  the  evidence  of  materiality  is  sufficient  I  do 
not  mean  to  say  that  a  false  answer  given,  under  such  circum- 
stances as  those  proved,  might  not  support  a  charge  of  perjury ; 
but  I  am  of  opinion  that  in  this  case  enough  has  not  been  shown 
on  the  part  of  the  prosecution  to  connect  the  false  answer  with 
the  issue  on  which  the  evidence  was  given.  It  might  have  been 
material,  but  we  cannot  clearly  see  that  it  was  so/  {v) 

Where  on  a  trial  for  rape  the  prosecutrix  swore  that  she  had  Evidence  by  a 
never  got  one  Williams  to  write  a  letter  for  her,  which  was  shown  ^^man  on  a 
to  her,  and  on  a  trial  for  perjury  in  so  swearing,  it  was  proved  ^  ^  a^e^ 
that  she  had  got  Williams  to  write  a  letter  to  the  person  she  had  sent  by  her  to 
charged  with  the  rape,  saying, '  I  will  do  all  I  can  to  clear  you.*  ^®  prisoner. 
'  I  should  not  have  went  to  the  police  about  the  matter  at  all,  if 
I  had  not  been  persuaded  by  '  two  persons  whom  she  named,  &c. ; 
it  was  held  that  the  evidence  relating  to  the  writing  of  this  letter 
was  clearly  material,  {w) 

The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  perjury  committed  by  him  on  the  where  statute 
hearing  of   a  summons,  which   he   had  taken    out    against  the  merely  col- 
prosecutor  before  the  justices  at  petty  sessions,  for  using  language  ^*«"^- 

(u)  Re^.  V.  Scotton,  5  Q.  B.  493,  a.d.  stated,  it  is  impossible  to  see  what  this 

1844.     The  question  was  argued  in  the  decision  amounts  to. 
Q.  B.,  but  not  decided,  the  case  going  off  (w)  Beg.  v.  Bennett,  2  Den.  C.  C.  240, 

on  another  point.     Bee  aiUe^  p.  10.  a.d.  1851.  Talfourd,  J.,  on  the  trial,  and 

(r)  Reg.  V,  Worley,  3  Cox,  C.  C.  535,  approved  by  the  judges  on  a  case  reserved 

A.D.  1349.    As  no  part  of  the  cvideuce,  on  other  points. 
except  the  single  question  and  answer,  is 


14 


If  a  witness 
gives  false 
evidence  as  to 
a  document  in 
order  that  it 
may  be  ad- 
mitted in 
evidence,  this 
evidence  is 
materia], 
though  the 
document  be 
inadmissible, 
or  not  put  in 
evidence. 


Of  Perjury  at  Common  Law.  [book  v. 

calculated  to  incite  him  to  commit  a  breach  of  the  peace.  The 
language  used  by  the  prosecutor  was  in  consequence  of  the  prisoner, 
as  the  prosecutor  alleged,  having  kicked  and  struck  a  horse,  and 
several  witnesses  were  called  who  proved  this.  The  prisoner's  at- 
tention was  then  called  to  what  the  witnesses  hat!  said,  and  he  was 
asked  on  cross-examination  whether  it  was  true ;  he,  however, 
denied  that  he  had  ever  kicked  or  struck  the  horse,  and  the  justices 
thereupon  committed  him  for  trial  for  perjury.  Held,  that  no 
perjuiy  could  be  assigned,  as  the  statement  by  the  prisoner  that 
he  had  never  kicked  or  struck  the  horse  was  merely  collateral,  {x) 
Upon  the  trial  of  Doe  d.  Richard  v.  Oriffltha,  a  copy  of  the  will 
of  William  Joseph  was  tendered,  and  on  objection  to  its  admissi- 
bility, the  prisoner,  who  was  then  attorney  for  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff,  swore  that  he  had  examined  the  copy  produced  with  the 
original  will,  in  the  registry  at  Llandaff ;  and  upon  further  objec- 
tion that  the  original  will  was  inoperative  in  respect  of  a  chattel 
interest,  and  that,  therefore,  either  the  probate  ought  to  be  pro- 
duced or  the  Act  Book  be  proved,  the  prisoner  further  deposed 
that  he  had  examined  the  memorandum  at  the  foot  of  the  copy  of 
the  will,  with  the  entry  in  the  Act  Book  at  the  same  registry. 
Upon  this  evidence  the  judge  offered  to  receive  the  document  in 
evidence,  but  the  plaintiff's  counsel  withdrew  it.  Upon  the  trial 
for  perjury,  it  was  proved  that  the  defendant  had  not  made  either 
of  the  examinations  which  he  had  so  deposed  to,  and  he  was 
found  guilty  of  perjury ;  but  Erie,  J.,  reserved  the  question, 
whether  the  false  oath  was  relevant  and  material  to  the  issue  then 
being  tried,  so  as  to  amount  to  perjury  ;  as  to  which  the  following 
were  the  facts  : — On  the  trial  of  the  ejectment,  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  a  term,  which  had  been  granted 
to  William  Joseph  and  Bees  Morgan  jointly ;  and  his  title  was 
that  Morgan  had  survived  Joseph,  and  assigned  the  term  to 
Catherine,  the  widow  of  Joseph,  who  married  Saunders,  and  on 
her  marriage  made  a  settlement,  under  which  the  term  vested  in 
him.  The  will  of  Joseph  was  irrelevant  to  this  title ;  but  the 
time  of  his  death  was  a  material  fact,  in  order  to  prove  that  Mor- 
gan survived  him,  and  proof  of  the  probate  of  the  will  of  Joseph 
would  thus  have  been  relevant  evidence  towards  establishing  the 
plaintiffs  title.  The  purpose  of  the  plaintiff's  counsel  in  tender- 
ing the  evidence,  was  to  clear  a  doubt  respecting  the  interest  of 
Joseph  in  the  term,  which  was  expected  to  be  raised  by  the  de- 
fendant, and  after  the  document  was  withdrawn,  the  survivor- 
ship of  Morgan  to  Joseph  was  clearly  proved  by  other  evidence 
for  the  plaintiff;  but  the  purpose  for  which  the  document  was 
offered  was  not  stated  on  the  trial  of  the  ejectment.  In  the 
registry  at  Llandaff  it  was  the  practice  to  indorse  the  act  of  pro- 
bate on  the  original  will,  and  the  book  called  *  The  Act  Book ' 
contained  a  daily  account  of  the  matters  of  business  completed 
in  the  registry,  and  the  memorandum  at  the  foot  of  the  docu- 
ment in  question  was  a  copy  of  the  entry  in  this  book  relating 
to  the  probate  of  the  will  of  Joseph,  and  not  a  copy  of  the  act  of 
probate  indorsed  on  the  original  will.  It  follows  that  the  exami- 
nation of  the  document  tendered  with  the  entrj"  in  the  book  called 


Or)  B.  r.  Holden,  12  Cox,  C.  C.  166. 
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'  The  Act  Book'  at  Llandaff,  did  not  render  the  document  legally 
admissible  as  an  examined  copy  of  the  act  of  probate.  For  the 
prisoner,  it  was  contended  before  the  judges,  that  the  question 
WAS*  simply  whether  if  a  witness  swears  that  he  has  examined  a 
document,  not  receivable  in  evidence,  with  a  certain  book,  that  can 
be  said  to  be  material  to  the  issue  ?  The  time  of  Joseph's  death 
was  in  issue ;  how  could  the  fact  that  the  witness  swore  that  he 
had  examined  a  paper,  not  receivable  in  evidence,  with  a  certain 
book,  be  material  to  the  isav^  then  being  tried  ?  It  is  not  enough 
that  the  evidence  has  relation  to  the  matter  in  issue  ;  it  must  be 
material  to  the  issue.  It  was  contended,  when  the  defendant 
was  tried,  that  what  he  had  sworn  was  material  for  the  jury,  who 
were  to  act  on  the  evidence  before  them  ;  and,  secondly,  that  it  was 
material  for  the  judge,  who  was  to  say  whether  it  was  to  be  put 
to  the  jury  or  not.  But  it  could  not  be  material  for  the  jury ; 
for  it  was  withdrawn  from  their  consideration,  and  they  could 
not  legitimately  act  upon  it ;  and  here  the  judge  was  not  a  judge 
of  fact.  This  evidence  was  not  on  any  issue  of  fact  which  the 
judge  had  to  try.  It  was  merely  evidence  to  be  given  to  the  jury 
through  the  judge.  Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.,  '  I  am  of  opinion  that 
the  conviction  was  right.  There  was  false  swearing  in  a  judicial 
proceeding.  How  can  it  be  said  not  to  have  been  material  ?  It 
was  necessary  to  prove  that  Joseph  died  before  Morgan.  Although 
the  fact  of  Joseph's  death  had  been  proved  by  parol  testimony, 
if  evidence  was  given  to  show  that  probate  had  been  granted  of 
Joseph's  will  while  Morgan  was  still  living,  it  would  have  been 
material  in  corroboration.  With  a  view  to  have  the  copy  of  the 
will  received  in  evidence,  the  defendant  swore  falsely  that  he  had 
examined  the  paper  produced  with  the  original  will  at  Llandaff, 
and  the  entry  on  it  with  the  entry  in  the  Act  Book  ;  and  there- 
upon the  judge  said,  I  will  admit  it,  and  if  it  had  been  read,  it 
would  have  gone  to  the  jury  with  the  rest  of  the  evidence  in  the 
case.  Afterwards  the  document  is  withdrawn,  but  that  cannot 
purge  the  false  swearing  committed  by  the  defendant.  It  has 
been  said  that  if  the  judge  were  wrong  in  admitting  the  document 
in  evidence,  the  defendant  could  not  be  convicted,  making  the 
offence  of  perjury  depend  upon  whether  a  judge  were  right  or 
wrong  in  his  decision  on  a  question  of  law,  and  upon  the  decision 
of  some  nice  point  in  a  bill  of  exceptions,  which  might  ultimately 
go  to  the  House  of  Lords.  We  are  all  of  opinion,  as  the  evidence 
was  given  in  a  judicial  proceeding,  with  a  view  to  the  reception  in 
evidence  of  a  document,  which  was  material,  and  as  that  evidence 
was  false,  that  all  the  ingredients  necessary  to  constitute  the  crime 
of  perjury  are  present*  (y) 

Where  a  count  stated  that  it  was  a  material  question  whether  Reading  over 
a  bond  was  obtained  by  the  fraud  of  the  prisoner,  and  that  the  *  ^°"^.  ^^^^ 
prisoner  falsely  swore  that  he  read  over  and  explained  it  to  the  ^^^^  ^°°' 
obligor ;  it  was  objected  that  the  omission  to  read  over  the  bond 

(y)  Reg.  V,  Phillpotts,  2  Den.  C.  C.  802.  material  to  that  judicial  proceeding  ;  and 

8  C.  &  K.   186,   A.D.    1851.       In  the  it  is  not  necessary  that  it  should  have 

course  of  the  areument^  Maule,  J.,  said,  been  relevant  and  material  to  the  issue 

*  Here  the  defendant  by  means  of  a  false  being  tried.'    In  Re^.   v.  Gibbon,  infra, 

oath  endeavonra  to  have  a  document  re-  Pollock,   C.    B.,   said  that  there  was  a 

ceived  in  cyidcnce ;  it  is,   therefore,  a  great  deal  of  very  good  sense  in  Lord 

fialae  oath  in  a  judicial  proceeding  ;  it  is  Campbell's  judgment  in  this  case. 
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was  no  evidence  of  fraud,  and  therefore  the  statement  was  not 
material;  but  Erie,  J.,  overruled  the  objection,  as  the  reading 
over  the  bond  would  be  strong  evidence  to  negative  fraud,  (z) 

The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  having  falsely  sworn  before 
justices,  on  a  charge  against  the  prosecutor  for .  stealing  three 
books  of  account,  that  she  saw  him  destroy  another  book  of 
accounts,  the  prosecutor  being  also  charged  with  embezzlement ; 
and  Watson,  B.,  held  that  the  evidence  was  not  material.  Its 
being  calculated  to  influence  the  minds  of  the  magisti*ates  would 
not  be  sufficient.  It  would  be  merely  bad  conduct  in  one  in- 
stance, inducing  a  probability  of  bad  conduct  in  another.  On 
the  charge  for  embezzlement  it  would  have  been  material  evi- 
dence, (a) 

An  indictment  alleged  that  a  cause  came  on*^  to  be  tried  at  the 
Assizes,  and  that  the  cause  and  all  matters  in  diflference  between 
the  parties  were  referred  to  an  arbitrator,  and  assigned  perjury 
before  him  as  to  the  signature  of  a  paper.  The  arbitrator  said 
that  it  was  impossible  for  him  so  to  distinguish  between  the 
matters  in  the  cause  and  the  other  matters  in  difference  between 
the  parties,  as  to  say  definitively  to  which  head  the  questions  put 
to  and  the  answers  given  by  the  prisoner  referred,  and  there  was 
no  other  evidence  on  the  point.  Gumey,  Q.  C,  '  In  all  these  cases, 
it  is  necessary  to  show  that  the  matter  alleged  to  be  falsely  sworn 
was  material,  and  that  cannot  be  done  in  this  case  without  proof 
that  it  was  material  either  to  the  action  or  to  the  other  matters  in 
difference.  The  evidence  failing  to  show  this  distinctly,  the  de- 
fendant must  be  acquitted.'  (6) 

An  indictment  for  perjury,  committed  before  a  coroner  while 
holding  an  inquest  on  the  body  of  J.  ConoUy,  alleged  that  it  was 
a  material  question  whether  the  deceased,  the  prisoner,  or  another 
person  had  drank  any  intoxicating  liquor  after  they  had  left  a 
police  baiTack  and  before  they  had  arrived  at  a  guard-room,  and 
that  the  prisoner  falsely  swore  that  none  of  them  had  tasted  any 
intoxicating  liquor  during  that  interval.  This  statement  was 
clearly  shown  to  be  false,  but  there  were  no  grounds  for  supposing 
that  the  deceased  came  to  his  death  from  anything  except  from 
the  effects  of  having  been  exposed  to  the  night  air.  It  was  ob- 
jected that  the  matter  so  falsely  sworn  was  not  material,  and 
Monahan,  C.  J.,  was  inclined  so  to  hold  ;  but  he  left  the  question 
of  materiality  to  the  jury,  and  they  convicted;  and,  upon  a  case 
reserved,  it  was  held  that  the  evidence  was  material.  It  was  the 
duty  of  the  coroner  to  inquire  into  all  the  circumstances  attending, 
or  which  might  have  caused,  the  death  of  the  person  upon  whom 
the  inquiry  was  held.  That  being  so,  it  at  once  became  material 
to  ascertain  whether  or  not  death  had  not  been  caused  to  some 
extent  by  the  deceased  having  been  tippling  in  a  public-house,  and 


(2)  Reg.  V.  Smith,  IF.  &  F.  98,  a.d. 
1858. 

(a)  Reg.  V.  Southwood,  1  F.  &  F.  356, 
A.D.  1858. 

(h)  Reg.  V.  Ball,  6  Cox,  C.  C.  360, 
A.D.  1854.  Giimey,  R.,  is  far  too  good 
a  criminal  lawyer  to  have  made  such  a 
decision  as  this,  and  I  have  the  best  au- 
thority for  sayins  that  he  never  did  so 
decide.     Probably  the  evidence  failed  to 


show  that  the  evidence  was  material  in 
any  respect  upon  the  hearing  of  the 
matters  referrea.  It  is  obvious  that  the 
paper  in  this  case  might  have  been  ma- 
terial both  to  the  matter  in  issue  in  the 
cause,  and  to  the  other  matters  referred, 
and  yet  according  to  this  report  the  evi- 
dence would  not  have  been  material. 
C.  S.  G. 
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therefore  in  a  state  to  render  it  more  probable  that  he  should  have 
lost  his  way.  It  was  material  for  the  coroner  to  ascei-tain,  not 
alone  the  actual  cause  of  death,  as  murder,  felo  de  se,  or  otherwise, 
but  also  all  the  circumstances  attending  it,  and  therefore  it  was 
a  necessary  part  of  his  duty  to  ascertain  the  way  in  which  the 
deceased  spent  the  evening  before  his  death,  (c) 

An   indictment  for  perjury  alleged   that   the   prisoner  falsely  Evidence  of 
swore  at  a  petty  sessions  that  D.  Bees  was  the  father  of  her  ille-  mother  on  an 
gitimate  child,  and  that  her  master,  who  was  the  uncle  of  D.  Rees,  ??^!5*^°'*  "* 
had  promised  to  raise  her  wages  if  she  would  swear  the  child  to  ^* 

a  man  other  than  the  said  D.  Bees,  and  if  she  would  do  so  he 
would  permit  her  to  lie  in  at  his  house.  Martin,  B.,  expressed  a 
strong  opinion  that  this  evidence  as  to  the  promises  made  to  her  by 
her  master  was  not  sufficiently  material  to  the  issue  before  the 
justices  so  as  to  amount  to  the  crime  of  perjury ;  but  he  left  the 
case  to  the  jury,  (d) 

The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  perjury  alleged   to  have   been  Biateriality  of 
committed  by  him    on    the   hearing  of  an   application   of    M.  ^wS^'tothe 
Humphreys,  the  mother  of  a  bastard  child,  for  an  order  in  bas-  mother  of  a 
tardy  to  be  made  upon  the  prisoner.     Upon  the  hearing  M.  Hum-  Ustard. 
phreys  swore  that  on  the  day  after  the  birth  of  the  child  the 
prisoner  paid  her  11.  7».  6d.,  and  that  he  paid  her  a  weekly  sum 
for  several  weeks  after  ;  in  answer  thereto  the  prisoner  swore  that 
he  never  paid  M.  Humphreys  any  money  at  all  upon  any  account 
whatsoever,  and  on  this  statement  perjury  was  assigned ;  it  was 
objected  that  this  assignment  of  perjury  was  upon  a  matter  im- 
material on  the  hearing ;  but,  upon  a  case  reserved,  it  was  held  that 
it  was  clearly  material ;  for  it  was  necessary  to  prove  at  the  hearing 
the  payment  of  the  money ;  and  further,  the  payment  of  the  money 
for  the  maintenance  of  the  child  was  corroborative  evidence  of  the 
paternity,  (e) 

Brennan  oeing  charged  before  justices  of  the  peace  with  a  rob-  Bvidence 
bery  in  a  railway  carriage,  cross-examined  the  prosecutor  after  he  ^^^  ^^^ 
had  given  his  evidence  in  support  of  the  charge,  as  to  whether  he  been  admitted 
had  been  in  company  with  himself  and  the  prisoner  at  Manchester  held  to  be  im- 
on  the  previous  day,  and  then  called  the  prisoner,  who  swore  that  ™**®"*^' 
the  prosecutor  had  accosted  him,  whilst  in  company  with  Brennan, 
and  proposed  that  he  should  assist  him  to  break  into  his  uncle's 
house ;  and  it  was  held  that  this  evidence  was  in  a  matter  imma- 
terial to  the  inquiry  before  the  justices.  (/) 

Justices  have  no  right  to  inquire  into  the  truth  of  a  charge  of 
libel  preferred  before  them,  or  to  hear  any  other  justification.  If 
publication  is  proved,  they  are  bound  to  commit.  Where,  there- 
fore, an  indictment  was  preferred  for  perjuiy  alleged  to  have  been 
committed  in  the  course  of  the  cross-examination  of  a  witness  for 
the  defendant  on  a  charge  of  libel  before  magistrates,  the  object  of 
which  was  to  prove  the  truth  of  the  libel,  such  cross-examination 

(c)  Beg.  V.  Courtney,  7  Cox,  C.  C.  Ill,  a.d.  1858.  Martin,  B.,  after  consulting 
JLD.  1856.  Byles,  J.     This  case  seems  to  be  over- 

(d)  Keg.  V.  Owen,  6  Cox,  C.  C.  105,  ruled  by  Reg.  v.  Gibbon,  infra.  On  its 
A.D.  1852.  The  report  does  not  show  being  cited  in  that  case,  Martin,  B.,said, 
how  any  such  evidence  was  admitted  be-  '  That  case  should  not  be  looked  upon  as 
fore  the  justices.    Acquittal.  any  authority.      It  was  only  my  impres- 

(e)  B^.  V,  Berry,  Bell,  C.  C.  46,  a.d.  sion  of  what  was  material  formed  hastily 
1859.  on  circuit.' 

(/)  B^.  V.  Murray,  1  F.  &  F.  80, 

YOU   III.  0 
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not  being  upon  matter  material  to  the  issue,  the  Court  directed 
an  acquittal,  (g) 

The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  falsely  swearing  on  the  hearing  of 
an  application  in  bastardy,  that  he  had  connection  with  the 
mother  of  the  child.  The  mother  in  support  of  the  application 
had  made  a  deposition  before  the  magistrates,  and  she  was  then 
cross-examiaed  as  to  whether  she  had  not  had  connection  with  the 
prisoner  in  the  September  previous  to  the  birth  of  the  child,  which 
was  on  the  29th  of  March,  and  she  denied  it.  The  prisoner  was 
called  for  the  alleged  father,  and  swore  that  he  had  had  con- 
nection with  her  as  imputed  by  the  question  put  to  her.  It  was 
objected  that  the  evidence  given  by  the  prisoner  was  not  material 
to  the  issue  raised  on  the  application  for  the  affiliation  order,  as 
the  question  put  to  the  mother  as  to  her  having  had  connection 
with  the  prisoner  merely  went  to  affect  her  credit,  and  her  answer 
to  it  ought  to  have  been  regarded  as  conclusive,  and  the  evidence 
given  by  the  prisoner  was  inadmissible.  But,  on  a  case  reserved, 
it  was  held  that  the  prisoner  was  liable  to  be  convicted.  '  It  is 
now  clearly  established  that  a  cross-examination  going  to  a  wit- 
ness's credit  is  material,  and  that  perjury  may  be  assigned  upon 
it.*  Qi)  Here,  therefore,  the  mother  might  have  been  indicted  if 
she  had  sworn  falsely  on  cross-examination  upon  this  matter. 
'Although  it  did  not  refer  to  the  main  issue,  which  was  the 
paternity  of  the  child,  it  had  a  bearing  upon  what  was  indirectly 
in  issue ;  namely,  how  far  the  complainant  was  deserving  of 
credit.'  (i)  '  Then,  as  the  question  only  affected  her  credit,  as  soon 
as  she  had  answered  it,  all  should  have  been  bound  by  her  answer. 
This  is  an  established  rule  of  our  law.  Notwithstanding  that,  the 
magistrates  admitted  the  evidence  of  the  prisoner,  which  legally 
was  inadmissible.  Then,  although  not  legally  admissible,  yet, 
being  admitted,  it  had  a  reference  to  what  was  indirectly  in  issue — 
the  credibility  of  the  complainant.  The  evidence  having  been  ad- 
mitted, although  wrongly,  JReg.  v.  PhUlpotts  (j)  is  an  authority 
directly  in  point  that  pequry  may  be  assigned  upon  it.  Although 
the  evidence  was  open  to  objection,  yet  it  does  not  lie  in  the  wit- 
ness's mouth  to  say  that  it  was  not  a  question  on  which  he  was 
bound  to  speak  the  truth,  (k) 


ig)  R.  V.  Townsend,   10  Cox,   C.   C. 
856  ;  M.  Smith,  J. 

(h)  Per  Crompton,  J. 

(i)  Per  Cockbum,  C.  J. 

(j)  Supra. 

(k)  Reff.  V.  Gibbon,  L.  &  C.  109,  by 
eleven  judges,  Crompton,  J.,  and  Martin, 
B.,  doubting.  It  was  stated  in  the  argu- 
ment that  the  child  was  a  full-grown 
child.  The  cases  where  it  has  been  held 
on  a  trial  for  rape  that  the  woman  may 
be  proved  to  have  had  connection  with 
other  men,  were  distinguished  by  Wil- 
liams, J.,  on  the  ground  that  ^the  cha- 
racter of  the  prosecuti'ix  in  those  cases 
may  be  so  mixed  up  with  the  facts  as  to 
be  material,  not  only  to  her  credit,  but  to 
the  cause  *  By  the  counsel  for  the  prose- 
cution they  were  distinguished  on  the 
ground  that  voluntary  intercourse  with 
others  was  very  material  on  the  question 
whether  ahe  consented;    and  tnis  dis- 


tinction was  not  denied  by  any  judge. 
The  cases  where  in  an  action  for  seduction 
such  evidence  has  been  held  admissible, 
were  distinguished  on  the  ground  that 
such  evidence  affected  the  dfunafes.  But 
although    Alderson,    B.,    in    Verry   v, 
Watkins,  7  C.  &  P.   308,  left  such  evi- 
dence to  the  jury  in  mitigation  of  damages, 
he  first  left  the  question  to  them  whether 
the  defendant  was  the  father  of  the  child, 
and  my  recollection  of  the  case  (in  which 
I  was  counsel  for  the  defendant)  is  that 
the  evidence  was   given  chiefly  with  a 
view  to  that  question.     And  in  Grinnell 
V.  Wells,  Gloucester  Spr.  and  Sum.  Ass. 
1843,  the  mother  oh  the  first  trial  swore 
to  connection  with  the  defendant  on  one 
occasion  only  ;  and  on  the  second  trial 
before  Williams,  J.,  evidence  of  an  alibi 
was  given,  and  also  evidence  that  the 
mother  had  had  connection  with  others 
at  such  a  time  that  one  of  them  might 


CHAP,  l]  Oath  must  he  Material,  1 9 

Upon  an  indictment  for  perjury  in  an  answer  to  a  bill  filed  Perjury  ean- 
against  the  defendant   in  chancery,  stating   that  the  defendant  notbeasdgned 
promised  to  pay  Martin  l,000i.  as  a  marriage  portion,  when  he  ^c'Lnc!^*' 
was  about  to  marry  the  defendant's  niece  :  the  defendant,  by  his  denying  a 
answer,  insisted  that  as  there  was  no  promise  in  writing,  he  was  P^^™^"®  ?J^' 
entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  but  as  to  the  the  statue  0/ 
fact,  denied  that  he  had  ever  made  any  such  promise,  on  which  frauds. 
denial  perjury  was  assigned.     Lord  Kenyon,  C.  J.,  said,  that  '  he 
thought  this  was  not  such  a  material  fact  as  would  support  the 
indictment.     This  promise  was  absolutely  void,  and,  supposing  it 
in  fact  to  have  taken  place  and  acknowledged  by  the  defendant, 
could  not  be  enforced  either  at  law  or  in  equity ;   that  Court  had 
no  power  to  decree  a  peiformance  of  it.     It  might  be  a  false 
swearing,  but  did  not  amount  to  what   the  law   denominated 
perjury.'  (Z) 

So  where  upon  an  indictment  for  perjury,  alleged  to  have  been  Perjuiy  cannot 
committed  in  an  answer  to  a  bill  filed  in  chancery,  it  appeared  J^^!J^^*^ 
that  the  bill  was  filed  against  the  defendant  and  Robinson,  in  to  a  parol  ^ 
order  to  compel  the  specific  performance  of  a  contract  for  the  pur-  contract  for 
chase  of  a  freehold  estate,  and  it  was  not  stated  in  the  bill  that  the  J^^^®  °^ 
contract  was  in  writing,  but  it  was  alleged  that  the  defendants 
had  frequently  since  the  contract  was  entered  into,  admitted  that 
the  plaintiffs  were  interested  in  the  purchase  ;  and  the  defendants 
in  their  answer  pleaded  that  the  alleged  agreement^  not  being  in 
writing,  was  within  the  fourth  section  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds, 
and  could  not  be  enforced,  and  also  denied  the  agreement  as  set 
forth  in  the  bill,  and  denied  that  they  ever  admitted  that  the 
plaintiff  were  interested  in  the  purchase  as  stated :  and  upon 
these  denials  perjury  was  assimied.  It  was  admitted  that  the 
agreement  was  not  in  writing,  and  that  there  was  not  any  memo- 
randum  or  declaration  of  trust  respecting  it.  It  was  objected  that 
the  alleged  perjury  was  not  material  or  relevant  to  the  matter  in 
issue  in  chanoeiy ;  the  agreement  not  being  in  writing,  the  de- 
fendant relied  on  the  Statute  of  Frauds  as  a  good  ground  of 
defence.  The  denial  therefore  of  an  agreement  which  the  Court 
had  no  power  to  enforce  was  immaterial  and  irrelevant  to  the  in- 
vestigation of  the  several  matters  in  the  bill  The  counsel  for  the 
prosecution  cited  Bartlett  v.  Fickersgill,  (rri)  where  a  party  was 
convicted  of  perjury  for  the  denial  of  a  parol  agreement  for  the 
purchase  of  an  estate,  which  parol  agreement  a  court  of  equity 
bad  refused  to  enforce.  Abbot,  C.  J.,  'It  does  not  appear 
from  the  short  statement  of  the  case  which  has  been  cited,  and 
which  is  not  very  distinctly  repoi-ted,  whether  the  Statute  of 
Frauds  was  there  pleaded  and  relied  on.  But  in  the  present  case 
the  defendants  have  in  their  answer  pleaded  the  statute,  and  in- 
sisted that  this  agreement  not  being  in  writing,  and  relating  to 
the  sale  of  land,  is  within  the  fourth  section  of  that  statute,  and 
cannot  be  enforced.  As  a  judge  of  a  court  of  common  law,  it  is 
competent  for  me  to  form  my  opinion  upon  the  construction  of 

bavB  been  the  father  of  the  child  ;  and  the  rootlier.    C.  S.  G. 

this  evidence  was  given  only  with  a  view  [1)  Rex  v.  Benesech,  Peake,  Add.  C. 

to  the  paternity  of  the  child.     The  new  93. 

trial  had  been  obtained  on  the  affidavit  (m)  4  Burr.  2255.     4  East,  577,  in 


(amongst  others)  of   the  defendant  ex*      nolis, 
preasly  negativing  any  connection  with 
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writing. 
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indictment  re- 
Tersed  upon 
error. 


Of  Pet  jury  at  Common  Law.  [book  v. 

this  statute,  although  I  cannot  be  presumed  to  know  how  a  court 
of  equity  might  deal  with  it  The  statute,  for  the  wisest  reasons, 
declares  that  agreements  of  this  description  shall  not  be  enforced 
unless  they  are  reduced  into  writing.  These  defendants,  therefore, 
having  insisted  upon  the  statute  in  their  answer,  the  question  is, 
whether  under  such  circumstances  the  denial  of  an  agreement, 
which  by  the  statute  is  not  binding  upon  the  parties,  is  material ; 
I  am  of  opinion  that  it  was  utterly  immaterial.  It  is  necessary 
that  the  matter  sworn  to  and  said  to  be  false  should  be  material 
and  relevant  to  the  matter  in  issue :  the  matter  here  sworn  is  in 
my  judgment  immaterial  and  irrelevant,  and  the  defendant  must 
be  acquitted.'  {n) 

But  where  an  indictment  stated  that  a  bill  was  filed  in 
chancery  against  the  defendant,  stating  an  agreement  to  purchase 
certain  wheat,  to  be  paid  for  by  draft  at  three  months,  which 
agreement  was  not  reduced  into  writing,  and  that  afterwards  a 
bought  note  was  delivered  to  the  defendant,  which  note  did  not 
contain  fully  the  terms  of  the  agreement ;  that  the  defendant 
brought  an  action  and  recovered  a  verdict ;  and  that  he  was  enabled 
to  obtain  such  verdict  by  reason  of  his  fraudulently  concealing  the 
true  terms  of  the  agreement,  and  the  bill  prayed  that  one  of  the 
terms  of  the  contract  might  be  declared  to  be  that  the  purchase 
money  should  be  paid  by  a  bill  of  exchange,  payable  three  months 
after  date;  and  the  defendant  by  his  answer  denied  the  parol 
agreement  stated  in  the  bill,  and  the  bill  was  dismissed,  and  the 
denial  by  the  defendant  was  the  subject  of  the  indictment  for 
perjury.  It  was  contended  that  the  indictment  could  not  be  sus- 
tained. The  only  legitimate  evidence  of  the  contract  wf^  the 
bought  and  sold  notes.  The  contract  by  parol  was  void  by  the 
Statute  of  Frauds,  and  a  false  answer  to  a  bill  for  the  discovery  of 
such  a  contract  would  not  subject  a  person  to  the  indictment  for 
perjury;  and  Rex  v.  Dunston  (o)  was  relied  upon.  Coleridge,  J., 
'  In  that  case  the  bill  in  chancery  was  to  enforce  the  performance 
of  a  parol  contract,  which  could  not  be  enforced  by  reason  of  the 
Statute  of  Frauds  :  and  the  case  of  Hex  v.  Beriesech  (p)  proceeded 
on  the  same  ground.  Though  it  is  true  that  a  party  cannot  vary 
the  terms  of  a  written  contract,  by  parol  evidence,  he  may  show 
by  such  evidence  that  he  was  induced  to  sign  the  written  contract 
inadvertently  and  by  fraud.  In  this  case  the  object  of  setting  up 
the  parol  terms  of  the  contract  is  for  thfe  purpose  of  avoiding  the 
contract  on  the  ground  of  fraud.*  'I  think  that  the  principle, 
that  parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  contradict  or  vary  the  terms 
of  a  written  contract,  does  not  apply  where  the  object  of  that 
evidence,  as  in  this  case,  is  to  impeach  the  transaction  on  the 
ground  of  fraud.  I  think  that  the  assignment  of  perjury  on  the 
denial  in  the  answer  of  the  parol  terms,  which  the  bill  prayed  to 
have  established,  is  material  and  relevant ;  and  I  think  therefore 
that  the  objection  cannot  be  sustained.*  (q) 

Perjuiy  may  be  committed  on  the  trial  of  an  indictment,  which 
is  afterwards  held  bad  upon  a  writ  of  error.  An  indictment 
charged  the  defendant  with  having  committed  perjury  on  the  trial 


(«)  Rex  V.  DnnstoD,  R.  &  M.  N.  P.  R. 
lOP. 
(o)  Supra^ 


{p)  SuprOf  note  {I), 

(q)  Reg.  V.  Yates,  C.  &  M.  132. 
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of  a  previous  indictment  for  perjury,  upon  which  a  party  had 
been  convicted  and  sentenced,  but  the  judgment  reversed  on  a 
writ  of  error  on  the  ground  that  the  assignment  of  perjury  was 
insufficient;  (r)  and  it  was  objected  that  the  evidence  of  the 
defendant  never  could  have  been  material,  as  the  former  indict- 
ment was  held  bad  upon  a  writ  of  error ;  but  the  objection  was 
overruled,  on  the  ground  that,  whether  a  witness  had  committed 
wilful  and  corrupt  perjury  or  not,  could  not  depend  on  the 
validity  in  point  of  form  of  the  indictment  as  to  which  he  gave 
evidence,  (a) 

But  it  must  be  observed  that  any  false  oath  is  punishable  as  Any  oath  is 
perjury  which  tends  to  mislead  a  court  in  any  of  their  proceed-  ?'^?f?l^'^*^^ 
ings  relating  to  a  matter  judicially  before  them,  though  it  in  no  lead  a  comi  in 
way  affect  the  principal  judgment  which  is  to  be  given  in  the  any  judicial 
cause ;  (t)  as  where  a  person  who  offers  himself  to  be  bail  for  P«>«»diiig. 
another  wilfully  swears  that  he  is  a  subsidy  man  and  assessed  at 
four  pounds  in  the  subsidy  book,  when  he  is  not  a  subsidy  man 
at  alL  (u)     So  also  perjury  may  be  committed  in  evidence  given 
to  the  judge  in  order  that  he  may  decide  whether  a  document  is 
admissibla  (v) 

An  indictment  for  perjury  alleged  that  the  defendant,  as  execu-  ^«  question 
trix  of  her  husband,  was  plaintiff  in  a  cause  in  the  county  court,  ^^  ™f  ft'j^**^ 
and  that  she  falsely  swore  that  she  had  never  been  tried  at  the  the  juy  ih 
Central  Criminal  Court  for  any  offence,  and  had  never  been  in  tlu^  case. 
custody  at  the  Thames  police  station  ;  it  was  proved  that  she  had 
been  in  custody  at  the  station,  and  had  been  tried  at  the  Central 
Criminal  Court,  and  acquitted  by  the  direction  of  the  judge ;  the 
cause  in  the  county  court  was  an  action  for  goods  sold  by  the  tes- 
tator, and  was  tried  by  the  judge  without  a  jury ;  and  the  verdict 
was  for  the  plaintiff ;  and  the  evidence  in  question  was  given  by 
the  plaintiff  during  her  cross-examination ;  it  was  objected  that 
the  evidence  given  by  the  defendant  was  not  material.  It  could 
not  be  material  on  the  question  whether  the  testator  in  his  lifetime 
sold  the  goods  for  which  the  action  was  brought ;  and  as  the  trial 
in  the  county  court  was  before  a  judge,  and  not  before  a  jury,  it 
did  not  weigh  as  to  the  result  of  that  trial  whether  she  had  been 
tried  or  not ;  and  as  giving  a  true  answer  that  she  had  been 
acquitted  by  the  direction  of  the  judge  would  have  equally  cleared 
her  character,  it  could  not  have  been  material  that  she  denied 
having  been  taken  into  Custody  and  tried  on  that  charge.  Lord 
Campbell,  C.  J., '  I  think  that  there  is  evidence  of  materiality,'  and 
(the  counsel  for  the  prisoner  having  addressed  the  jury)  he  left 
that  question  to  the  jury,  and  directed  them  to  consider  whether 
her  evidence  on  the  two  points  in  question  might  not  influence  the 


(r)  See  Heg.  i).  BniTasion,  pod,  p.  60. 

(s)  B^  V,  Meek,  9  C.  &  P.  513,  Wil- 
liams, J.  Mnllett  V.  flnnt,  1  Oi  &  M. 
762,  was  cited  in  support  of  the  objection. 
See  also  Daris  v.  Loyell,  4  M.  &  W.  678. 
Seel  Hawk.  P.  C.  c  69)  s.  4.  cited, 
pott,  p.  83.  *  If  judgment  be  arrested  in  a 
ciTil  action  for  a  cfefect  in  the  declara- 
tion, it  has  neyer  been  said  that  that  cir- 
eos^Btance  would  prevent  a  witness,  who 
had  been  guilty  of  false  swearing  at  the 


previotLB  trial)   ttom  being  indicted  for 

SBrjury ; '  per  Pollock,  C.  B.,  Reg.  v, 
ooke,  2  Den.  C.  C.  462. 

(0  1  Hawk.  P.  C.  c  69,  s.  8.  B.  v. 
Mullany,  S4  L.  J.  M.  C.  Ill,  L.  &  C. 
593,  where  a  defendant  on  a  trial  of  a 
plaint  in  a  county  court,  wilfully,  cor- 
ruptly, and  falsely,  swore  his  name  wa« 
Edwaid  and  not  Bemaid. 

(u)  Royson's  case,  Cro.  Car.  146. 

{v)  Reg.  V.  Phillpotts,  ante,  p.  15, 
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Of  Perjury  at  Gornmon  Latv.  [book  v. 

mind  of  the  judge  of  the  county  court  in  believing  or  disbelieving 
the  other  statements  she  made  in  giving  her  evidence,  (w) 

But  where  on  an  indictment  for  perjury  before  a  coroner  a  ques- 
tion was  raised  as  to  the  materiality  of  the  matter  sworn,  and  that 
question  was  left  to  the  jury,  who  convicted ;  it  was  held,  on  a  case 
reseiTed,  that  the  matter  was  material :  and  all  the  judges  except 
one,  after  fully  considering  the  preceding  case,  expressed  a  very 
strong  opinion  that  is  was  for  the  judge  to  determine  whether  the 
matter  was  material  or  not.  (x) 

An  indictment  alleged  that  on  the  hearing  of  an  application  for  an 
order  in  bastardy,  it  became  material  to  inquire  whether  the  pri- 
soner had  ever  kissed  the  prosecutrix  or  had  familiarity  with  her ; 
the  prisoner  being  examined  in  answer  to  the  evidence  given  by  the 
prosecutrix,  swore  that  he  never  had  any  connection  or  familiarity 
with  her,  and  never  kissed  her.  It  was  objected  that  the  evidence 
was  not  material,  as  it  was  far  too  wide  in  the  form  in  which  it 
was  given.  Wightman,  J.,  consulted  Erie,  C.  J.,  and  declined  to 
stop  the  case,  and  after  pointing  out  the  necessity  for  two  witnesses 
to  provfe  the  falsehood  of  the  prisoner's  evidence,  told  the  jury  : 
'  Then  the  .question  aiises  whether  the  parts  of  his  evidence  which 
are  assigne'd  as  perjuiy  were  material  to  the  investigation.  It 
seems  to  me  that  they  were  so,  but  that  is  for  you.  Were  they 
material  and  wilfully  false  ? '  (y) 

It  should  be  observed,  that  a  man  may  be  as  much  perjured  by 
an  oath  taken  by  him  in  his  own  cause,  either  in  an  answer  in 
chancery,  or  in  an  answer  to  interrogatories  concerning  a  contempt, 
or  in  an  affidavit,  &c.,  as  by  an  oath  taken  by  him  as  a  witness  in 
the  cause  of  another  person,  (z)  But  the  oath  must  be  taken  by 
a  person  sworn  to  depose  the  truth ;  and  a  false  verdict  does  not 
come  under  the  notion  of  peijury,  because  the  jurors  do  not  swear 
to  depose  thetmth,  but  only  to  judge  truly  of  the  depositions  of 
others,  (a) 

A  further  point  of  general  application  may  be  mentioned, 
namely,  that  it  appears  not  to  be  important  whether  the  false  oath 
were  credited  or  not,  or  whether  the  party  in  whose  prejudice  it 
was  taken  were  in  the  event  any  ways  damaged  by  it ;  for  the  pro- 
secution is  not  grounded  on  the  damage  to  the  party,  but  on  the 
abuse  of  public  justice,  (b) 


{w)  Reg.  «.  Larey,  8  C.  &  K.  26,  1..D. 
1 850.  In  every  previoas  case  materiality 
has  been  treated  as  a  question  of  law, 
and  it  is  submitted  that  it  is  clearly  so  ; 
otherwise  all  the  cases  in  which  it  has 
been  held  that  an  averment  of  materiality 
is  unnecessary  whore  the  materiality  ap- 
pears on  the  face  of  the  indictment,  are 
erroneous.  In  Reg,  v.  Gibbon,  L.  &  C. 
109,  Channel],  B.,  said  he  never  could 
understand  Reg.  v,  Lavey,  *  unless  on 
the  ffround  that  there  was  a  question 
whether  the  defendant  in  the  County 
Court  action  meant  to  plead  or  admit  the 
daim.  That  point  having  been  ascer- 
tained, the  question  of  matmality  was  no 
longer  for  the  jury.' 

{x)  Reg.  V.  Courtney,  7  Cox,  C.  C.  111. 
A.D.  1866.  Ball,  J.,  doubted.  It  is  to 
be  obBerred  that  in  this  case  all  the 


judges  held  the  evidence  to  be  material ; 
they  did,  therefore,  treat  the  question  as 
a  matter  of  law.  If  they  had  held  it  to 
be  a  question  for  the  jury,  the  question 
would  have  been  whether  the  evidence 
warranted  the  verdict  See  this  case 
more  fully  stated,  ante,  p.  17. 

(y)  Reg.  r.  Goddard,  2  F.  &  F.  861, 
A.  D.  1861.  Noauthority  was  referred  to 
in  this  case.    AcqnittaL 

(z)  1  Hawk.  P.  C.  c.  69,  s.  6.  Bac. 
Abr.  tit.  Perjury  (A). 

(a)  Id.  ibid. 

(b)  1  Hawk.  P.  C.  c.  69,  8.  9.  Bac 
Abr.  tit.  Perjury  (A).  In  Rex  *. 
Nicholls,  Gloucester  Sum.  Ass.  1888,  cor. 
Patteson,  J.,  the  prisoner  had  on  the  trial 
of  one  Pitt  for  larceny  sworn  that  he  had 
not  given  the  stolen  property  to  Pitt,  but 
he  was  contradicted  by  other  witnesses^ 
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In  some  cases,  where  a  false  oath  has  been  taken,  the  party  may  False  oath  in- 
be  prosecuted  by  indictment  at  common  law,  though  the  offence  <*ictaWe  in 
may  not  amount  to  perjury.    Thus  it  appears  to  have  been  holden,  th^igrn^ 
that  any  person  making  or  knowingly  using  any  false  affidavit  assignable  ai 
taken  abroad  (though  a  perjury  could  not  be  assigned  on  it  here)  W^ry. 
in  order  to  mislead  our  courts  of  justice,  is  punishable  by  indict- 
ment, as  for  misdemeanor;  and  Lord  EUenborough,  C.  J.,  aaidt 
'  that  he  had  not  the  least  doubt  that  any  person  making  use  of  a 
false  instrument  in  order  to  pervert  the  courseof  justice  was  guilty 
of  an  offence  punishable  by  indictment.*  (c) 

We  may  now  proceed  to  consider  the  5  Eliz.  c.  9,  and  other  Statutes  re- 
statutes  which  relate  to  the  offence  of  perjury.  ^^^  ^  ^^' 

By  the  5  Eliz.  c.  9,  [d)  s.  3,  '  all  and  every  such  person  and  per-   -    ' 
sons  which  shall  unlawfully  and  corruptly  procure  any  witness  or  g.  3,  '  py^.' 
witnesses  by  letters,  rewards,  promises,  or  by  any  other  sinister  curing  any 
and  unlawful  labour  or  means  whatsoever,  to  commit  any  wilful  ^^^^  •» 
and  corrupt  perjury,  in  any  matter  or  cause  whatsoever  now  de-  ju^y  -^  ^' 
pending,  or  which  hereafter  shall  depend  in  suit  and  variance,  by  matter  in  suit, 
any  writ,  action,  bill,  complaint,  or  information,  in  any  wise  touch-  ^^ '^^ *<^» 

•  •  ij.  X  T_j'j.x  concerning 

mg  or  concemmg  any  lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments,  or  any  ^ny  Undi^ 
goods,  chattels,  debts,  or  damages,  in  any  of  the  courts  before  men-  goods,  &c.,  or 
tioned,  (e)  or  in  any  of  the  Queen's  Majesty's  courts  of  record,  or  7^®^  "^°™ 
in  any  leet,  view  of  frank-pledge  or  law-day,  ancient  demesne  court,  ^J^tm^awHwn 
hundred  court,  court  baron,  or  in  the  court  or  courts  of  the  stan-  punishable  by 
naiy  in  the  counties  of  Devon  and  Cornwall ;  or  shall  likewise  un-  ^q^®^*"®  ^^ 
lawfully  and  corruptly  procure  or  suborn  any  witness  or  witnesses, 
which  shall  be  sworn  to  testify  in  perpetuaTii  rei  TnemoriaTa;  that 
then  every  such  offender  or  offenders  shall  for  his,  her,  or  their  said 
offence,  "being  thex'eof  lawfully  convicted  or  attainted,  lose  and 
forfeit  the  sum  of  forty  pounds.' 

Sec.  4?.  'If  it  happen  any  such  offender  or  offenders,  so  being  Such  offender 
convicted  or  attainted   as  aforesaid,  not  to   have  any  goods  or  g^^^^  ^ 
chattels,   lands,  or  tenements,  to  the  value  of  forty  pounds,  that  the  yaiue  of 
then  every  such  person  so  being  convicted  or  attainted  of  any  of  the  4o/.,  to  suffer 
offences  aforesaid,  shall  for  his  or  their  said  offence  suffer  imprison-  >"*P™onnaent. 
ment  by  the  space  of  one  half-year,  without  bail  or  mainprize,  and 
to  stand  upon  the  pillory  (/)  the  space  of  one  whole  hour,  in  some 
market  town,  next  adjoining  to  the  place  where  the  offence  was 
committed,  in  open  market  there,  or  in  the  market  town  itself 
where  the  offence  was  committed.' 

Sec.  5.  '  No  person  or  persons,  being  so  convicted  or  attainted,  Persons  con- 
be  from  thenceforth  received  as  a  witness  to  be  deposed  and  sworn  "^^  ?***  *° 
in  any  court  of  record  (within  England,  Wales,  or  the  marches  of 


and  the  jury  disbelieved  him,  and  ac- 
quitted Pitt,  and  he  was  convicted  of  per- 
jury in  so  swearing,  and  transported  for 
seven  years.      C.  S.  O. 

(e)  Omealy  v.  Kewell,  8  East,  364. 

(d)  Made  perpetual  by  the  29  Eliz.  c. 
5,  8.  2,  and  21  Jac  1,  c.  28,  s.  8. 

(«)  Vix.  (as  in  sec.  1)  *the  King's 
Courts  of  Chancery,  the  Star  Chamber, 
the  Whitehall,  or  elsewhere  within  any  of 
the  King's  dominions  of  England  or 
Wales,  or  the  marches  of  the  same,  where 
uy  person  or  persons  have  or  from 
thenceforth  should  have  authority  by 


virtue  of  the  King's  commisBion,  patent, 
or  writ,  to  hold  plea  of  land,  or  to  ex- 
amine, hear,  or  determine  any  title  of 
lands,  or  any  matter  or  witnesses  con* 
ceming  the  title,  right,  or  interest  of  any 
lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments.' 
(/)  The  1  Vict.  c.  28,  abolishes  the 

Sunishment  of  pillory  in  all  cases,  but 
oes  not  *  change,  alter,  or  affect  any 
punishment  whatsoever  which  may  now 
by  law  be  inflicted  in  respect  of  any 
offence,  except  only  the  punishment  of 
the  pillory. 
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Persons  com- 
mitting per- 
jury to  forfeit 
201,  and  to  be 
imprisoned  for 
six  months ; 
and  their  oath 
not  to  be  re- 
ceived in  any 
court  of  record 
until  judgment 
reversed. 


And  if  such 
offenders  have 
not  goods  to 
the  value  of 
202.,  they  are 
to  be  set  in 
the  pillory, 
and  have  their 
ears  nailed ; 
and  to  be 
disabled  from 
being  wit- 
nesses until 
judgment 
reversed. 


Disposal  of 
forfeitures. 


Trial  of 
offences. 


The  Act  ifl  not 


the  same),  until  such  time  as  the  judgment  given  against  the  said 
person  or  persons  shall  be  reversed  by  attaint  (g)  or  otherwise ;  and 
that,  upon  every  such  reversal,  the  parties  grieved  to  recover  his 
or  their  damages  against  all  and  every  such  person  and  persons  as 
did  procure  the  said  judgment  so  reversed  to  be  first  given  against 
them,  or  any  of  them,  by  action  or  actions  to  be  sued  upon  his  or 
their  case  or  cases,  according  to  the  course  of  the  common  laws  of 
this  realm.' 

Sec.  6.  '  If  any  person  or  persons,  either  by  the  subornation,  un- 
lawful procurement,  sinister  persuasion,  or  means  of  any  others,  or 
by  their  own  act,  consent,  or  agreement,  wilfully  and  corruptly  com- 
mit any  manner  of  wilful  perjury,  by  his  or  their  deposition  in  any 
of  the  courts  before  mentioned,  or  being  examined  ad  perpetuam 
rei  memoriam,  that  then  every  person  or  persons  so  offending,  and 
being  thereof  duly  convicted  or  attainted  by  the  laws  of  this  realm, 
shall  for  his  or  their  said  offence  lose  and  forfeit  twenty  pounds,  and 
to  have  impiisonment  by  the  space  of  six  months  without  bail 
or  mainprize  ;  and  the  oath  of  such  person  or  persons  so  offending 
from  thenceforth  not  to  be  received  in  any  court  of  record  within 
this  realm  of  England  or  Wales,  or  the  marches  of  the  same,  until 
such  time  as  the  judgment  given  against  the  said  person  or  persons 
shall  be  reversed  by  attaint  (g)  or  otherwise ;  and  that  upon  every 
such  reversal,  the  parties  grieved  to  recover  his  or  their  damages 
against  all  and  every  such  person  and  persons  as  did  procure  the 
said  judgment  so  reversed  to  be  given  against  them  or  any  of 
them,  by  action  or  actions  to  be  sued  upon  his  or  their  case  or 
cases,  according  to  the  course  of  the  common  laws  of  this  realm.* 

Sec.  7.  *  If  it  happen  the  said  offender  or  offenders  so  offending 
not  to  have  any  goods  or  chattels  to  the  value  of  twenty  pounds, 
that  then  he  or  they  to  be  set  in  the  pillory  (h)  in  some  market- 
place within  the  shire,  city,  or  borough,  where  the  said  offence 
shall  be  committed,  by  the  sheriff  or  his  ministers,  if  it  shall  for- 
tune to  be  without  any  city  or  town  corporate  ;  and  if  it  happen  to 
be  within  any  such  city  or  town  corporate,  then  by  the  said  head 
officer  or  officers  of  such  city  or  town  corporate,  or  by  his  or  their 
ministers,  and  there  to  have  both  his  ears  nailed,  and  from  thence- 
forth to  be  discredited  and  disabled  for  ever  to  be  swoni  in  any  of 
the  courts  of  record  aforesaid,  until  such  time  as  the  judgment 
shall  be  reversed,  (g)  and  thereupon  to  recover  his  damages  in 
manner  and  form  before  mentioned.* 

The  statute  further  enacts,  that  one  moietv  of  the  said  for- 
feitures shall  be  to  the  King,  and  the  other  moiety  to  such  person 
as  shall  be  grieved,  hindered,  or  molested  by  reason  of  any  of  the 
offences  before  mentioned,  that  will  sue  for  the  same,  &c. ;  and  that 
as  well  the  judge  and  judges  of  every  such  of  the  said  courts  where 
any  such  suit  shall  be,  and  whereupon  any  such  perjury  shall  be 
committed,  as  also  the  justices  of  assize  and  gaol  delivery,  and  jus- 
tices of  peace  at  their  quarter  sessions,  both  within  the  liberties 
and  without,  may  inquire  of,  hear,  and  determine  all  offences 
against  the  said  Act  (f)    And  it  is  provided  that  the  said  Act 


{g)  Abolished  by  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  50,  s. 
60,  and  Evidence^  post 
(^)  See  note(/),  supra. 
(;')  Sees.  8,    9.     Bat  see  tho  5  &  0 


Vict.  c.  88,  post,  p.  71.  Sec,  10  of 
5  Eliz.  c.  9,  is  repealed  by  the  26  &  27 
Vict  c.  12d. 
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shall  no  way  extend  to  any  spiritual  or  ecclesiastical  court,  but  to  extend  to 

that  eveiy  such  oflFender,  as  shall  oflfend  in  term  as  aforesaid,  shall  spiritual 

be  punished  by  such  usual  and  ordinary  laws  as  are  used  in  the  ^ 

said  courts,  (h)    And  it  is  also  provided,  that  the  said  statute  shall  Nor  to  restrain 

not  restrain  the  authority  of  any  judge  having  absolute  power  to  ^^^^J*^**^" 

punish  perjury  before  the  making  tliereof ;  but  that  every  such  jury. 

judge  may  proceed  in  the  punishment  of  all  offences  punishable 

before  the  making  of  the   said   statute,   in   such  wise   as  they 

might  have  done  and  used  to  do  to  ail  purposes,  so  that  they  set 

not  on  the  offender  less  punishment  than  is  contained  in  the  said 

Act  (J) 

An  important  statute  relating  to  the  punishment  of  perjury  is  2  Geo.  2, 
the  2  Geo.  2,  a  25,  s.  2,  which,  in  order  the  more  effectually  to  ^  2^»  ■•  2- 
deter  persons  from  committing  wilful  and  corrupt  perjury,  or  subor-  guSmation  of 
nation  of  perjury,  enacts,  'that  besides  the  punishment  already  to  perjorymade 
be  inflicted  by  law  for  so  great  crimes,  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  f^^f'^'*?" 
for  the  Court  or  judge,  before  whom  any  person  shall  be  convicted  pn^nment"* 
of  wilful  and  corrupt  perjury,  or  suboniation  of  perjury,  according  and  hard 
to  the  laws  now  in  being,  to  order  such  person  to  be  sent  to  some  l*^"^  or  ^7 
house  of  correction  within  the  same  county  for  a  time  not  exceed-  forM^y^. 
ing  seven  years,  there  to  be  kept  to  hard  labour  (m)  during  all  the 
said  time,  or  otherwise  to  be  transported  to  some  of  his  Majesty's 
plantations  beyond  the  seas,   for  a  term   not  exceeding  seven 
years,  (n)  as  the  Court  shall  think  most  proper ;  and  thereupon 
judgment  shall  be  given,  that  the  person  convicted  shall  be  com- 
mitted or  transported  accordingly,  over  and  beside  such  punish- 
ment as  shall  be  adjudged  to  be  inflicted  on  such  person,  agreeable 
to  the  laws  now  in  being ;  and  if  transportation  be  directed,  the 
same  shall  be  executed  in  such  manner  as  is  or  shall  be  provided 
by  law  for  the  transportation  of  felons  ;  and  if  any  person  so  com-  offenders  so 
mitted  or  transported  shall  voluntarily  escape  or  break  prison,  or  committed  or 
return  from  transportation  before  the  expiration  of  the  time  for  ^I^^^' 
which  he  shall  be  ordered  to  be  transported  as  aforesaid,  such  breaking 
person,  being  thereof  lawfully  convicted,  shall  suffer  death  as  a  prison,  or  re- 
felon,  without  benefit  of  clergy,  and  shall  be  tried  for  such  felony  J^^rta^n. 
in  the  county  where  he  so  escaped,  or  where  he  shall  be  appre- 
hended.' 

Besides  these  statutes,  there  are  a  great  number  relating  to  per-  Statntes  re- 
jury  committed  in  particular  proceedings  and  transactions,  and  by  1^^^-^'* 
particular  persons,  some  of  which  it  will  be  proper  to  notice  in  this  mitted  in  i)ar- 
place.     Enactments  of  this  description  are  to  be  met  with  in  so  ticuiar  pro- 
many  and  such  various  statutes  that  it  is  not  presumed  but  that  ^®®^^^*s^  *®- 
many  of  them  have  not  come  within  the  editor  s  observation. 

It  should  first  be  mentioned  that  the  false  affirmation,  or  decla-  ^^  affirma- 
ration,  of  any  of  the  people  called  Qualcera,  made  instead  of  an  niters. 
oath,  will  subject  the  party  to  the  penalties  of  peijury. 

The  7  &  8  Will.  3,  a  34,  except  ss.  4  and  5,  is  repealed  by 

(k)  Sec.  11.  in  addition  to,  or  in  lien  of|  any  other  pun- 

(Q  Sec.  18.  ishment. 

(m)  The  3  Geo.  4,  c.  114,  provides  that  (n)  Now  penal  servitude  for  any  term 

any  person  convicted  of  peijury  or  sub-  not  exceeding  seven  and  not  less  than 

omation  of  peijnrv  may  be  sentenced  to  five  years  if  the  offence  was  committed 

imprisonment  with  hard  kbour  for  any  after  25  July,  1864,  vol.  1,  p.  73.      See 

term  not  exoeedin^^  the  term  for  which  R.  v,  Castro,  48  L.  J.  Q.  B.  105. 
the  Conrtmay  imprison  for  such  offences, 
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8  &  4  Will.  4, 
c.  49. 

Qnakera  and 
Morayians. 


Ssparatists. 


1  &  2  Vict, 
c.  77.     Per- 
sons who  have 
been  Quakers 
and  Mora- 
yians. 


1  &  2  Vict. 
c.  106.     All 
persons  bound 
by  the  oath 
taken. 


30  &  31  Vict.  c.  59  (the  Statute  Law  Revision  Act,  1867).  The 
8  Geo.  1,  c.  6,  relates  to  the  declaration  of  fidelity  and  abjuration 
oath  to  be  made  by  Quakers  ;  and  by  sec.  2  of  that  Act  persons 
wilfully  making  false  declarations  under  that  Act  are  liable  to  the 
same  penalties,  &c.,  as  if  they  had  been  found  guilty  of  perjury. 
Sec.  1  of  this  Act  is  in  part  repealed  by  30  &  31  Vict.  c.  59.  The 
22  Geo.  2,  c.  46,  s.  36,  is  repealed  by  the  above  Act,  30  &  31  Vict. 
c.  59.  The  9  Geo.  4,  c.  32,  s.  1,  is  repealed  by  36  &  37  Vict.  c.  91, 
(the  Statute  Law  Revision  Act,  1873). 

The  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  49,  s.  1,  enacts  that '  every  person  of  the 
persuasion  of  the  people  called  Quakers  and  every  Moravian  be 
permitted  to  make  his  or  her  solemn  aflSrmation  or  declaration, 
instead  of  taking  an  oath,  in  all  places  and  for  all  purposes  whatso- 
ever where  an  oath  is  or  shall  be  required,  either  by  the  common 
law,  or  by  any  Act  of  Parliament  already  made,  or  hereafter  to  be 
made : '  and  provides  that '  if  any  such  person  making  such  solemn 
affirmation  (o)  or  declaration  shall  be  lawfully  convicted,  wilfully, 
falsely,  and  corruptly  to  have  affirmed  or  declared  any  matter  or 
thing,  which  if  the  same  had  been  (p)  in  the  usual  form  would 
have  amounted  to  wilful  and  con-upt  perjury,  he  or  she  shall  incur 
the  same  penalties  and  forfeitures  as  by  the  laws  and  statutes  of 
this  realm  are  enacted  against  persons  convicted  of  wilful  and  cor- 
rupt perjury.' 

By  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  82  (entitled  an  Act  to  allow  the  people 
called  Separatists  to  make  a  solemn  affirmation  and  declaration 
instead  of  an  oath),  s.  2,  it  is  enacted,  that  if  any  person  making 
such  {pp)  solemn  affirmation  or  declaration  shall,  in  fact,  not  be 
one  of  the  people  commonly  called  Separatists,  or  shall  wilfully, 
falsely,  and  corruptly  affirm  or  declare  any  other  matter  or  thing 
which,  if  the  same  had  been  sworn  in  the  usual  form,  would  have 
amounted  to  wilful  and  corrupt  perjury,  every  such  person  so 
offending  shall  incur  the  same  penalties  and  forfeitures  as  by  the 
laws  and  statutes  of  this  kingdom  are  or  may  be  enacted  or  pro- 
vided against  persons  convicted  of  wilful  and  corrupt  perjury. 

By  the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  77,  '  it  shall  be  lawful  for  any  person  who 
shall  have  been  a  Quaker  or  Moravian  to  make  solemn  affirma- 
tion and  declaration  in  lieu  of  taking  an  oath,  as  fully  as  it  would 
be  lawful  for  any  such  person  to  do  if  he  still  remained  a  member 
of  either  of  such  religious  denominations  of  Christians,'  and  persons 
guilty  of  making  false  affirmations  or  declarations  are  liable  to  the 
same  punishments  as  persons  guilty  of  perjury,  in  the  same  manner 
as  in  the  preceding  statute,  (g) 

By  the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  105, '  in  all  cases  in  which  an  oath  may 
lawfully  be  and  shall  have  been  administered  to  any  person  either 
as  a  juiyman  or  a  witness,  or  a  deponent  in  any  proceeding,  civil 


(o)  The  form  of  affirmation  given  by 
this  statute  is,  'I,  A.  6.,  being  one  of 
the  people  called  Quakers  [or  one  of  the 
persuasion  of  the  people  called  Quakers, 
or  of  the  united  brethren  called  Mora- 
vians, as  the  case  may  be],  do  solemnly, 
sincerely,  and  truly  declare  and  aiiinn.' 

(p)  The  word  *  sworn'  seems  omitted 
here. 

(pp)  See  gee.  1,  posty  Evidence. 

(q)  The  form  of  affirmation  given  by 


this  statute  is,  *I,  A.  B.,  having  been 
one  of  the  people  called  Quakers  [or  one 
of  the  persuasion  of  the  people  caUed 
Quakers,  or  of  the  united  brethren  called 
Moravians,  as  the  case  ma^  be],  and  en- 
tertaining conscientious  objections  to  the 
taking  ofan  oath,  do  solemnly,  sincerely, 
and  truly  declare  and  affirm.'  This 
statute  was  passed  in  consequence  of 
Reg.  V.  Doran,  2  Moo.  C.  C.  R.  37.  See 
R.  V.  Mooney,  5  Coz,  C.  C.  319. 
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or  criminal,  in  any  court  of  law  or  equity  in  the  united  kingdom, 
or  on  appointment  to  any  office  or  employment,  or  on  any  occa- 
sion whatever,  such  person  is  bound  by  the  oath  administered : 
provided  the  same  shall  have  been  administered  in  such  form  and 
with  such  ceremonies  as  such  person  may  declare  to  be  binding  ; 
and  every  such  pei*son,  in  case  of  wilful  false  swearing,  may  be 
convicted  of  the  crime  of  perjuiy  in  the  same  manner  as  if  the 
oath  had  been  administered  in  the  form  and  with  the  ceremonies 
most  commonly  adopted.' 

By  the  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  125,  s.  20, '  if  any  person  called  as  a  Affinnation 
witness,  or  required  or  desiring  to  make  an  affidavit  or  deposition,  instead  of  oath 
shall  refuse,  or  be  unwilling  from  alleged  conscientious  motives  to  JJ[J^^^*^ 
be  sworn,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Court  or  judge  or  other  presiding 
officer  or  person  qualified  to  take  affidavits  or  depositions,  upon 
being  satisfied  of  the  sincerity  of  such  objection,  to  permit  such 
person,  instead  of  being  sworn,  to  make  his  or  her  solemn  affirma- 
tion or  declaration  in  the  words  following ;  viz.,  "  I,  A.  B.,  do 
solemnly,  sincerely,  and  truly  affirm  and  declare,  that  the  taking 
of  any  oath  is,  according  to  my  religious  belief,  unlawful ;  and  I  do 
also  solemnly,  sincerely,  and  truly  affirm  and  declare,"  &c.,  which 
solemn  affirmation  and  declaration  shall  be  fif  the  same  force  and 
effect  as  if  such  person  had  taken  an  oath  in  the  usual  form.' 

Sec.  21.  *If  any  person  making  such  solemn  affirmation  or  de-  Persons  mak- 
claration  shall  wilfully,  falsely,  and  corruptly  affirm  or  declare  any  ingafaise 
matter  or  thing,  which  if  the  same  had  been  sworn  in  the  usual  ^^^^^ 
form,  would  have  amounted  to  wilful  and  corrupt  perjury,  eveiy  pmiishineiit  as 
such  person  so  offending  shall  incur  the  same  penalties  as  by  the   for  perjaiy. 
laws  and  statutes  of  this  kingdom  are  or  may  be  enacted  or  pro- 
Tided  against  persons  convicted  of  wilful  and  cbrrupt  perjury.' 

By  the  24  &  25  Vict.  c.  66,  s.  1, '  if  any  person  called  as  a  witness  Persons  re- 
in any  court  of  criminal  jurisdiction  in  England  or  Ireland,  or  re-  fnarngfrom 
quired  or  desiring  to  make  an  affidavit  or  deposition  in  the  course  ^ot^^M  to  be 
of  any   criminal  proceeding,  shall  refuse  or  be  unwilling,  from  Bwom  in 
alleged  conscientious  motives,  to  be  sworn,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  criminal  pro- 
the  Court  or  judge,  or  other  presiding  officer  or  person  qualified  to  ^^^^^^^ 
take  affidavits  or  depositions,  upon  being  satisfied  of  the  sincerity  make  a  solemn 
of  such  objection,  to  permit  such  person  instead  of  being  sworn,  affirmation  or 
to  make  his  or  her  solemn  affirmation  or  declaration  in  the  words  ^«<^l*^*i<>°' 
following ;  viz.,  "  I,  A.  B.,  do  solemnly,  sincerely,  and  truly  affirm 
and  declare  that  the  taking  of  any  oath  is  according  to  my  religious 
belief  unlawful ;  and  I  do  also  solemnly,  sincerely  and  truly  affirm 
and  declare,"  &c.,  which  solemn  affirmation  and  declaration  shall 
be  of  the  same  force  and  effect  as  if  such  person  had  taken  an  oath 
in  the  usual  form.'     This   section  was  framed  from  the  above 
enactment,  17  &  18  Vict  c.  125,  s.  20,  supra. 

Sec.  2.  '  If  any  person  making  such  solemn  affirmation  or  de-  Punishment 
claration  shall  wilfully,  falsely,  and  corruptly  affirm  or  declare  any  ^^^  ma^g 
matter  or  thing  which,  if  the  same  had  been  sworn  in  the  usual  ^jq^ 
form,  would  have  amounted  to  wilful  and  corrupt  perjury,  every 
such  person  so  offending  shall  incur  the  same  penalties  as  by 
the  laws  and  statutes  of  this  kingdom  are  or  may  be  enacted 
or  provided  against  persons    convicted  of   wilful  and    corrupt 
perjury.' 

By  32  &  33  Vict.  c.  68,  s.  4,  if  any  person  called  to  give  evidence  82  &  88  Vict. 

c.  68. 
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5  &  6  Will.  4, 
c  62,  8.  2. 
Lords  of  the 
Treasury  em- 
powered to 
substitute  a 
declaration  in 
lien  of  an  oath, 
&C.,  in  certain 


in  any  court  of  justice  (r)  whether  in  a  civil  or  criminal  proceeding, 
shall  object  to  take  an  oath^  or  shall  be  objected  to  as  incompe- 
tent to  take  an  oath,  such  person  shall,  if  the  presiding  judge  (r) 
is  satisfied  that  the  takine  of  an  oath  would  have  no  binding 
effect  on  his  conscience,  m£^e  the  following  promise  and  declara- 
tion :  '  I  solemnly  promise  and  declare  that  the  evidence  given  by 
me  to  the  Court  shall  be  the  truth,  the  whole  truth,  and  nothing  but 
the  truth.'  And  any  person  who,  having  made  such  promise  and 
declaration,  shall  wilfully  and  corruptly  give  false  evidence,  shall 
be  liable  to  be  indicted,  tried,  and  convicted  for  perjury,  as  if  he 
had  taken  an  oath. 

By  19  &  20  Vict.  c.  119  (entitled  'An  Act  to  Amend  the  Pro- 
visions of  the  Marriage  and  Registration  Acts '),  s.  2,  every  person 
who  shall  knowingly  or  wilfully  make  and  sign  or  subscribe  any 
false  declaration,  or  who  shall  sign  any  false  notice,  for  the  purpose 
of  procuring  any  marriage  under  the  provisions  of  any  of  the 
recited  Acts  (6  &  7  WiU.  4,  c.  85  ;  1  Vict.  c.  22  ;  3  &  4  Vict,  a  72), 
or  this  Act,  shall  suffer  the  penalties  of  perjury. 

By  sec.  18,  any  person  who  shall  knowingly  or  wilfully  make 
any  false  declaration  or  sign  any  false  notice  required  by  this  Act 
for  the  purpose  of  procuring  any  maniage,  and  every  person  who 
shall  forbid  the  granting  by  any  superintendent  registrar  of  a 
certificate  for  marriage  by  falsely  representing  himself  or  herself 
to  be  a  person  whose  consent  to  such  marriage  is  required  by  law, 
knowing  such  representation  to  be  false,  shall  suffer  the  penalties 
of  peijury.  (s) 

The  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  62,  which  was  passed  for  the  purpose  of 
abolishing  unnecessary  oaths,  by  sec.  2  enacts,  '  that  in  any  case 
where,  by  any  Act  or  Acts  made  or  to  be  made  relating  to  the 
revenues  of  customs  or  excise,  the  post-office,  the  office  of  stamps 
and  taxes,  the  office  of  woods  and  forests,  land  revenues,  works, 
and  buildings,  the  war  office,  the  army  pay-office,  the  office  of  the 
treasurer  of  the  navy,  the  accountant-general  of  the  navy,  or  the 
ordnance,  his  Majesty's  treasury,  Chelsea  hospital,  Greenwich 
hospital,  the  board  of  trade,  or  any  of  the  offices  of  his  Majestv*8 
principal  secretaries  of  state,  the  India  board,  the  office  for  audit- 
ing the  public  accounts,  the  national  debt  office,  or  any  office  under 
the  control,  direction,  or  superintendence  of  the  lords  commis- 
sioners of  his  Majesty's  treasury,,  or  by  any  official  regulation  in 
any  department,  any  oath,  solemn  affirmation,  or  affidavit  might, 
but  for  the  passing  of  this  Act,  be  required  to  be  taken  or  made 
by  any  peraon  on  the  doing  of  any  act,  matter,  or  thing,  or  for  the 
purpose  of  verifying  any  book,  entry,  or  return,  or  for  any  other 
purpose  whatsoever,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  loixis  commissioners 
of  his  Majesty's  treasury,  or  any  three  of  them,  if  they  shall  so 
think  fit,  by  writing  under  their  hands  and  seals,  to  substitute  a 
declaration  to  the  same  effect  as  the  oath,  solemn  affirmation,  or 

(r)  The  words  *  court  of  justice  *  and 
the  words  *  presiding  judge'  in  this  sec- 
tion shall  be  deemed  to  include  any 
person  or  persons  having  bv  law  autho- 
rity to  administer  an  oath  for  the  taking 
of  evidence.  88  k  84  Vict.  c.  49,  s.  1. 
This  Act  was  passed  shortly  after  the 
present  editor,  held,  whilst  sitting  as 
arbitrator,  that  an  arbitrator  was  not  a 


court  of  justice  within  the  meaninj^  of 
this  Act.  See  Bradlau^  v.  De  Bin,  5 
W.  N.,  1870,  p.  9,  C.  P. 

(s)  The  6  &  7  WilL  4,  c.  85,  8.  88,  la 
repealed  by  87  &  88  Vict  c.  85  (the 
Statute  Law  Revision  Act,  1874).  See 
8  fr  4  Vict  c.  72,  8.  4,  voL  2,  p.  811, 
anie^  p.  8. 
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affidavit  wliich  might,  but  for  the  passing  of  this  Act,  be  required 
to  be  taken  or  made  ;  and  the  person  who  might  under  the  Act  or 
Acts  imposing  the  same^  be  required  to  take  or  make  such  oath, 
solemn  affirmation,  or  affidavit,  shall,  in  presence  of  the  com- 
missioners, collector,  other  officer  or  person  empowered  by  such 
Act  or  Acts  to  administer  such  oath,  solemn  affirmation,  or  affi- 
davit, make  and  subscribe  such  declaration,  and  every  such  com- 
missioner, collector,  other  officer  or  person  is  hereby  empowered 
and  required  to  administer  the  same  accordingly.* 

Sec.  3.  'The  declaration  so  substituted  is  to  be  published  in  the  Declaration  to 
Gazette  and  after  twenty-one  days  from  the  date  of  the  Gazette  ^  Ptt*>ii«hed. 
the  provisions  of  this  Act  are  to  apply.' 

Sec.  4.  'After  the  expiration  of  the  said  twenty-one  days  it  shall  No  oath 
not  be  lawful  for  any  commissioner,  collector,  officer,  or  other  *f*«r'^r^8« 
person  to  administer  or  cause  to  be  administered,  or  receive  or 
cause  to  be  received,  any  oath,  solemn  affirmation,  or  affidavit,  in 
the  lieu  of  which  such  declaration  as  aforesaid  shall  have  been 
directed  by  the  lords  commissioners  of  his  Majesty's  treasury  to 
be  substituted.' 

Sec.  5.  '  If  any  pei*son  shall  make  and  subscribe  any  such  de-  False  decla- 
claration  as  hereinbefore  mentioned  in  lieu  of  any  oath,  solemn  ration » »"«• 
affirmation,  or  affidavit,  by  any  Act  or  Acts  relating  to  the  revenues    ®°^®*°^'"' 
of  customs  or  excise,  stamps  and  taxes,  or  post-office,  required  to 
be  made  on  the  doing  of  any  act,  matter,  or  thing,  or  for  verify- 
ing any  book,  account,  entry,  or  return,  or  for  any  purpose  what- 
soever, and  shall  wilfully  make  therein  any  false  statements  as  to 
any  material  particular,  the  person  making  the  same  shall  be 
deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor.' 

By  sec.  6,  the  oath  of  allegiance  is  to  be  required  in  all  cases  as 
before  the  Act  passed. 

By  sec.  7,  oaths  in  courts  of  justice  are  to  be  taken  in  the 
same  manner  as  if  the  Act  had  not  passed. 

Sec.  8.  '  It  shall  be  lawful  for  the  universities  of  Oxford  and  Universities  of 
Cambridge,  and  for  all  other  bodies  corporate  and  politic,  and  for  p^**5^  *°** 
all  bodies  now  by  law  or  statute,  or  by  any  valid  usage,  authorized  a^oSw 
to  administer  or  receive  any  oath,  solemn  affirmation,  or  affidavit,  bodies,  may 
to  make  statutes,  bye-laws,  or  orders  authorizing  and  directing  J^^^^^  * 
the  substitution  of  a  declaration  in  lieu  of  any  oath,  solemn  affir-  \^^  ^f  an^''^ 
mation,  or  affidavit  now  required  to  be  taken  or  made :  provided  oath. 
always  that  such  statutes,  bye-laws,  or  orders  be  otherwise  duly 
made  and  passed  according  to  the  charter,  laws,  or  regulations  of 
the  particular  university,  other  body  corporate  and  politic,  or  other 
body  so  authorized  as  aforesaid.' 

Sea  9.  *  In  future  every  person  entering  upon  the  office  of  church-  Churchwar- 
warden   or  sidesman,  before  beginning  to  discharge   the   duties  ^donnan's 
thereof,  shall,  in  lieu  of  such  oath  of  office,  make  and  subscribe,  in  oath  abolished, 
the  presence  of  the  ordinary  or  other  person  before  whom  he  would,  ««i  a  dedara- 
but  for  the  passing  of  this  Act,  be  required  to  take  such  oath,  a  JJI^^iJJ*^^^ 
declaration  that  he  will  faithfully  and  diligently  perform  the  duties  thereof. 
of  his  office,  and  such  ordinary  or  other  person  is  hereby  em- 
powered and  required  to  administer  the  same  accordingly :  pro- 
vided always,  that  no  churchwarden  or  sidesman  shall  in  future  be 
required  to  take  any  oath  on  quitting  office,  as  has  heretofore 
been  practised.' 
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Sec.  10.  '  In  any  case  where,  under  any  Act  or  Acts  for  making, 
maintaining,  or  regulating  any  highway,  or  any  road,  or  any  turn- 
pike road,  or  for  paving,  lighting,  watching,  or  improving  any  city, 
town,  or  place,  or  touching  any  trust  relating  thereto,  any  oath, 
solemn  affirmation,  or  affidavit  might,  but  for  the  passing  of  this 
Act,  be  required  to  be  taken  or  made  by  any  person  whomsoever, 
no  such  oath,  solemn  affirmation,  or  affidavit,  shall  in  future  be 
required  to  be  or  be  taken  or  made,  but  the  pei"son  who  might 
under  the  Act  or  Acts  imposing  the  same  be  required  to  take  or 
make  such  oath,  solemn  affirmation,  or  affidavit,  shall  in  lieu 
thereof,  in  the  presence  of  the  trustee,  commissioner,  or  other 
person  before  whom  he  might  under  such  Act  or  Acte  be  required 
to  take  or  make  the  same,  make  and  subscribe  a  declaration  to  the 
same  effect  as  such  oath,  solemn  affirmation,  or  affidavit,  and  such 
trustee,  commissioner,  or  other  person,  is  hereby  empowered  and 
required  to  administer  and  receive  the  same.' 

Sec.  11.  'Whenever  any  person  or  persons  shall  seek  to  obtain 
any  patent  under  the  Great  Seal  for  any  discovery  or  invention, 
such  person  or  persons  shall,  in  lieu  of  any  oath,  affirmation,  or 
affidavit  which  heretofore  has  or  might  be  required  to  be  taken 
or  made  upon  or  before  obtaining  any  such  patent,  make  and  sub- 
scribe, in  the  presence  of  the  person  before  whom  he  might,  but 
for  the  passing  of  this  Act,  be  required  to  take  or  make  such 
oath,  affirmation,  or  affidavit,  a  declaration  to  the  same  effect  as 
such  oath,  affirmation,  or  affidavit ;  and  such  declaration,  when 
duly  made  and  subscribed,  shall  be  to  all  intents  and  purposes  as 
valid  and  effectual  as  the  oath,  affirmation,  or  affidavit  in  lieu 
whereof  it  shall  have  been  so  made  and  subscribed.' 

Sec.  12.  '  Where  by  any  Act  or  Acts  at  the  time  in  force  for  re- 
gulating the  business  of  pawnbrokers,  any  oath,  affirmation,  or 
affidavit  might,  but  for  the  passing  of  this  Act,  be  required  to  be 
taken  or  made,  the  person  who  by  or  under  such  Act  or  Acts  might 
be  required  to  take  or  make  such  oath,  affirmation,  or  affidavit,  shall 
in  lieu  thereof  make  and  subscribe  a  declaration  to  the  same 
effect ;  and  such  declaration  shall  be  made  and  subscribed  at  the 
same  time,  and  on  the  same  occasion,  and  in  the  presence  of  the 
same  person  or  persons,  as  the  oath,  affirmation,  or  affidavit  in 
lieu  whereof  it  shall  be  made  and  subscribed  would  by  the  Act  or 
Acts  directing  or  requiring  the  same  be  directed  or  required  to  be 
taken  or  made  ;  and  all  and  every  the  enactments,  provisions,  and 
penalties  contained  in  or  imposed  by  any  such  Act  or  Acts,  as  to 
any  oath,  affirmation,  or  affidavit  thereby  directed  or  required  to 
be  taken  or  made,  shall  extend  and  apply  to  any  declaration  in 
lieu  thereof,  as  well  and  in  the  same  manner  as  if  the  same  were 
herein  expressly  enacted  with  reference  thereto.' 

Sea  13,  reciting  that  'a  practice  has  prevailed  of  administering 
and  receiving  oaths  and  affidavits  voluntarily  taken  and  made  in 
matters  not  the  subject  of  any  judicial  inquiry,  nor  in  anywise 
pending  or  at  issue  before  the  justice  of  the  peace,  or  other  person 
by  whom  such  oaths  or  affidavits  have  been  administered  or  re- 
ceived,' and  that  '  doubts  have  arisen  whether  or  not  such  pro- 
ceeding is  illegal,  for  the  more  effectual  suppression  of  such 
practice  and  removing  such  doubts,'  enacts, '  that  from  and  after 
the  commencement  of  this  Act,  it  shall  not   be  lawful  for  any 
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justice  of  the  peace  or  other  person  to  administer,  or  cause  or 
allow  to  be  a^lministerecj,  or  to  receive,  or  cause  or  allow  to  be 
received,  any  oath,  affidavit,  or  solemn  affirmation  touching  any 
matter  or  thing  whereof  such  justice  or  other  person  hath  not 
jurisdiction  or  cognizance  by  some  statute  in  force  at  the  time 
being  (as)  :  provided  always,  that  nothing  herein  contained  shall  Proviso. 
be  construed  to  extend  to  any  oath,  affidavit,  or  solemn  affirmation 
before  any  justice  in  any  matter  or  thing  touching  the  preserva- 
tion of  the  peace,  or  the  prosecution,  trial,  or  punishment  of 
offences,  or  touching  any  proceedings  before  either  of  the  Houses 
of  Parliament  or  any  committee  thereof  respectively,  nor  to 
any  oath,  affidavit,  or  affirmation  which  may  be  required  by  the 
laws  of  any  foreign  country  to  give  validity  to  instruments  in 
writing  designed  to  be  used  in  such  foreign  countries  respec- 
tivel/.  (0  .         .      . 

Sec.  14f.  '  In  any  case  in  which  it  has  been  the  usual  practice  of  Declaration 
the  Bank  of  England  to  receive  affidavits  on  oath  to  prove  the  substituted  for 
death  of  any  proprietor  of  any  stocks  or  funds  transferable  there,  ^dayS^re- 
or  to  identify  the  pei*son  of  any  such  proprietor,  or  to  remove  any  quired  by 
other  impediment  to  the  transfer  of  any  such  stocks   or  funds,  ^^^  **^ 
or  relating  to  the  loss,  mutilation,  or  defacement  of  any  bank-note  ^e^^nBfS- 
or  bank  post  bill,  no  such  oath  or  affidavit  shall  in  future  be  re-  of  stock, 
quired  to  be  taken  or  made,  but  in  lieu  thereof  the  person  who 
might  have  been  required  to  take  or  make  such  oath  or  affidavit 
shall  make  and  subscribe  a  declaration  to  the  same  effect  as  such 
oath  or  affidavit.* 

By  sec.  15,  declarations  are  substituted  in  lieu  of  the  oaths  re- 
quired by  the  5  Geo.  2,  c.  7,  'An  Act  for  the  more  easy  recovery 
of  debts  in  his  Majesty's  plantations  and  colonies  in  America,'  and 
the  54  Geo.  3,  c.  15,  *  An  Act  for  the  more  easy  recovery  of  debts 
in  his  Majesty's  colony  of  New  South  Wales.* 

Sec.  16.  *  It  shall  and  may  be  lawful  to  and  for  any  attesting  Declaration  in 
witness  to  the  execution  of  any  will,  or  codicil,  deed,  or  instrument  ^*i^8  ^uffi- 
in  writing,  and  to  and  for  any  other  competent  person,  to  verify  exwution  o7^ 
and  prove  the  signing,  sealing,  publication,  or  delivery  of  any  such  any  wiU, 
will,  codicil,  deed,  or  instrument  in  writing,  by  such  declaration  in  <»dicil,  &c. 
writing  made  as  aforesaid,  and  every  such  justice,  notary,  or  other 
officer  shall  be  and  is  hereby  authorized  and  empowered  to  ad- 
minister or  receive  such  declaration.' 


tations,  colonies,  possessions,  or  dependencies,  for  or  relating  to  declaration. 
any  debt  or  account,  that  his  Majesty,  his  heirs  and  successors, 
shall  and  may  prove  his  and  their  debts  and  accounts,  and  examine 
his  or  their  witness  or  witnesses  by  declaration,  in  like  manner  as 
any  subject  or  subjects  is  or  are  empowered  or  may  do  by  this 
present  Act.' 

Sec.  18,  reciting  that '  it  may  be  necessary  and  proper  in  many  Voluntary 
cases  not  herein  specified,  to  require  confirmation  of  ^vritten  instni-  declaration  in 


the  form  in 


(«)  See  Reg.  r.  Nott,  C.  &  M.  288,  county,  and  the  distinction  seems  to  be 

pok,  p.  106.  between  voluntary  and  compnlsoir  pro- 

{l)  There  are  some  cases  where  a  jus-  ccedings.     See  Helier  v.  The  Hundred  of 

tice  may  adminbter  an  oath  out  of  h^  Benhurst,  Cro.  Car.  211, 
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Making  falae 
declaration  a 
misdemeanor. 


Persons  mak- 
ing false 
declaration 
deemed  guilty 
of  a  misde- 
meanor. 


Constmctton 
of  the  5  Eliz. 
c.  9. 


ments  or  allegations,  or  proof  of  debts,  or  of  the  execution  of  deeds 
or  other  matters,'  enacts  that '  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  for  any 
justice  of  the  peace,  notary  public,  or  other  officer  now  by  law 
authorized  to  administer  an  oath,  to  take  and  receive  the  declara- 
tion of  any  person  voluntarily  making  the  same  before  him  in  the 
form  in  the  schedule  to  this  Act  annexed ;  and  if  any  declaration 
so  made  shall  be  false  or  untrue  in  any  material  particular,  the 
person  wilfully  making  such  false  declaration  shall  be  deemed 
guilty  of  a  misdemeanor.'  (u) 

Sec.  21.  'In  any  case  where  a  declaration  is  substituted  for  an 
oath  under  the  authority  of  this  Act,  or  by  virtue  of  any  power 
or  authority  hereby  given,  or  is  directed  and  authorized  to  be  made 
and  subscribed  under  the  authority  of  this  Act,  or  by  virtue  of 
any  power  hereby  given,  any  person  who  shall  wilfully  and  cor- 
ruptly make  and  subscribe  any  such  declaration,  knowing  the 
same  to  be  untrue  in  any  material  particular,  shall  be  deemed 
guilty  of  a  misdemeanor/  (v) 

With  respect  to  the  first  of  the  statutes  above  set  forth,  namely, 
the  5  Eliz.  c.  9,  as  it  is  but  little  resorted  to  at  the  present  time,  on 
account  of  prosecutions  upon  it  being  more  difiicult  than  at  the 
common  law,  and  as  it  did  not  alter  the  nature  of  the  ofifence,  but 
merely  enlarged  the  punishment,  (w)  a  brief  statement,  of  some  of 
the  principal  points  decided  upon  its  construction  will  probably  be 
deemed  sufficient. 

In  many  instances  an  indictment  will  lie  at  common  law, 
when  it  will  not  lie  upon  this  statute.  Thus  where  a  witness 
for  the  King  swears  falsely,  he  cannot  be  indicted  on  the  sta- 
tute, {x) 

It  has  been  adjudged  that  a  man  cannot  be  guilty  of  perjury 
within  this  statute,  in  any  case  wherein  he  may  not  possibly  be 
guilty  of  suboi-nation  of  perjury  within  it;  on  the  ground  that 
it  is  reasonable  to  give  the  whole  statute  the  same  construction ; 
and  that  it  cannot  well  be  intended  that  the  makers  of  it  meant 
to  extend  its  purview  farther  as  to  perjuiy,  which  they  appear  to 
have  considered  as  the  less  crime,  than  to  subornation  of  perjury, 
which  they  seem  to  have  esteemed  the  greater :  and,  therefore, 
since  the  clause  concerning  subornation  of  perjury,  mentioning 
only  matters  depending  by  writ,  bill,  plaint,  or  information,  con- 
cerning hereditaments,  goods,  debts,  or  damages,  &c.,  does  not 
extend  to  perjury  on  an  indictment  or  criminal  information,  the 
clause  concerning  perjury,  though  penned  in  more  general  words, 
has  been  adjudged  to  come  under  the  like  restriction,  (y)     And  it 


(u)  See  anUt  vol.  1,  p.  197,  for  the  pun- 
ishment, and  see  the  cases  on  this  section, 
post,  p.  107.  By  sec.  19,  the  same  fees 
are  payable  on  declarations  as  on  the 
oaths,  in  lieu  of  which  they  are  made. 
By  sec.  19,  the  declaration  is  to  be  in  the 
form  following  :— *  I,  -^.  A,  do  solemnly 
and  sincerely  declare,  that  and  I 

make  this  solemn  declaration  conscien- 
tiously believing  the  same  to  be  true,  and 
by  virtue  of  the  provisions  of  an  Act 
made  and  passed  in  the  year  of  the 

reign  of  his  present  Majesty,  entitled  an 
Act '  \hert  insert  the  title  of  this  Act], 

{v)  See  ante,  vol.  1,  p.  197|  for  the  pun- 


ishment. The  number  of  statutes,  which 
contain  clauses  making  persons  giving 
false  evidence,  roakingfidse  affidavits,  &c., 
either  liable  to  the  punishment  of  perjury 
or  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  is  so  large 
that  it  is  conceived  they  would  occupy 
more  space  than  the  infrequency  of  the 
occasions,  on  which  it  may  be  necessary 
to  consult  them,  warrants  devoting  to 
their  insertion ;  all  of  them,  therefore, 
have  not  been  inserted.     C.  S.  G. 

(w)  Buxton  V,  Gouch,  8  Salk.  269. 

{z)  Id.  ibid. 

(y)  Bac.  Ab.  tit  Perjury  (B).  1 
Hawk.  P.  C.  c.  69,  s.  19. 
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has  also  been  resolved,  that  as  the  clause  concerning  sabornatioa 
of  perjury  relates  only  to  perjury  by  witnesses,  that  concerning 
perjury  extends  to  no  other  perjury  than  that  of  a  witness  ;  and, 
therefore,  not  to  perjury  in  an  answer  in  chancery ;  or  in  swear- 
ing the  peace  against  a  man  ;  or  in  a  presentiment  by  a  homager 
in  a  court  baron,  or  in  a  wager  of  law,  or  in  swearing  before  com- 
missioners of  the  King's  title  to  lands,  {z)  And  by  the  opinions 
of  some,  a  false  affidavit  against  a  man,  in  a  court  of  justice,  is  not 
within  the  statute,  (a)  But  it  is  observed  that  if  such  affidavit 
be  by  a  third  person,  and  relate  to  a  cause  depending  in  suit, 
before  the  Court,  and  either  of  the  parties  in  variance  be  grieved, 
hindered,  or  molested,  in  respect  of  such  cause,  by  reason  of  the 
perjury,  it  may  be  strongly  argued  that  it  is  within  the  purview 
of  the  statute.  (6)  It  seems  to  be  the  better  opinion  that  a  false 
oath  before  the  sheriff  on  a  writ  of  inquiry  of  damages  is  within 
the  statute,  (c) 

It  has  been  collected  from  the  clause  giving  an  action  to  the 
party  grieved,  that  no  false  oath  is  within  the  statute,  which  does 
not  give  some  person  a  just  cause  of  complaint ;  and,  therefore, 
that  if  the  thing  sworn  be  tnie,  though  it  be  not  known  by  him 
that  swears  it  to  be  so,  the  oath  is  not  within  the  statute,  because 
it  gives  no  good  ground  of  complaint  to  the  other  party,  who 
would  take  advantage  of  another's  want  of  sufficient  evidence  to 
make  out  the  justice  of  the  cause,  (d)  And  upon  the  same  ground 
no  false  oath  can  be  within  the  statute,  unless  the  party  against 
whom  it  was  sworn  suffered  some  disadvantage  by  it :  therefore,  in 
every  prosecution  on  the  statute,  it  is  necessary  to  set  forth  the 
record  wherein  the  perjury  is  supposed  to  have  been  committed, 
and  to  prove  at  the  trial  that  there  is  such  a  record,  either  by 
actually  producing  it,  or  by  an  attested  copy ;  and  it  is  necessary 
not  only  to  set  forth  in  the  pleadings  the  point  wherein  the  false 
oath  was  taken,  but  to  show  also  how  it  conduced  to  the  proof  or 
disproof  of  the  matter  in  question,  (e)  And  if  an  action  on  the 
statute  be  brought  by  more  than  one,  it  is  necessary  to  show  how 
the  perjury  was  prejudicial  to  each  of  the  plaintiffs.  (/)  But  it 
seems  that  a  perjury,  which  tends  only  to  aggravate  or  extenuate 
the  damages,  is  as  much  within  the  statute  as  a  perjury  that 
goes  directly  to  the  point  in  issue;  and  that  perjury  committed 
in  a  cause  wherein  an  erroneous  judgment  is  given,  is  a  good 
ground  of  a  prosecution  upon  the  statute  till  the  judgment  be 
reversed,  (g) 

It  has  been  holden  that  every  indictment  or  action  upon  this  indictment  on 
statute  must  exactly  pursue  the  words  of  it ;  and,  therefore,  if  it  *^®  ^  ^^• 
allege  that  the  defendant  deposed  such  a  matter  fcdso  et  deceptive,  ^' 
or  falso  et  cai^rupte,  or  fcdso  et  voluntarii,  without  saying  volun- 


(z)  1  Hawk.  P.  C.  c.  69,  s.  20.  Bac. 
Abr.  tit.  Perjury  (B). 

(o)  2  Roll  Abr.  77.  1  Roll.  79.  3 
Keb.  345. 

(6)  1  Hawk.  P.  C.  c  69,  s.  21. 

(e)  Bac.  Abr.  tit.  Perjury  (B).  1 
Hawk.  P.  C.  c.  69,  8.  21. 

(d)  1  Hawk.  P.  C.  c.  69,  s.  22.  Bac. 
Abr.  tit.  Perfury  (B).  We  have  seen 
.that  this  is  otherwise  at  common  law. 
AnUf  p.  2. 

VOL.  ni. 


(e)  Bac.  Abr.  tit  Perjury  (B).  1 
Hawk.  P,  C.  c.  69,  s.  23. 

(/)  Id.  ibid. 

ig)  1  Hawk.  P.  C.  c.  69,  s.  23.  Bac. 
Abr.  tit  Perjury  (B).  In  1  Hawk.  P.  C. 
c.  69,  s.  4,  there  iasLqti,  whether  perjury 
in  a  court,  whose  proceedings  are  after- 
wards reyersed  by  error,  may  not  still  be 
punished  aa  peijury,  notwithstanding 
such  reversal  ?  dee  Keg.  v.  Meek,  ante, 
p.  21. 
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taril  et  coi^^pte^  it  is  not  good,  though  it  conclude  that  aic 
voluntaHum  et  corruptum  commiait  pei^urium  contra  foi^rruLTa 
statuti,  &c.  Also  it  is  said  to  be  necessary  expressly  to  show  that 
the  defendant  was  sworn ;  and  that  it  is  not  sufficient  to  say  that 
tiicto  per  se  sacro  evangelio  depoauit  But  there  is  no  need  to 
show  whether  the  party  took  the  false  oath  through  the  suborna- 
tion of  another,  or  of  his  own  act,  though  the  words  of  the  statute 
are,  '  If  persons  by  mibomcvtion,  Jkc,  or  their  own  act,  &c.,  shall 
commit  milful  perjury ; '  for  there  being  no  medium  between  the 
branches  of  this  distinction,  they  seem  to  be  put  in  ex  abundantly 
and  to  express  no  more  than  the  law  would  have  implied,  and, 
therefore,  operate  nothing.  (A) 

It   seems   that  if  perjury  be   committed   that   is  within  this 

statute,  but  the  indictment  concludes  not  coivtra  formam.  statuti, 

yet  it  is  a  good  indictment  at  common  law,  but  not  to  bring  the 

oiBFender  within  the  corporal  punishment  of  the  statute,  (i) 

Any  CoTirt,  By  14  &  15  Vict.  c.  100,  sec.  19  '  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  for 

JS^^may^^  the  judges  or  judge  of  any  of  the  superior  Courts  of  common 

a  person  guilty  law    or   equity,   or  for  any  of   Her  Majesty's  justices   or  com- 

of  perjury  in     missioners  of  assize,  nisi  prius,  oyer  and  terminer,  or  gaol  delivery, 

^  ^toi»  w)-  ^^  ^^^  ^^y  justices   of  the  peace,  recorder,  or  deputy  recorder, 

secuted,  chairman,  or  other  judge  holding  any  general  or  quarter  sessions 

of  the  peace,  or  for  any  commissioner  of  bankruptcy  or  insol- 
vency, or  for  any  judge  or  deputy  judge  of  any  county  court,  or 
any  court  of  record,  or  for  any  justices  of  the  peace  in  special  or 
petty  sessions,  or  for  any  sheriff  or  his  lawful  deputy  before  whom 
any  writ  of  inquiry  or  writ  of  trial  from  any  of  the  superior  courts 
shall  be  executed,  in  case  it  shall  appear  to  him  or  them  that  any 
peraon  has  beenguUty  of  wilful  and  corrupt  perjury  in  any  evidence 
given,  or  in  any  affidavit,  deposition,  examination,  answer,  or  other 
proceeding  made  or  taken  before  him  or  them,  to  direct  such  person 
to  be  prosecuted  for  such  perjury,  in  case  there  shall  appear  to  him 
and  commit       or  them  a  reasonable  cause  for  such  prosecution,  and  to  commit 
lew^lnter™     ^^^^  person  SO  directed  to  be  prosecuted  until  the  next  session  of 
into  recogni-      Oyer  and  terminer  or  gaol  delivery  for  the  county  or  other  district 
zance  to  ap-       within  which  such  perjury  was  committed,  unless  such  pei-son  shall 
hbtriaf  and     ^^^^^  ^°^  ^  recognizance,  with  one  or  more  sufficient  surety  or 
bind  peiions      Sureties,  conditioned  for  the  appearance  of  such  person  at  such  next 
to  give  evi-        session  of  Oyer  and  terminer  or  gaol  delivery,  and  that  he  will  then 
dence ;  surrender  and  take  his  trial,  and  not  depart  the  Court  without 

leave,  and  to  require  any  person  he  or  they  may  think  fit  to  enter 
into  a  recognizance,  conditioned   to   prosecute  or  give  evidence 
against  such  person  so  directed  to  be  prosecuted  as  aforesaid,  and 
and  give  cer-     to  give  to  the  party  so  bound  to  prosecute  a  certificate  of  the  same 
BecSion^beFnff'  ^^^^S  directed,  which  certificate  shall  be  given  without  any  fee  or 
directed,  charge,  and  shall  be  deemed  sufficient  proof  of  such  prosecution 

which  shall  be    having  been  directed  as  aforesaid ;  and  upon  the  production  thereof 

den^Tf*the'     ^^^  ^^^  ^^  ^^^^  prosecution  shall  and  are  hereby  required  to  be 
same.  allowed  by  the  Court  before  which  any  person  shall  be  prosecuted 

or  tried  in  pursuance  of  such  direction  as  aforesaid,  unless  such 
last-mentioned  Court  shall  specially  otherwise  direct ;  and  when 

{h)  1  Hawk.  P.  C.  c.  69,  ss.  17,  18.  (t)  2  Hale,  191,  192.    See  the  cases 

Bac.  Abr.  tit  Perjury  (B),  and  the  cited,  vol.  1,  p.  841 ;  and  see  vol.  1, 
authorities  tbere  cited,  p.  85. 
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allowed  by  any  such  Court  in  Ireland  such  sum  as  shall  be  so 
allowed  shall  be  ordered  by  the  said  Court  to  be  paid  to  the  prose- 
cutor by  the  treasurer  of  the  county  in  which  such  offence  shall 
be  alleged  to  have  been  committed,  and  the  same  shall  be  presented 
for,  raised,  and  levied  in  the  same  manner  as  the  expenses  of  prose- 
cutions  for  felonies  are  now  presented  for,  raised,  and  levied  in  Ire- 
land :  provided  always,  that  no  such  direction  or  certificate  shall  be 
given  in  evidence  upon  any  trial  to  be  had  against  any  person  upou 
a  prosecution  so  directed  as  aforesaid.' 

Sec.  20.  '  In  every  indictment  for  perjury,  or  for  unlawfully,  wil-  Extending  tbe 
fuUy,  falsely,  fraudulently,  deceitfully,  maliciously,  or  coiTuptly  ?^wi?l^*^^' 
taking,  making,  signing,  or  subscribing  any  oath,  affirmation,  decla-  other  offences, 
ration,  affidavit,  deposition,  bill,  answer,  notice,  certificate,  or  other  and  simpiify- 
writing,  it  shall  be  sufficient  to  set  forth  the  substance  of  the  J^^^^f^J' 
offence  charged  upon  the  defendant,  and  by  what  Court  or  before  perjury  and 
whom  the  oath,  affirmation,  declaration,  affidavit,  deposition,  bill,  other  like 
answer,  notice,  certificate,  or  other  writing,  was  taken,  made,  signed,  °^«'*<^- 
or  subscribed,  without  setting  forth  the  bill,  answei^  information, 
indictment,  declaration,  or  any  part  of  any  proceeding,  either  in 
law  or  in  equity,  and  without   setting  forth  the  commission  or 
authority  of  the  Court  or  person  before  whom  such  offence  was 
committed.' 

An  indictment  for  perjury  alleged  to  have  been  committed  on  a 
trial  before  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions,  averred  in  substance 
that  a  certain  indictment  for  misdemeanor,  &c.,  came  on  to  be  tried 
in  due  form  of  law,  and  was  tried  by  a  jury  duly  sworn,  and  the 
prisoner,  as  a  witness  on  the  trial,  was  duly  sworn,  and  contained  the 
other  usual  averments  and  conclusion.  It  did  not  state  the  nature 
of  the  misdemeanor,  or  aver  that  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  had 
authority  to  try  the  same  or  administer  an  oath  on  the  trial.  Held, 
that  the  substance  of  the  offence  charged  against  the  defendant  was 
sufficiently  stated  under  this  enactment,  and  that  the  indictment 
was  good  on  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment.  (J) 

Sec.  21.  *In  every  indictment  for  subornation  of  perjury,  or  for  Extending  the 
corrupt   bargaining  or  contracting  with   any  person   to   commit   23  Geo.  2, 
wilful  and  corrupt  perjury,  or  for  inciting,  causing,  or  procuring  ^  fj^^of'in^ 
any  person  unlawfully,  wilfully,  falsely,  fraudulently,  deceitfully,   dictmentefor 
maliciously,  or  corruptly  to  take,  make,  sign,  or  subscribe  any  oath,    ■ubomation  of 
affirmation,  declaration,  affidavit,  deposition,  bill,  answer,  notice,  Jther'hke^ 
certificate,  or  other  writing,  it  shall  be  sufficient,  wherever  such  offences. 
perjury  or  other  offence  aforesaid  shall  have  been  actually  com- 


Qc)  This  statate  is  repealed  by  80  &  31 
TicL  c.  59.  It  was  lamented  by  a 
Immed  jud^  that  the  party  prosecntins 
for  peijoiT  did  not  more  frequently  avau 
himBelf  of  the  28  Greo.  2,  c.  11,  made  for 
the  purpose  of  obviating  difficulties  in 
drawing  the  indictmento.  In  the  case 
in  which  this  remark  was  made,  the 
commission  at  the  admiralty  session  had 
been  nnnecessaril^  set  forth  in  the  in- 
dictment ;  and  it  was  admitted  that 
itherc  a  prosecutor  undertakes  to  set  out 
in  the  indictment  more  of  the  proceed- 
ings than  he  need  under  this  statute,  he 
most  set  them  forth  correctly ;  but  it 
was  holden  that  the  commission  at  the 


admiralty  session  being  set  forth  as  di- 
rected to  A.,  B.,  and  C.,  and  others  not 
named,  of  which  number  A.,  B.,  and  C, 
amongst  others,  sho^uld  always  be  one, 
the  Court  must  take  it  to  mean  that  if 
either  of  the  persons  named  of  the  quorum 
were  present,  it  would  be  sumcient. 
Kex  V.  Dowlin,  6  T.  R  811. 

{I)  K.  V.  Dunning,  40  L.  J.  M.  C.  68, 
et  per  Ohannell,  B.,  'This  section  is 
almost  identical  in  terms  with  sec.  1  of 
28  Geo.  2,  c.  11,  except  that  it  omits  the 
words  "averring  such  Court  or  person  or 
persons  to  have  a  competent  autliority  to 
administer  the  same." 
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mitted,  to  allege  the  offence  of  the  person  who  actually  committed 
such  perjury  or  other  offence  in  the  manner  hereinbefore  men- 
tioned, and  then  to  allege  that  the  defendant  unlawfully,  wilfuUy, 
and  corruptly  did  cause  and  procure  the  said  person  the  said  offence, 
in  manner  and  form  aforesaid,  to  do  and  commit ;  and  wherever 
such  perjury  or  other  offence  aforesaid  shall  not  have  been 
actually  committed,  it  shall  be  sufficient  to  set  forth  the  substance 
of  the  offence  charged  upon  the  defendant,  without  setting  forth  or 
averring  any  of  the  matters  or  things  hereinbefore  rendered  un- 
necessary to  be  set  forth  or  averred  in  the  case  of  wilful  and  cor- 
rupt perjury.* 

Sec.  22.  'A  certificate  containing  the  substance  and  effect  only 
(omitting  the  formal  part)  of  the  indictment  and  trial  for  any 
felony  or  misdemeanor,  purporting  to  be  signed  by  the  clerk  of 
the  Court  or  other  officer  having  the  custody  of  the  records  of  the 
Court  where  such  indictment  was  tried,  or  by  the  deputy  of  such 
clerk  or  other  officer  (for  which  certificate  a  fee  of  six  shillings  and 
eightpence  aj»d  no  more  shall  be  demanded  or  taken),  shall  upon 
the  trial  of  any  indictment  for  perjury  or  subornation  of  perjury 
be  sufficient  evidence  of  the  trial  of  such  indictment  for  felony  or 
misdemeanor,  without  proof  of  the  signature  or  official  character  of 
the  person  appearing  to  have  signed  the  same.' 

It  has  been  holden,  on  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment,  that  several 

Eersons  cannot  be  joined  in  one  indictment  for  perjury,  the  crime 
eing  in  its  nature  several,  (m)     But  this  does  not  apply  to  sub- 
ornation of  perjury,  (ti) 

With  respect  to  the  veimt  in  an  indictment  for  perjury,  it  may 
be  briefly  observed  that  the  parish  or  place,  unless  used  as  giving 
some  specific  local  description,  will  not  be  material,  and  that  it  will 
be  sufficient  to  show  the  offence  committed  anywhere  within  the 
county.  The  statement  of  venue  in  the  margin  is  now  suffi- 
cient, if)  In  a  case  where  peijury  had  been  committed  in  the 
booth-hall  within  the  limits  of  the  city  of  Gloucester,  which  is  a 
county  of  itself,  on  the  trial  of  a  cause  before  a  jury  of  the  county 
at  large,  it  was  holden  that  the  indictment  might  be  found  and 
tried  by  juries  of  the  county  at  large,  {u)  And  where  perjury  had 
been  committed  on  the  trial  of  an  indictment  at  the  Worcester 
quarter  sessions,  which  were  held  in  the  Guildhall  at  Worcester, 
which  is  situate  in  the  county  of  the  city  of  Worcester,  it  was  held 
that  the  indictment,  which  was  found  by  the  grand  jury  of  the 
county  of  the  city  of  Worcester,  was  good,  as  it  was  preferred  in  the 
county  where  the  oath  was  actually  taken,  (a?)     A  sufficient  venue 


(m)  Bex  V,  Philips,  2  Str.  921. 

(n)  Reg.  o.  Bhodes,  2  Ld.  Raym.  886. 
In  Reg.  V.  Goodfellow,  C.  &  M.  569,  one 
defendant  was  indicted  for  perjury,  and 
the  other  for  suborning  him  to  commit 
the  peijury,  and  no  objectioiL  taken  to 
both  being  included  in  the  same  indict- 
ment ;  and  it  should  seem  none  could 
have  been  successfully  taken  on  that 
ground,  as  it  is  like  the  case  of  principal 
and  accessory  before  the  fact,  included  in 
the  same  indictment.     C.  S.  G. 

(0  See  the  14  &  15  Vict.  c.  100, 
8.  23,  vol.  1,  p.  24.      See  llariis's  case, 


2  Leach,  800 ;  Rex  v,  "Woodward,  R,  ft 
M.  C.  C.  R.  823,  vol.  2,  p.  924. 

(u)  Rex  V.  Gough,  Dougl.  791.  In  this 
case  a  charter  had  made  Gloucester  a 
county  of  itself,  reserving  only  the  trial 
of  matters  arising  in  the  county  at  lai*ge 
within  Gloucester  as  before.  The  judges 
intimated  their  opinions  that  the  indict- 
ment might  be  in  either  county,  but  they 
were  clear  it  might  be  in  the  county  at 
laive. 

{x)  Rex  V.  Jones,  6  C.  &  P.  137, 
Tindal,  C.  J. 
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was  holden  to  be  laid  on  the  act  of  taking  the  false  oath  in  a  case 
where  perjury  was  assigned  on  an  affidavit  of  an  attorney  of  the 
Court  made  in  answer  to  a  summaiy  application  against  him,  and 
where  it  was  objected  that  it  was  not  stated  where  the  Court  was 
holden  when  the  original  application  was  made,  or  when  the  rule 
was  made,  calling  upon  the  defendant  to  answer  the  charge,  it 
being  expressly  averred  that  the  defendant  *  then  and  there  before 
the  said  Court  was  duly  sworn.'  (y)  In  the  instance  of  making  an 
affidavit  in  the  country,  the  party  is  not  to  be  indicted  where  the 
affidavit  may  happen  to  be  used,  but  in  the  county  where  the 
offence  was  completed,  by  making  the  false  oath,  (z) 

The  indictment  need  not  state  the  time  at  which  the  offence  was  Allegation  of 
committed  in  any  case  where  time  is  not  of  the  essence  of  the  ^^^.^^^ 
offence,  (a)  Where  it  is  not  material,  it  need  not  be  averred  ;  and 
if  averred,  it  may  be  rejected.  (6)  In  a  case  where  an  indictment 
for  perjury,  charged  to  have  been  committed  in  the  defendant's 
answer  to  a  bill  of  discovery  filed  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer, 
alleged  that  the  bill  was  filed  on  a  day  specified,  it  was  holden  that 
the  day  was  not  material,  as  it  was  not  alleged  as  part  of  the 
record :  and,  therefore,  that  it  was  no  variance,  though  the  bill, 
when  produced,  appeared  to  be  entitled  generally  of  at  preceding 
term,  (c)  Where  the  perjury  was  assigned  in  answer  to  a  bill 
alleged  to  have  been  filed  in  a  particular  term,  and  a  copy  pro- 
duced was  of  a  bill  amended  in  a  subsequent  term,  by  order  of  the 
Court,  it  was  held  to  be  no  variance,  the  amended  bill  being  part 
of  the  original  bill,  {d)  So  it  has  been  held  on  an  indictment  for 
perjury  committed  on  the  trial  of  a  cause  at  nisi  prius  to  be  no 
variance  that  the  nisi  prius  record  states  the  trial  to  have  been  on 
a  day  different  from  that  slated  in  the  indictment,  there  being  no 
express  reference  in  the  indictment  to  the  record,  (e) 

It  is  propet  to  make  such  a  statement  by  way  of  inducement  as  Neoessaiy 
will  be  sufficient  to  explain  the  assignment  of  perjury,  and  make  it  th^*i^^,^° 
intelligible  and  consistent  And  such  statements  in  the  indictment  ment. 
should  be  made  with  accuracy.     An  indictment  for  perjury  stating  Yariances. 
a  bill  of  Middlesex  as  *  issuing  out  of  the  office  of  the  chief  clerk 
assigned  to  inrol  pleas  in  the  Court,'  &c.,  has  been  holden  to  be 
bad  (/)     And  if  the  indictment  state  that  at  the  assizes,  holden 
before  justices  assigned  to  take  the  said  assizes,  the  oath  was  taken 
before  A.  B.,  one  of  the  said  justices,  the  said  justice  then  and 
there  having  power,  &c.,  it  will  be  a  fatal  variance  if  the  oath  was 
administered  when  the  judge  was  sitting  under  the  commission  of 
oyer  and  terminer  and  gaol  delivery,  (gr) 


(y)  Rex  t>.  Crossley,  7  T.  R.  315, 
ante,  p.  3. 

iz)  By  Lord  Eenyon,  C.  J.     Id.  ibid. 

(a)  14  &  16  Vict  c,  100,  8.  24,  vol.  1, 
n.  85.  Rex  v.  Aylett,  1  T.  K  69.  In 
Reg.  V.  Kimpton,  2  Coz,  C.  0.  296,  Parke, 
B.,  doabtea  whether  an  ayerment  of  the 
materiality  of  a  thing  occnrring  on 
'  Monday,  the  29th  of  Jnne,  in  the  year 
1846,'  was  sofBcient  after  verdict,  as  the 
proper  course  is  either  to  state  the  year 
of  oar  Lord,  or  the  year  of  the  monarch's 
reign ;  and  he  left  the  prisoner  to  his 
writ  of  error. 

(6)  Rex  V.  Aylett,  1  T.  R.  70,  71. 


(c)  Rex  V.  Hucks,  cor.  Lord  Ellenbo- 
rough,  C.  J.,  1  Stark.  R  521  And  see 
Rastall  V.  Straton,  1  H.  B.  49.  Wood- 
ford V.  Ashley,  2  Campb.  193,  and  1 
Stark.  Crim.  Plead.  122. 

(rf)  Rex  V.  Waller,  Mich.  6  Geo.  1, 
3  Stark.  Evid.  856. 

(e)  Rex  V.  Coppard,  Moo.  &  M.  118. 
3  C.  &  P.  69,  per  Loid  Tenterden,  C.  J., 
on  the  authority  of  Purcell  v.  Macnamara, 
9  East,  156. 

(/)  Rex  v.  Scole,  Peake,  N.  P.  R.  11?, 
Lora  Kenyon,  C.  J. 

ig)  Rex  V.  Lincoln,  MS.  Bay  ley,  J., 
and  R.  &  R.  421. 
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An  indictment  for  perjury  alleged  that  at  the  assizes  holden  for 
the  county  of  Stafford,  on  &c.,  at  &c.,  before  Sir  J.  P.  &c.,  *  jus- 
tices assigned  to  take  the  assizes  in  and  for  the  said  county/  one 
Corns  was  tried  for  a  rape,  and  that  the  prisoner  on  that  trial 
swore,  &c.  The  record  of  the  former  trial  stated  it  to  have  taken 
place  '  at  the  assizes  and  general  session  of  oyer  and  terminer.' 
It  was  objected  that  the  in£ctment  was  bad,  as  an  indictment  for 
rape  could  not  be  tried  under  the  commission  of  assiza  Greaves, 
Q.  C,  doubted  whether  the  indictment  was  necessarily  bad ;  as  the 
indictment  for  rape  might  have  been  removed  by  certiorari,  and 
tried  on  the  civil  side ;  in  which  case  the  allegation  that  it  was  tried 
at  the  assizes  might  suffice.  Qi) 

It  was  further  objected  that  there  was  a  variance,  as  the  record 
produced  showed  that  the  trial  had  taken  place  in  the  crown 
court,  and  thereupon  an  amendment  of  the  indictment  was  prayed. 
Greaves,  Q.  C,  consulted  Williams,  J.,  and  they  agreed  that  there 
was  a  variance,  but  that  there  was  no  power  to  amend  the  indict- 
ment under  the  9  Geo.  4,  c.  15,  as  the  allegation  was  the  statement 
of  a  fact,  viz.  the  Court  before  which  the  trial  took  place,  and  was 
not  the  '  recital  or  setting  forth '  of '  any  matter  in  writing  or  print,* 
within  that  Act  (i) 

An  indictment  alleged  that  a  trial  took  place  at  a  session  of  gaol 
delivery  before  Lord  Campbell,  chief  justice  of  our  lady  the  Queen, 
assigned  to  take  pleas  before  the  Queen  herself,  and  Sir  E.  V. 
Williams,  knight,  one  of  the  justices  of  our  said  lady  the  Queen  of 
her  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  assigned  to  deliver  the  said  gaol  of  the 
prisoners  therein.  It  was  objected  that  the  words  '  assigned  to 
deliver,  &c.,'  did  not  apply  to  Lord  Campbell,  but  only  to  Mr.  J. 
Williams ;  but  on  its  appearing  that  the  record  had  '  and  others 
their  fellow  justices  assigned  to  deliver,'  &c.,  Talfourd,  J.,  directed 
the  indictment  to  be  amended,  (f) 

Where  an  indictment  for  perjury  alleged  the  former  trial  to 
have  taken  place  '  at  the  assizes  and  general  session  of  the  de- 
livery of  the  gaol,*  it  was  objected  that  this  was  an  impossible 
combination  of  civil  and  criminal  jurisdiction,  and  Talfourd,  J., 
ordered  the  word  assizes  to  be  struck  out  of  the  indictment,  (k) 

Where  an  indictment  for    perjury,  committed  in  a  written 


(h)  See  the  precedents,  2  Chitt.  0.  L. 
866,  867  (a),  ot  indictments  for  penury 
on  the  trial  of  causes  at  the  assizes,  which 
are  in  the  form  of  this  indictment ; 
though,  according  to  8  BL  C.  60,  the 
commission  of  assize  is  to  take  the  ver- 
dict of  a  peculiar  species  of  jury,  called 
an  assize.  Blackstone  also  speaks  of  a 
commission  of  assize  heing  issued  each 
circuit ;  but  no  such  commission  is  now 
issued,  and  the  cases  tried  on  the  civil 
side  are  tried  under  the  commission  of 
assize.  And  this  is  accordixig  to  what 
Lord  Holt  said  (Bullock  v.  Parsons,  2 
Salk.  454),  '  The  authority  of  the  judge 
of  nisi  prius  is  not  by  the  distringas,  but 
by  the  commission  of  assize  ;  for  it  is  the 
18  £d.  8,  c.  30,  which  gives  the  trial  by 
nisi  prius,  and  by  that  statute  the  trial 
by  nisi  prius  is  given  before  justices  of 
assize.*    It  is  clear,  therefore,  itxaX  where 


perjury  is  committed  either  on  a  civil  or 
criminal  trial  at  nisi  prius  on  circuit  the 
trial  ought  to  be  alleged  to  have  taken 
place  before  the  justices  assigned  to  take 
the  assizes.     C.  S.  G. 

{%)  Reg.  V.  Fairbum,  Stafford  Sum. 
Ass.  1850.  MSS.  C.  S.  G.  The  prisoner 
was  acquitted,  or  the  points  would  have 
becH  reserved.  It  seems  clear  that  the 
amendment  in  such  a  case  might  now  be 
made  under  the  14  &15  YicL  c.  100,  s.  1, 
vol.  1,  p.  52. 

(;•)  R^.  V.  Child,  6  Cox,  C.  C.  197. 
Spr.  Ass.  1851. 

{k)  Reg.  V.  ChUd,  6  Cox,  C.  C.  197. 
The  copy  of  the  record  described  the  court 
as  a  general  session  of  oyer  and  terminer 
and  gaol  delivery,  and  Talfourd,  J.,  or- 
dered the  indictment  to  be  amended 
accordingly. 
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depoBiiioQ  before  a  magistrate,  in  which  deposition  a  word  neces- 
sary to  the  sense  had  been  omitted,  set  out  the  substance  cmd 
effect  of  the  deposition,  and  supplied  a  word  which  the  sense  re- 
quired, as  though  it  were  actually  in  the  deposition,  the  variance 
was  holden  to  be  fatal.  (/)  And  where  a  count  in  an  indictment 
undertakes  to  set  out  continuously  the  substance  and  effect  of 
what  the  defendant  swore  upon  his  examination,  it  must  be 
proved  that  in  svbstance  and  effect  he  swore  the  whole  of  what  is 
set  out,  though  several  distinct  assignments  of  perjury  are  made 
thereon,  (m) 

Where  perjury  is  assigned   upon  several  parts  of  an  affidavit,  False  atate- 
and  such  parts  are  set  out  continuously,  it  is  no  variance  if  such  P®''*"  ffiJu^?^ 
parts  are  separated  by  other  intervening  matter,  provided  what  ^^  j^  evidence 
intervenes  does  not  vary  the  effect  of  what  is  set  out.     An  in-  may  be  set 
dictment  for    perjury   alleged  to   have   been  committed   in   an  °"*|^'*^^°""v 
affidavit,  set  out  various  matters  deposed  to  as  if  they  had  been  matter  inter- 
continuous  in  the  affidavit,  but  on  the  production  of  the  affidavit,  vene,  if  such 
it  appeared  that  the  parts  set  out  in  the  indictment  were  not  con-  mat^r  do  not 
tinuous,  but  were  separated  by  the  introduction  of  other  matter.  ^^^^ 
It  "Was  contended  that  there  was  cleai*ly  a  variance  between  the 
affidavit  set  out  in  the  indictment  and  that  given  in  evidence. 
The  proper  mode  of  stating  it  was,  '  in  one  part  whereof  the  de- 
fendant swore  such  and  such  things,  and  in  another  pai*t  whereof 
he  swore  certain  other  things.'     In  actions  or  indictments  for  libel 
such  a  variance  would  clearly  be  fatal.     Abbott,  C.  J.,  *  In  actions 
or  indictments  for  libel  the  tenor  must  be  set  out ;  in  indictments 
for  perjury  it  is  sufficient  to  state  the  substance  and  effect  of  the 
false  oath ;  the  variance  pointed  out  is  therefore  immaterial.'  (n) 
And  the  same  has  been  held  as  to  evidence  given  upon  a  trial. 
An  indictment  for  perjury  committed  on  the  trial  of  an  action  for 
assault  and  battery,  charged  the  defendant  with  having  sworn  that 
the  plaintiff  spit  in   the   defendant's   face  before  the  defendant 
struck  him,  and  that  he,  the  defendant  in  the  indictment,  had  not 
said  certain  words,  and  assigned  perjury  on  both  statements.     The 
evidence  given  by  the  defendant  on  the  former  trial  contained 
all  the  matter  charged  as  perjury,  but  other  matter  intei-vened 
between  the  statement  as  to  the  spitting  and  that  as  to  the  words. 
It  was  objected  that  this  was  a  variance,  as  the  evidence  charged 
as  perjury  in  the  indictment  appeared  to  have  been  given  con- 
tinuously ;   but  Abbott,  C.  J.,   held   it  was   immaterial,  as  what 
intervened  did  not  vary  the  effect  of  what  was  stated,  (o) 

In  an  indictment  for  perjury  committed  before  a  select  com-  Modeofstat- 


(Z)  Rex  t'.  Taylor,  1  Campb.  104. 
Ellenborongh,  C.  J.  •  The  deposition 
ahonld  have  been  set  out  literally,  and 
the  meaning  explained  by  an  iniiuendo. 
The  indictment  stated  tliat  the  defendant 
weut  before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  and 
swore  in  substance  to  the  effect  following, 
that  is  to  say,  &c.,  and  part  of  the  de- 
position so  set  forth  was  that  a  person 
therein  named  assaulted  the  deponent 
with  an  umbrella,  and,  <U  tlu  samt  time, 
threatened  to  shoot  her  with  a  pistol ; 
but  when  the  deposition  was  produced  it 
appeared  that,  after  stating  the  assault 
with  the  umbrella,   it  proceeded  thus, 


'and  at  tho  same  threatened  to  shoot,* 
&c.,  omitting  tho  word  Him, 

(m)  Hex  V.  Leefe,  2  Campb.  134.  Lord 
£llenborough,  C.  J.,  post,  p.  40.  It  ap- 
peal's, however,  that  in  Ite^.  v,  Rhoden, 
2  Lord  Raym.  886,  it  was  holden,  upon 
an  indictment  containing  ouly  one  count, 
that  although  all  the  assignments  of  per- 
jury  but  one  were  bad,  judgment  should 
not  be  arrested.  And  see  Compagnon  r. 
Martin,  2  Black.  B.  790. 

(n)  Rex  V.  CaUanan,  6  B.  &  C.  102. 

(o)  Rex  V,  Solomon,  R.  &  M.  N.  P.  R. 
252. 
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mittee  of  the  House  of  Commons,  it  was  averred  that  the  election 
was  held  by  virtue  of  a  certain  precept  of  the  high  sheriff,  by  him 
duly  issued  to  the  bailiff  of  the  borough  of  New  Malton ;  and  it 
was  holden  that  this  was  not  matter  of  description,  and  that  the 
production  of  a  precept,  which  in  fact  issued  to  the  bailiff  of  the 
borough  of  New  Malton,  though  directed  to  the  bailiff  of  the 
borough  of  Malton,  was  sufficient.  But  the  indictment  also  stated 
that  A.  and  B.  were  returned  to  serve  as  burgesses  for  the  said 
borough  of  New  Malton  ;  and  this  was  considered  as  a  description 
of  the  indenture  of  return,  in  which  the  borough  was  described 
as  the  borough  of  Malton  ;  and  the  variance  was  holden  to  be 
fatal  (p)  But  where  an  information  for  perjury  committed  before 
a  select  committee  of  the  House  of  Commons,  stated  that  the 
committee  was  chosen  to  try  and  deteimine  the  merits  of  an 
election,  and  that  the  committee  were  sworn  '  to  try  the  merits  of 
the  petition  referred  to  them  ;'  it  was  held  that  the  committee  was 
well  described,  although  by  the  10  Geo.  3,  c.  16,  s.  13,  they  were 
to  be  a  committee  '  to  try  and  determine  the  merits  of  the  return 
or  election.'  (g) 

An  indictment  may  be  supported  upon  an  answer  in  a  court  of 
equity,  though  the  answer  is  not  correctly  entitled  and  the  name 
of  one  of  the  parties  be  mistaken.  Thus  where  an  indictment 
alleged  that  Francis  Cavendish  Aberdeen  and  others  exhibited 
their  bill  in  the  exchequer,  &c.,  and,  on  the  production  of  the  bill, 
the  complainants  on  the  face  of  it  purported  to  be  J.  C,  Aberdeen, 
and  others,  it  was  holden  that  this  was  not  a  variance,  and  that 
it  was  competent  to  the  prosecutor  to  prove,  by  other  means  than 
by  the  bill  itself  the  allegation  that  Francis  Cavendish  Aberdeen 
did,  in  fact,  exhibit  his  bill,  (r)  And  it  was  further  holden  not  to 
be  a  variance,  although  after  the  allegation  in  question,  and  after 
setting  out  such  parts  of  the  bill  as  were  necessary,  these  words 
were  added,  '  as  appears  by  the  said  bill,  &c.,  filed  of  record  ;'  on 
the  ground  that  these  words  referred  to  the  last  antecedent,  and 
could  not  be  considered  as  incorporated  with  the  prefatory  allega- 
tion that  Francis  Cavendish  Aberdeen  exhibited  his  bill,  (rr)  And 
in  an  indictment  for  perjury  committed  in  an  answer  to  a  bill  in 
chancery,  where  the  bill  was  stated  to  have  been  filed  by  A. 
against  B.  (the  defendant  in  the  indictment)  and  another,  though 
in  fact  it  was  filed  against  B.,  C,  and  D.,  the  variance  was  holden 
not  to  be  fatal;  the  perjury  being  assigned  on  a  part  of  the 
answer  which  was  material  between  A.  and  B.  (s)  So  where  an 
indictment  for  perjury  in  answer  to  a  bill  in  chancery  described 
the  bill  as  exhibited  against  three  persons  only,  viz.,  A.,  B.,  and 
C,  and  the  bill  when  produced  appeai'ed  to  be  against  A.,  K, 
-  and  D. ;  Abbott,  C.  J.,  held  that  this  was  not  a  fatal  variance, 
and  that  the  bill  produced  must  be  considered  as  the  same  de- 
scribed in  the  indictment.  If  the  indictment  had  professed  to  set 
forth  the  title  of  the  bill,  such  variance  would  have  been  fatal, 
but  the  bill  was  substantially  described,  and  that  was  sufficient,  (t) 


(p)  Rex  V.  Leefe,  2  Campb.  134. 
{q)  Rex  V.  Dunn,  1  Dow  I.  &  R.  10. 
(r)  Rex  V.  Roper,  6  M.  &  S.  327.     1 
Stark.    K.    518.      Lonl  Ellenborough, 


{rr)  Id.  ibid. 

(s)  Rex  V.  Benson,  2  Compb.  508. 
Lord  Ellenborongh,  C.  J. 

(0  Rex  V,  Powell,  R.  &  M.  N.  P.  R. 
101. 
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So  if  an  indictment  for  perjury  state  that  there  was  a  suit  depend-  Ecclesiastical 
ing  in  the  Ecclesiasticsd  Court  between  W.  Peacock  and  R.  Miles,  ^o^^t. 
and  the  proceedings  in  that  Court  state  that  the  suit  was  between 
W.  Peacock  and  R.  Miles,  {he  elder,  this  is  no  variance,  (u) 

Where  an  indictment  alleged  that  an  action  was  pending '  in  A  county 
the  Whitechapel  county  court  of  Middlesex,  holden  at  the  court-  court. 
house  in  Osbom-street,  Whitechapel,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex, 
&c,  before  J.  M.,  then  and  there  being  the  judge  of  the  said 
court ;'  and  it  was  objected  that  the  description  ought  to  have 
been  'the  counter  court  of  Middlesex  holden  at  Whitechapel,  in 
the  county  of  M.,'  in  pursuance  of  the  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  95 ;  the 
Court  of  Exchequer  Cliamber  held  that  it  did  sufficiently  appear 
that  the  court  was  held  in  pursuance  of  that  statute  ;  for  it  was 
alleged  to  be  a  county  court,  and  held  before  a  single  judge,  (v) 

It  has  been  holden  that,  though  there  be  two  counts  in  the  Issue  is  nom^n 
original  proceeding,  an  averment  that  an  issue  came  on  to  be  <?oW€c^rtti». 
tried  is  not  a  variance,  {w)  And  where  an  indictment  for  perjury 
alleged  that  a  certain  issue  in  a  plea  of  debt  came  on  to  be  tried, 
and  that,  upon  the  trial  of  the  said  issue  so  joined  between  the 
parties,  certain  questions  became  material,  &c.,  but  by  the  record  it 
appeared  that  three  issues  had  been  joined  on  three  pleas ;  it  was 
objected  that  it  was  impossible  to  know  to  which  of  them  the 
averment  of  materiality  referred ;  but  Erie,  J.,  held  that 'issue' 
was  nomen  collectivum,  and  overruled  the  objection,  (oc) 

And  a  variance  between  the  affidavit  actually  sworn,  and  in  Variance  in 
which  the  perjury  was  charged  to  have  been  committed,  and  the  »p«*^^°« 
affidavit  stated  in  the  indictment,  by  leaving  out  the  letter  8  in  ^  ^  ^ 
the  word  understood,  was  holden  to  be  immaterial,  (y)  In  a 
subsequent  case,  the  defendant  was  tried  on  an  indictment  for 
perjury,  committed  in  giving  evidence  as  the  prosecutor  of  an 
indictment  against  A.  for  an  assault ;  and  it  appeared  that  the 
indictment  for  the  assault  charged  that  the  prosecutor  had  re- 
ceived an  injury,  'whereby  his  life  was  greatly  despaired  of;  but 
that  in  the  indictment  for  perjury,  the  indictment  for  the  assaulty 
being  introduced  in  these  words, '  which  indictment  was  presented 
in  manner  and  form  following,  that  is  to  say,  and  then  set  forth 
at  length,  did  not  recite  the  above-mentioned  passage  correctly, 
but  omitted  the  word  '  despaired ;'  upon  which  the  counsel  for  the 
defendant  admitted  that  it  was  not  necessary  to  have  recited  the 
indictment  for  the  assault ;  but  he  contended  that  the  prosecutor, 
by  the  words  *  in  manner  and  fomn  following,  that  is  to  say,  had 
undertaken  to  recite  it ;  and  that,  having  so  done,  he  was  bound  to 
set  it  forth  verbatim.  But  the  learned  judge  overruled  the  objec- 
tion, and  said  that  the  word  *  tenor  *  had  so  strict  and  technical  a 
meaning  as  to  make  a  literal  recital  necessary ;  but  that  by  the 
words  '  in  manner  and  form  followiifig,  that  is  to  say,^  nothing 
more  was  made  requisite  than  a  substantial  recital ;  and  that  the 

(«)  Bex  V.  Bail^,  7  C.  &  P.  264,  inspection  of  a  record  is  within  the  pecu- 
Williama,  J.    See  Rex  v.  Peace,  2  B.  ^      liar  province  of  the  Court ;  and,  tnei*e- 

A.  679.  fore,  if  a  donbt  arise  as  to  any  word  upon 

(v)  Lavey  v.  Reg.   2  Den.  C.  C.  604.       a  record,  the  Court  and  not  the  jury  must 

See  the  indictment,  3  C.  &  K.  26.  resolye  that  doubt.      By  Lord  £llen- 

(ir)  Peake'8  N.  P.  0.  37.  borough,  G.  J.,  in  Rex  v.  Hucks,  1  Stark. 

(x)  B^.  V.  Smith,  IF.  &  F.  98.  B.  621. 

(y)  Beech's  case,  1  Leach,  133.  The 
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The  substance 
of  evidence 
given  in 
Welsh  may  be 
set  out  in 
English  in  the 
indictment. 


Mode  of 
charging  mat- 
ter sworn  in 
a  joint  deposi- 
tion. 


Averment  of  a 
conviction. 


variance  therefore,  in  the  present  case,  was  only  matter  of  form, 
and  did  not  vitiate  the  indictment,  {z) 

An  indictment  for  perjury  alleged  that  the  prisoner  falsely 
swore  '  in  substance  and  to  the  effect  following/  and  then  set  out 
in  totidem  ver^bis  and  in  the  first  person  a  deposition  of  the  pri- 
soner in  the  English  language,  but  it  appeared  that  the  prisoner 
was  examined  in  Welsh  through  an  interpreter,  and  that  his 
examination  was  translated  into  English,  taken  down  in  writing, 
and  signed  by  the  prisoner ;  and  this  written  deposition  was  set 
out  in  the  indictment.  It  was  submitted  that  the  evidence  ought 
to  have  been  set  out  in  Welsh  with  a  translation  in  Euglish. 
Williams,  J.,  ' In  perjury  it  is  only  necessary  to  prove  "the  sub- 
stance and  effect."  The  indictment  charges  that  the  prisoner 
deposed  and  swore  in  substance  and  to  the  effect  there  stated.  It 
was  not  necessary  in  this  indictment  to  have  set  forth  the  deposi- 
tion in  totidem  t^erbis ;  still  the  substance  and  effect  of  what  the 
prisoner  swore  in  the  Welsh  lauguage  may  be  proved ;  and  if  that 
is  in  substance  and  to  the  effect  the  same  as  is  stated  in  this 
indictment,  that  will  be  sufficient.*  (a) 

Where  an  indictment  for  perjury  stated  that  on  an  inquiry 
before  two  justices  of  the  peace  on  an  information  under  an  excLse 
statute,  it  became  a  material  question  where  a  certain  individual 
was  at  4  A.M.  on  the  2nd  of  July,  and  that  the  defendant  swore 
she  had  been  in  his  company  from  2  in  the  same  morning  until 
4,  and  on  the  trial  for  perjury  the  evidence  was  that  she  had 
said  she  had  been  in  his  company  from  11  until  4.30 ;  Parke,  J., 
doubted  whether  the  evidence  supported  the  allegation,  but  on 
conference  with  BoUand,  B.,  he  inclined  to  think  it  did.  (6) 

If  an  indictment  charge  that  the  defendant  swore  in  substance 
and  effect  in  a  deposition,  and  the  deposition  be  made  jointly  by 
him  and  his  wife,  his  statement  following  that  of  his  wife,  it  will 
not  be  a  variance.  The  indictment  stated  that  upon  a  certain 
information  upon  oath,  entitled  'the  information,'  &c.,  the  de- 
fendant wilfully  deposed  in  substance  and  to  the  effect  following : 
*  the  defendant  (meaning  C.  D.)  I  am  certain  is  one  of  the  persons 
that  assaulted  and  ill-treated  my  wife,*  &c.  The  information 
began,  '  The  information  and  complaint  of  Jane,  the  wife  of  C.  E. 
Grindall,  and  of  the  said  C.  E.  Grindall,  made  an  oath,*  &c.  '  And 
first,  the  said  J.  Grindall  for  heraelf  saith  that  the  defendant  is 
one  of  the  persons  who  assisted  W.  J.  S.  and  others  in  handcuffing 
and  otherwise  assaulting  me  on,  &c.*  (Signed)  *J.  Grindall.' 
'And  the  said  C.  E.  Grindall  sworu  sa3^s,  the  defendant,  I  am 
sure,  is  one  of  the  persons  that  assaulted  and  ill-treated  my  wife/ 
&c.  It  was  objected  that  there  was  a  variance,  as  the  indictment 
set  forth  the  deposition  as  sworn  by  the  defendant  alone ;  but  it 
was  held  that,  as  what  the  defendant  swore  was  set  out  in  sub- 
stance, it  was  sufficient,  (c) 

Where  an  indictment  alleged  that  the  defendant  committed 
perjury  on  the  trial  of  one  B.,  and  that  B.  was  convicted,  and  it 
appeared  by  the  record  when  produced  that  the  judgment  against 


(2>  Majr'scase,  cor.  Buller,  J.,  1799. 
The  learned  judge  cited  Beech's  case, 
arUCj  note  (y).  See  Rex  v.  Spencer,  R.  & 
M.  N.  P.  R.  97.    1  C.  &  P.  260. 


(a)  Rog.  V,  Thomas,  2  C.  &  K.  806. 
Ih)  Anonymous,  1  Lew.  271. 
(c)  Rex  V,  Grindall,  2  C.  &  P.  668, 
Abbott,  C.  J. 
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B.  had  been  reversed  upon  error  after  the  bill  of  indicfment 
against  the  defendant  had  been  found,  it  wa^  held  that  this  was 
no  variance,  (d) 

Where  an  indictment  for  perjury  alleged  that  an  officer  of  excise  Variance 
went  before  two  justices  of  the  peace,  and  gave  the  said  justices  between  infor- 
to  understand  and  be  informed  that  'W.  Stock,  victualler,  being  "^'^J®*^^* 
a  brewer  of  beer  or  ale  for  sale,*  did  neglect  to  make  a  declara-  duced.    ^^' 
tion  of  the  quantity  of  beer  brewed  ;  and  the  words  in  italics  were 
not  found  in  the  information  when  produced  ;  it  was  held  that 
this  was  a  fatal  variance,  as  the  meaning  of  the  indictment  was 
that '  Stock  bei/ng  a  bretver  neglected.'  (e) 

If  an  indictment  use  a  word  of  equivocal  meaning,  the  meaning  Variance. 
in  which  it  is  used  must  be  coUectea  from  the  context  of  the  sen-  ^^^  ^  ™" 
tence  in  which  it  occurs.     An  indictment  for  perjury  alleged  that  ^i  eqafvo^ 
a  commission  of  bankrupt  was  issued  against  the  defendant,  under  term,  its 
which  he  was  duly  declared  bankrupt,  and  that  afterwards  he  ?^/*^^*° 
preferred  a  petition  to   the  chancellor,   stating  (amongst   other  from  the  con- 
things)  that  a  commission  had  issued,  that  the  petitioner,  on  the  text,  and  by 
Ist  of  March,  1821,  was  declared  bankrupt,  and  that  at  the  several  *^*  ^^^J^  ^ 
meetings  before  the  commission  the  petitioner  declared  that  the  bill  wheSer'or  not 
of  exchange  (on  which  the  commission  had  issued)  was  not  due,  there  be 
&c.    But  the  allegation  in  the  petition  was  that  at  the  several  ▼arianoe. 
meetings  before  the  commisaioners  the  petitioner  declared  that  the 
bill  was  not  due.     It  was  contended  that  the  words  '  commission  ' 
and  'commissioners'  were  not  convertible  terms;  that  the  word 
'  commission  '  denoted  the  authority  under  which  the  parties  acted, 
and  therefore  the  variance  was  fatal.    Abbott,  C.  J.,  '  The  objec- 
tion is  that  there  is  a  variance  between  the  petition  set  forth  in  the 
indictment  and  that  which  was  given  in  evidence  at  the  trial. 
Now,  in  a  proceeding  of  this  kind  it  was  not  necessary  to  set 
out  in  the  indictment  verbatim  the  tenor  of  the  petition ;  it  is 
sufficient  if  it   be   set   out  truly  in  substance  and  effect.     The 
petition,  as  set  out  in  the  indictment,  purports  that  at  the  several 
meetings  before  the  commission,  the  petitioner  declared   in  the 
hearing  of  the  said  assignee  that  the  bill  of  exchange  given  to 
G.  Drowley  for  the  debt  was  not  due  at  the  time  when  he  struck 
the  docket.     Now  the  allegation  in  the  petition,  which  was  proved 
in  evidence,  was  that  at  the  several  meetings  before  the  commis- 
sioners the  petitioner  declared  so  and  so,  and  the  question  is 
whether  that  is  a  fatal  variance.     The  word  commission  is  one  of 
equivocal  meaning ;  it  is  used  either  to  denote  a  trust  or  authority 
exercised,  or  the  instiiiment  by  which  the  authority  is  exercised, 
or  the  persons  by  whom  the  trust  or  authority  is  exercised.     And 
if  it  may  denote  the  persons  exercising  the  authority,  we  must 
collect  from  the   context  of  the   sentence   in   which  the  words 
"before  the  commission"  occur,  and  of  the  other  parts   of  the 
petition,  whether  it  was  used  in  that  sense  or  not'     After  stating 
the  indictment  the  chief  justice  proceeded,  *  Now,  if  the  word 
commission  as  there  used  was  intended  to  denote  the  commission 
itself,  it  would  follow  that  the  several  meetings  took  place  before 
any  commission  issued ;  but  that  is  impossible,  because  in  that 

(d)  Rtig.  V.  Meek,  9  C.  &  P.  513.  See  (e)  Bex  v.  Leech,  2  Man.  &  Ry.  119. 

B^  V,  BurrastoD,  post^  p.  60. 
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case  the  petitioner  could  not  have  made  his  declaration  in  the 
hearing  of  the  said  assignee.  Then^  if  that  cannot  be  the  mean- 
ing of  the  word  commission,  we  must  construe  it  in  the  other 
sense,  which  it  is  capable  of  bearing,  namely,  as  denoting  the  per- 
sons to  whom  the  authority  was  given  ;  and  if  it  be  so  construed, 
there  was  no  variance  between  the  petition  set  forth  in  the  indict- 
ment and  that  which  was  given  in  evidence ;  the  consequence  is, 
that  there  must  be  judgment  for  the  crown.  (/) 
The  Court  may  The  9  Geo.  4,  c.  ]  5,  s.  1,  authorizes  the  Court  to  cause  the  record 
order  van-        j^  ^lhw  indictment  for  any  misdemeanor,  when  any  variance  shall 

antes  to  be  i_   i.  1.        '  •^-  •  •    .  j        j    • 

amended.  appear  between  any  matter  m  writing  or  in  print  produced  m 

evidence,  and  the  recital  or  setting  forth  thereof  upon  the  record, 
to  be  amended.     This  Act  and  the  cases  upon  it,  as  well  as  the 
14  &  15  Vict.  c.  100,  will  be  found  in  vol.  1,  p.  52. 
Averment  that       In  a  case  where  a  complaint  having  been  made  ore  tenus  by  a 
the  complaint    solicitor,  before  the  chancellor  in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  of  an 
waa  hea  ,  &c.  g^^gg^  jj^  returning  home  after  the  hearing  of  a  cause,  the  indict- 
ment stated  that, '  at  and  upon  the  hearing  of  the  said  complaint,' 
the  defendant  deposed,  &c. ;  and  this  was  holden  to  be  a  suflBcient 
averment  that   the   complaint  was  heard.  Qi)     And  it  has  been 
holden  that  an  indictment  for  perjury,  assigned  on  an  affidavit 
sworn  before  the  Coui*t,  need  not  state  that  the  affidavit  was  filed 
of  record,  or  exhibited  to  the  Court,  or  in  any  manner  used  by  the 
party,  (t) 
Before  whom         ^^  indictment  for  perjury  may  state  the  trial  to  have  taken 
alieged"to^       place  either  before  the  judge,  who  in  fact  tried  the  case,  or  before 
have  taken        the  judges  before  whom  it  is  considered  in  point  of  law  to  have 
place.  taken   place.     Therefore  an  indictment  for  perjury,  stating  the 

trial  to  have  been  before  two  judges,  but  the  oath  to  have  been 
taken  before  one  of  them,  is  good.  The  indictment  alleged  the 
trial  before  both  judges  then  in  commission,  and  then  alleged  that 
the  prisoner  was  sworn  before  one  of  the  justices  aforesaid ;  and, 
on  a  case  reserved  on  the  question  whether  the  oath  ought  not 
to  have  been  alleged  to  have  been  taken  before  both  justices, 
the  judges  were  unanimously  of  opinion  that  the  conviction  was 
right.  (J)  So  an  indictment  for  perjury  on  the  trial  of  a  cause  at 
the  sittings  after  term,  stating  the  trial  to  have  been  before  the 
puisne  judge,  who  in  fact  tried  the  cause,  is  good,  although  the 
postea  states  the  trial  to  have  been  before  the  chief  justice.  An 
indictment  for  perjury,  charged  to  have  been  committed  on  a  trial 
at  the  sittings  after  term  in  London,  alleged  the  trial  to  have  taken 
place  before  Littledale,  J. ;  and  on  producing  the  record  it  did  not 
appear  before  whom  the  trial  took  place,  but  the  postea  stated  it 
to  have  been  before  the  lord  chief  justice  ;  in  point  of  fact,  how- 
ever, the  trial  took  place  before  Littledale,  J. ;  and  it  was  objected 
that  this  was  a  variance  ;  it  was  answered  that  there  was  no  refer- 
ence in  the  indictment  to  the  record,  and  no  protU  patet  per  re* 
cordura :  it  was  merely  stated  that  the  trial  took  place  before  Little- 

(/)  Hex  V.  Dudman,  4  B.  &  C.  850.  Flead.  121.    And  see  3  Stark.  Evid.  857, 

{h)  Rex  V.  Aylett,  1  T.  R.  70.  citinc  Rex  v.  Taylor,  Skin.  403,  where  it 

{%)  Rex  r.  Crossley,  7  T.  R.  815.  Nor  was  held  that  the  bare  making  of  the 

Ir  it  necessary  to  prove  such  facts.     Id.  affidavit  without  producing  or  using  it  is 

ibid.     And  see  tne  cases,  past,  p.  98.  not  sufficient 

But  it  is  otherwise  when  the  proceeding  (j)  Rex  v.  Alford,  1  Leach,  150.    See 

is  under  the  statute  of  £liz.  Stark.  Crim.  this  W8e,po8t,  p.  47. 
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dale,  J.,  and  that  was  proved.  Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.,  'On  a 
trial  at  the  assizes  the  postea  states  the  trial  to  have  taken  place 
before  both  justices ;  it  is  considered  in  law  before  both,  though 
in  fact  it  is  before  one  only,  and  I  am  not  aware  that  the  po8tea  is 
ever  made  up  heie  diiBFerently  when  a  judge  of  the  Court  sits  for 
the  chief  justice.  I  cannot  stop  the  case  upon  such  an  objection ; 
you  may  have  leave  to  move  upon  this  point  in  case  it  shall  become 
necessary.'  (k) 

Where  a  trial  was  had  in  the  old  county  court  it  was  neces-  Trial  beforo 
sary  to  allege  that  the  trial  was  had  before  the  suitors,  and  to  set  *^®  *t""*^rt8. 
out  the  names  of  the  suitors ;  and  therefore  it  was  erroneous  to  ^"*  ^ 
allege  that  the  trial  took  place  before  the  sherifiF  and  suitors.  (J) 

The  indictment  alleged  that  an  issue  was  tried  before  the  sherifiF  Where  a  trial 
of  the  county  of  Durham,  by  virtue  of  a  writ  to  him  directed,  and  ^  ^^  ^^°™  * 
that  upon  the  trial  of  that  issue  the  prisoner  was  duly  sworn  gheriff,  it  may 
before  the  said  sherifiF.     By  the  writ  of  trial,  return,  and  the  record,  be  averred  to 
the  issue  did  appear  to  have  been  tried  before  the  sherifiF  of  Dur-  ^.^®  ^f^  ^^ 
ham  ;  but  by  the  parol  evidence  it  appeared  that  the  issue  was  not  sheriff. 
tried  before  the  sherifiF  or  under-sherifiF,  and  that  neither  of  them 
was  present,  but  that  it  was  in  fact  tried  before  Mr.  S.,  who  was 
stated  to  be  the  deputy  of  the  high  sherifiF;  but  no  appointment  of 
Mr.  S,  was  put  in,  nor  was  his  ofiSce  more  particularly  described. 
Wightman,  J.,  was  disposed  to  direct  an  acquittal,  on  the  gi'ound 
that  the  variance  was  fatal ;  but,  upon  being  informed  that  it  was 
the  invariable  practice  when  writs  of  trial  were  directed  to  the 
sherifiF,  to  make  up  the  record  as  if  the  trial  had  been  before  him, 
though  in  fact  it  was  before  some  deputy,  he  thought  it  better  to 
allow  the  trial  to  proceed,  and  the  prisoner  was  convicted ;  and, 
upon  a  case  reserved,  the  majority  of  the  judges  held  that  the 
conviction  was  right,  (m) 

So  where  an  indictment  for  perjury  alleged  that  upon  the  exe-  A  trial  before 
cution  of  a  writ  of  trial  directed  to  the  sherifiFs  of  the  city  of  Lon-  ^0^^^^"  ^  ° 
don,  certain  issues  came  on  to  be  tried  and  were  tried  before  the 
sherififs  of  London,  and  that  the  defendant  came  before  the  said 
sherifiFs,  and  before  the  said  sherifiFs  was  duly  sworn,  and  it 
appeared  that  the  trial  took  place  before  the  secondary  and  not 
before  the  sherifiFs,  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  held,  on  the 
authority  of  the  preceding  case,  {n)  that  the  trial  was  properly 
alleged  to  have  taken  place  before  the  sherifiFs.  (o) 

Where  an  indictment  alleged  a  trial  for  felony  to  have  taken  A  trial  for 
place  at  a  session  of  oyer  and  terminer  and  gaol  delivery,  before  ^f^^^^^ 
Lord  Campbell  and  Mr.  J.  Williams,  and  the  trial  had  in  fact  q^®  i^  a^'*^  * 
taken  place  before  Greaves,  Q.C.,  in  the  grand-jury  room  at  Staf-  grand-jury 
ford  during-  the  assizes,  and  his  name  was  not  mentioned  in  the  «>o™;  tj^o 
copy  of  the  record  which  was  produced ;   but  the  usual  words  ^Ij^  stated 
'and  others  their  fellows,  justices  assigned,  &c.,'  were  therein,  and  the  trial  boforo 
it  appeared  that  Greaves,  Q.C.,  was  a  justice  of  the  peace  for  *^^  ^\t^^ 
Staffordshire.     It  was  objected  that  there  was  nothing  to  show,  ^eir^ fellas, 
that  Greaves,  Q.C.,  had  jurisdiction  to  try  the  case.     Talfourd,  J.,  &c. 
said  that  if  the  trial  had  taken  place  in  this  Court  before  a  person 

Or)  Rex  v.  Coppard,  Moo.  &  M.  118.  (in)  Reg.  v.  Dunn,  2  M.  C.  C.  R.  297. 

3  C.  &  P.  59.     Acquittal.  1  C.  &  K.  730. 

(0  Jones  V,  Jones,  5  M.  &  W.  523.  (n)  Reg.  v.  Dunn. 

See  Reg.  v.  Fellowes,  1  C.  &  K.  115.  {o)  Reg.  v.  Schlesinger,  10  Q.  B.  670. 
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in  the  robes  of  a  judge  of  assize,  and  acting  as  a  judge  of  assize, 
he  would  not  require  any  proof  of  his  authority ;  but  Mr.  Greaves 
sat  in  the  grand  jury  room,  and  being  a  magistrate  for  the  county, 
might,  it  was  just  possible  to  suppose,  have  acted  in  that  capacity. 
There  was  nothing  on  the  face  of  the  documents  to  show  that  he 
had  any  authority ;  he  therefore  thought  the  objection  so  formidable 
that  he  would,  if  necessary,  reserve  the  point,  (j?) 

An  indictment  alleged  that  a  cause  was  depending,  and  that  an 
application  was  made  to  Lord  Denman,  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  of 
Her  Majesty's  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  and  the  other  judges  of 
the  said  Court,  and  the  said  judges  granted  a  rule  niai,  which  rule, 
or  an  oflSce  copy  thereof,  was  set  out ;  and  Parke,  B.,  held  that 
the  indictment  was  bad,  as  the  application  could  only  be  made  to 
the  Court,  and  it  ought  to  have  been  so  stated,  and  it  did  not  appear 
by  this  indictment  that  the  application  was  made  to  a  tribunal 
having  jurisdiction  to  grant  it.  \q) 

If  an  indictment  for  perjury  committed  on  a  trial  before  the 
sessions  alleges  an  adjournment  to  have  been  made  by  certain 
justices,  and  the  record  states  it  to  have  been  made  by  other 
justices,  this  is  a  variance ;  but  the  defect  may  be  cured  by  prov- 
ing that  in  fact  the  adjournment  was  made  by  the  justices  named 
in  the  indictment.  An  indictment  for  perjury  on  the  trial  of  an 
indictment  for  an  assault  alleged  an  adjournment  to  have  been 
made  by  Const,  and  A-  B.,  and  others  their  fellows,  justices,  &a 
The  examined  copy  of  the  record  of  the  conviction  stated  the 
adjournment  to  have  been  made  by  Const,  and  E  F.,  and  others, 
their  fellows,  justices,  &c.  It  was  contended  that  this  was  a 
fatal  variance ;  and  Abbott,  C.  J.,  held  that  it  was ;  but  that  the 
defect  might  be  cured  by  other  evidence,  as  by  calling  some  per- 
son who  could  state  that  he  was  present  and  saw  the  justices 
named  in  the  indictment  present  on  the  day  in  question,  (r) 

It  is  sufficient  to  state  in  the  indictment  that  the  defendant  was 
duly  sworn,  (s)  In  a  case  where  it  was  aveired  that  he  was  sworn 
on  tlie  Gospels,  and  he  appeared  to  have  been  sworn  according  to 
the  custom  of  his  own  country,  without  kissing  the  book,  it  was 


(p)  Reg.  V.  Child,  6  Cox,  C.  C.  197. 
But  see  Keg.  v.  Dunn,  supra, 

iq)  Reg.  V.  White,  2  Cox,  C.  C.  232. 
It  was  suggested  that  the  rule  ended  as 
usual  *  By  the  Court ; '  which  cured  the 
defect  But  Parke,  B.,  held  that  that 
was  not  so  ;  what  was  set  out  was  the 
*  rule  or  an  office  copy  thereof.' 

(r)  Rex  V.  Bellamy,  R.  &  M.  N.  P.  R. 
171.  In  order  to  remedy  the  defect,  a 
witness  from  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the 
peace  produced  a  minute  book,  which 
contained  an  entry,  not  drawn  up  in  any 
formal  manner,  of  the  names  of  the  par- 
ticular justices  who  were  present  at  the 
day  of  adjournment  mentioned  in  the  in- 
dictment, and  amongst  whom  were 
all  the  names  mentioned  in  the  indict- 
ment :  these  minutes  were  made  by  a 
clerk  in  the  same  office,  of  the  name  of 
Richards,  whose  duty  it  appeared  to  be 
to  attend  at  the  quarter  sessions,  for  the 
purpose  of  making  these  entries  at  the 
time  ;  but  Richards  was  not  called  as  a 


witness,  and  there  was  no  evidence  to 
show  whether  he  was  present  on  tiie  par- 
ticular day  further  than  the  entry  itself. 
In  the  same  book,  on  the  opposite  pa^  to 
the  entry  already  stated,  was  anotner, 
drawn  up  by  the  witness  who  produced 
the  book  ;  and  this  was  in  the  form  of  a 
record,  and  was  in  fact  a  summary  of  all 
the  names  of  the  justices  attending  upon 
the  quarter  sessions  upon  each  day  during 
the  sessions,  butit  did  not  distinguish  who 
was  present  upon  any  particular  day ; 
amongst  these  names  tuso  were  the  jus- 
tices mentioned  in  this  indictment.  Bnt 
Abbott,  C.  J. ,  held  that  this  evidence  was 
not  sufficient  to  supply  the  defect ;  the 
minutes  made  by  KichaTds  were  not  a 
record,  or  in  the  nature  of  a  record,  and 
the  entry  on  the  opposite  page  was  in- 
sufficient, as  it  did  not  give  the  names  of 
the  iustices  who  were  present  on  the  par- 
ticular day. 

(*)  Rex  V.  M'Carthur,  Peake's  N.  P.  C. 
165,     Lord  Kenyon,  C.  J. 
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considered  as  a  fatal  variance ;  though  it  was  holden  that  the 
averment  was  proved  by  its  appearing  that  he  was  previously 
sworn  in  the  ordinary  mode,  {t)  An  indictment  for  perjury  in  a 
cause  tried  at  the  assizes  was  holden  good,  although  it  alleged  the 
oath  to  have  been  taken  before  one  only  of  the  judges  in  the  com- 
mission, and  the  nisi  prius  record  imported  that  the  trial  was 
before  the  two  judges  of  assize,  (u) 

An  indictment  at  common  law,  which  charged  that  the  de-  Wilfully  and 
fendant,  '  falsely,  maliciously,  wickedly,  and  corruptly  swore,  &c.,  co^^P^ly- 
was  holden  sufficiently  to  imply  that  the  oflFetrte  was  committed 
vnlfuUy ;  (v)  but  it  was  considered  at  the  same  time  that,  in  an 
indictment  on  the  5  Eliz.  c.  9,  the  offence  must  be  laid  expressly 
to  have  been  wilfully  committed,  (w) 

The  indictment  should  aver  that  the  defendant  *  wilfully  ami  The  indict- 
corruptly'  swore,  and  every  count  should  expressly  state  that  the  !J!?Jr?f?lt 
defendant  was   sworn,   and  the  fact  of  his  having  been  sworn  defendant 
cannot  be  taken  by  intendment.     The  first  count  stated  that  the  swore  wUftdly 
defendant  on  the  trial  of  an  indictment  against  J.  H.,  intending  ""^  corrupUy, 
to  injure  J.  H.,  and  to  cause  him  to  be  wrongly  convicted,  ap-  ^nnriSonld 
peared  as  a  witness  and  was  sworn,  and  '  then  and  there  falsely  arer  that  the 
and  maliciously  gave  false  testimony  against  J.  H.,  by  then  and  ^^e^e^^ant  was 
there  depasing  and  giving  evidence,'  &c.     The  fifth  count,  the 
only  one  that  differed  materially  from  the  first,  alleged  that  by 
means  of  the  false  testimony  in  the  first  count  mentioned,  J.  H. 
was  found  guilty ;  that  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial  was  gi*anted  ; 
that  the  defendant,  intending  to  hinder  the  said  rule  from  being 
made  absolute,  came  before  a  commissioner  and  was  sworn,  and 
being  so    sworn,   wickedly,   wilfully,    and   corruptly  did   depose, 
swear,  and  make  affidavit  in  writing,  in  substance  that  the  evi- 
dence which  he,   J.  S.,   had  given  on  the  said  trial  was  true ; 
whereas  the  evidence  which  the  said  J.  S.  had  given  on  the  said 
trial  was  not  true,  but  was  false  in  the  particulars  in  the  said  firat 
count  of  this  inquisition  assigned  and  set  forth.     The  defendant 
having  been    convicted,   a  rule  was  obtained  for  arresting  the 
judgment,  and  after  argument  Abbott,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  as  follows  : — '  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  must 
be  made  absolute.     As  to  the  first  class  of  counts  the  objection  is 
that   they  do   not  charge   that  the  defendant  swore  wilfully  or 
coiTuptly.     Every  definition  of  perjury  is  swearing  wilfully  and 
corruptly   that  which   is   false.     Whether  the   word   maliciously 
might  supply  the  place  of  either  wilfully  or  corruptly,  it  is  not 


(0  Id.  ibid. 

(u)  Bex  V.  Alford,  1  Leach,  150.  MS. 
Baylej,  J.  Eyre,  B.»  doubted  on  the  trial 
whether  one  commiaaioner  of  assize  alone 
had  competent  authority  to  administer 
the  oath,  and  conceived  the  indictment 
ought  to  have  alleged  the  oath  to  have 
been  ti^en  before  lx>th  the  judges  in  the 
commission,  but  on  a  case  reserved  the 
judges  were  unanimous  that  the  indict- 
ment was  right.  See  this  case,  antCf  p. 
44.  But  as  to  a  record  in  the  Crown 
Court,  see  Rex  v.  Lincoln*  ante,  p.  37. 
In  Reg.  17.  Deman,  2  Ld.  Raym.  1221,  an 
exception  was  taken  to  an  indictment ; 


that  it  stated  the  trial  at  which  the  oath 
wns  taken  to  have  been  before  the  Lord 
Chief  Baron  and  the  associate,  but  stated 
the  oath  to  have  been  before  the  Chief 
Baron,  without  the  associate ;  and  also, 
that  the  assignment  of  perjury  differed 
from  the  oath,  being  before  the  Chief 
Baron  and  associate.  But  the  objections 
were  overruled  ;  and  the  Court  held  that 
the  associate  need  not  be  mentioned  in 
every  pirt  of  the  indictment  where  the 
Chief  baron  was  mentioned. 

'{v)  As  to  the  offence  being  wilful,  see 
anttf  p.  1. 

(w)  Cox's  case,  1  Leach,  71. 
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necessary  to  determine,  for  neither  of  those  words  is  found  in  the 
counts  in  question,  and  Cox'a  case,  {x)  which  has  been  refen*ed  to, 
proves  at  all  events  that  such  counts  are  insufi5cient.  I  now 
come  to  the  consideration  of  the  last  count.  It  is  in  a  form 
perfectly  novel ;  it  was  intended  to  allege  perjury  in  an  aflSdavit 
made  in  this  court.  In  the  ordinary  course  of  pleading,  the  first 
step  would  have  been  to  chai'ge  that  there  had  been  a  trial,  and 
that  the  defendant  was  sworn  as  a  witness ;  the  second,  that  he 
swore  such  and  such  things  ;  the  third,  that  the  matter  was  false ; 
and  so  on.  Here  there  is  no  distinct  averment  that  the  defendant 
was  sworn  as  a  witness,  or  of  what  he  swore.  But  the  fact  of  his 
having  been  sworn  must  be  taken  by  intendment.  Were  we  to 
do  that,  as  we  are  desired  to  do,  in  support  of  this  indictment,  we 
should  furnish  a  precedent  for  a  very  loose  and  insufficient  mode 
of  charging  a  very  serious  ofience,  which  has  always  hitherto 
been  required  to  be  charged  with  great  certainty  and  particularity. 
I  think  that  these  novel  attempts  in  pleading  are  not  to  be 
encouraged,  and  that  the  judgment  must  be  arrested.'  {y) 

Where  an  indictment  for  perjury  alleged  that  the  prisoner 
'  feloniously '  swore  to  the  matter  on  which  the  perjury  was 
assigned  instead  of  '  falsely,'  it  was  held  that  the  indictment  was 
bad  in  substance,  and  that  the  words  '  cori'uptly,  knowingly,  wil- 
fully, and  maliciously,'  did  not  supply  the  defect :  a  man  might 
swear  '  conniptly '  under  some  corinipt  influence,  and  yet  swear  the 
truth  ;  so  with  respect  to  the  word  '  knowingly ; '  and  he  might 
swear  '  wilfully  and  maliciously '  to  gi'atify  some  malicious  feeling, 
but  yet  it  might  not  be  *  falsely.*  Nor  did  the  conclusion  that  the 
prisoner  *  in  manner  and  form  aforesaid  did  commit  wilful  and 
corrupt  perjury '  cure  the  defect ;  for  the  meaning  of  that  was, 
that  the  prisoner  committed  the  offence  in  the  manner  stated,  and, 
that  statement  being  defective,  the  indictment  was  bad.  {z) 

It  must  appear  or  (a)  be  alleged  in  the  indictment  that  the 
person  by  whom  the  oath  was  administered  had  competent  power 
to  administer  it.  Thus  upon  an  indictment  for  perjury  before  a 
justice  in  swearing  that  I.  S.  had  sworn  twelve  oaths,  where  the 
charge  as  stated  did  not  import  that  the  oaths  were  sworn  in  the 
county  for  which  the  justice  acted.  Eyre,  J.,  arrested  the  judgment ; 
because  as  the  charge  did  not  so  import,  the  justice  had  no  juris- 
diction to  administer  the  oath  in  question  to  the  defendant.  (6) 

Where  an  indictment  for  perjury  alleged  that  two  judges  had 
'suflScient  authority'  to  administer  the  oath,  it  was  doubted 
whether  it  was  suflScient,  as  the  23  Geo.  2,  c.  11,  s.  1,  has  only 
*  competent  authority.*  (c) 

Aj^  indictment  for  perjury  alleged  that  W.  IT.  had  done  business 
as  an  attorney  for  the  defendant  and   J.  I.  on   the  retainer  of 


(x)  Supra,  note  (w). 

{y)  Rex  V.  Stevens,  6  B.  &  C.  246. 
The  5  £liz.  c.  9,  s.  6.  anU^  p.  24,  uses 
both  the  words  *  wilfully  and  corruptly,' 
and  therefore  it  should  seem  that  both 
these  words  must  be  used  in  an  indict- 
ment on  that  statute.     C  S.  G. 

{z)  Reg.  V.  Oxley,  8  C.  &  K.  317. 
Cresswell,  J.,  after  consulting  Alderson, 
B. 

(a)  See  R.  v.  Dunning,  L.  R.  1  C.  C.  R. 


290. 

(6)  Rex  v.  Wood,  Exeter,  1723,  MS. 
Bayley,  J. 

(c)  Reg.  V,  Child,  6  Cox,  C.  C.  197. 
Talfourd,  J.,  declined  to  stop  the  case, 
but  would  have  reserved  the  point  had 
not  the  prisoner  been  acquitted.  This 
enactment  is  now  repealed,  see  anU^ 
p.  35,  and  see  the  present  enactment  14 
&  16  Vict  c.  100,  8.  20,  ofiiU,  p.  85. 
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the  defendant,  and  that  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  7th  of  August,  Westminster 
1844,  the  said  W.  U.  delivered  a  bill  of  costs  to  the  defendant  and  ^^^'JJI^  ^ 
J.  I.,  and  that  no  application  was  made  to  the  court,  in  which  the  statute  as  to 
said  business  was  done,  by  the  defendant  or  J.  I.  within  one  month  the  tftxation  of 
after  the  delivery  of  the  bill,  nor  did  the  said  court  or  any  judge  ^f^hereforc 
within  one  month  next  after  the  delivery  of  the  said  bill  refer  the  a  condition    ' 
said  bill  to  taxation  ;  and  that  after  the  expiration  of  one  month,  precedent  to 
to  wit,  on  the  25th  of  April,  1845,  W.  U.  applied  to  one  of  the  ^g^^^'lJUf  ""^ 
judges  of  the  said  court  to  refer  the  said  bill  to  be  taxed,  and  calling  on  a 
thereupon  on  the  said  25th  day  of  April  the  said  judge  issued  a  client  to  show 
summons,  requiring  the  defendant  and  J.  I.  to  show  cause  why  the  ^^n^^^^Jj 
said  bill  should  not  be  referred  to  the  mastei*  to  be  taxed ;  and  that  should  not  be 
before  showing  cause  the  defendant  went  before  a  commissioner  referred  to 
and  made  an  affidavit  denying  the  retainer  of  the  said  W.  U.     It  ^^^^%*^ 
was  objected  that '  month '  in  the  indictment  meant  lunar  month  ;  should  ascer- 
and  as  the  jurisdiction  to  tax  the  bill  on  the  application  of  the  tain  whether 
attorney  did  not  arise  under  the  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  73,  ss.  37  &  48,  until  ^^^pj^^^g^®^'' 
after  one  calendar  month  after  the  delivery  of  the  bill,  the  indict-  application  by 
ment  did  not  show  jurisdiction  to  issue  the  summons.     But  the  the  party 
Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  held  that  the  objection  ought  not  ^^^^^'^^ 
to  prevail ;  and  Fai'ke,  £.,   in   giving  the  judgment,  said,  '  Al-  ascertained 
though  the  word  "  month  "  woidd,  in  our  opinion,  if  unexplained,  afterwards.  If 
signify  lunar  month,  enough  is  stated  to  show  the  judge's  jurisdic-  indi^/menHor 
tion ;  for,  as  the  dates  are  material,  they  may  be  taken  without  perjury,  com- 
the  videlicet,  and  taken  to  be  true.     But  I  do  not  think  the  indict-  mitted  in  an 
ment  would  be  bad  even  if  it  contained  nothing  to  show  that  a  \f^'^^^^'' 
calendar  month  had  elapsed  before  the  summons  issued ;  for  the  such  a  sum- 
judge  had  general  iurisdiction,  and  must  be  taken  to  have  had  moMi  merely 
jurisdiction  in  the  particular  case  unless  the  contrary  appear.     I  ?^~^  J^  *^ 
think  in  such  a  case  the  jurisdiction  would  be  intended  :  but  it  is  issued  the 
not  necessary  to  decide  the  point.'  (d)     The  third  and  fourth  counts  summons,  that 
of  the  same  indictment  omitted  to  allege  that  no  application  had  j^^j.^^^ 
been  made  to  the  court  or  a  judge  to  tax  the  bill  by  the  defendant 
or  J.  I.,  and  it  was  urged  that  these  counts  were  bad  by  reason  of 
such  omission,  as  by  sec.  37  of  the  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  73,  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  courts  to  refer  such  a  bill  to  taxation  upon  the  appli- 
cation of  the  attorney  depended  on  the  fact  that  no  application 
had  been  made  within  the  month  by  the  party  chargeable  ;  but  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  held  that  the  judge  had  jurisdiction,  after 
the  expiration  of  the  month  which  was  alleged  in  the  counts,  to 
issue  a  summons  at  the  instance  of  the  attorney,  calling  on  the 
party  chargeable  to  show  cause  why  the  bill  should  not  be  taxed, 
although  it  might  be  true  that  if  it  had  appeared  on  showing  cause 
that  a  previous  application  within  the  month  had  been  made  by 
the  party  chargeable,  the  judge  might  not  have  had  jurisdiction 
to  make  an  order  for  taxation.     Therefore  tho   affidavit  of  the 
defendant,  made  after  such  summons,  was  made  in  the  course  of  a 
judicial  proceeding,  (e) 

Where  a  statute  requires  an  act  to  be  done  by  justices  of  the  ^*^J^  **  * 

X-        i?  li^'     1        !•    •  •        •  j.i.  '  •    J*  J.     petty  sessions 

peace  acting  for  a  particular  divieion  in  petty  sessions,  an  indict-   of  ji:iBtice8 

((Q  ByalU  v.  The  Queen,  11  Q.  6.  178.  indictment  most  be  construed  according 

The  Court  of  Queen*8  Bench  had  held  to  the  clause  in  the  Act  to  mean  calen- 

that  as  all  the  counts  referred  to  the  Act  dar  month, 
of  Parliament,  the  word  '  month '  in  the  (e)  Ibid. 
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An  indictment 
for  perjury, 
stating  that 
the  prisoner 
came  hefore  a 
magistrate, 
and  maliciously 
deposed, 
swore, 

charged,  and 
gave  him  to  he 
informed  that 
C.  F.  K  had  a 
Tenereal 
affair  with  a 
donkey,  shows 
sufficiently  a 
proceeding 


ment  for  peijury  committed  before  two  such  justices  must  allege 
that  they  were  actinff  for  such  division,  but  need  not  aver  that 
they  were  assembled  in  petty  sessions.  (/) 

Where  an  indictment  for  perjury  stated  that  the  prisoner,  ma- 
liciously intending  to  subject  W.  Mortiboy  to  the  punishments  of 
felony  and  larceny,  went  before  J.  C.  and  H.  H.,  two  justices  of 
the  peace,  and  was  sworn  (J.  C.  and  H.  H.  having  competent 
power,  &c.)  and  deposed  in  substance  that  on  Wednesday  last  he 
(the  prisoner)  was  in  W.  M/s  Peg  Alley,  and  that  he  (the  pri- 
soner) put  his  hand  into  his  watch  fob,  and  took  out  a  5Z.  note  to 
make  a  bet  with  W.  M.,  and  put  it  into  his  breeches  pocket.  That 
W.  M.  collared  him,  and  knocked  him  down,  and  put  his  knee  on 
him,  and  then  put  his  hand  into  his  (the  prisoner's)  pocket,  and 
took  the  said  5Z.  note,  &c.  Jt  was  submitted  that  the  indictment 
was  bad,  as  it  did  not  show  that  there  was  any  proceeding  pending 
before  the  magistrate,  or  that  this  was  a  deposition  on  any  charge 
of  felony.  Coleridge,  J.,  'There  might  be  cases  of  an  affidavit, 
where  there  was  no  charge,  and  no  prosecution,  and,  indeed,  no 
cause  in  hand.  It  might  have  been  averred  that  the  defendant 
made  a  charge,  and  that  in  support  of  that  charge  the  deposition 
was  made.  If  the  defendant  had  merely  come  before  the  magis- 
trates to  swear  this,  without  more,  it  would  not  be  perjury.  I 
think  that  the  indictment  is  not  sufficient'  (gr) 

The  first  count  stated  that  the  prisoner,  meaning  to  subject 
C.  F.  E.  to  the  punishment  provided  for  persons  guilty  of  felony, 
&c.,  went  and  was  sworn  before  a  justice  of  the  peace  for  the 
county  having  competent  authority  to  administer  the  oath,  and 
being  so  sworn  then  upon  a  certain  information  and  examination, 
entitled  '  County  of  Oxford  to  wit :  the  information  and  exami- 
nation of  R  G.  taken  upon  oath  before  me,  &c.,*  falsely,  &c.,  did 
depose,  &c.  The  whole  of  the  infonnation  was  then  set  out ;  it 
contained  the  following  passage  : — '  I  then  went  and  got  over  Mrs. 
Calcut*s  wall  into  the  close,  and  went  and  looked  over  the  wall 
between  her  close  and  Mr.  E.'s  ox-pens.  I  then  saw  the  donkey 
standing  with  its  side  towards  and  near  to  the  manger  of  the 
second   pen,  with    her   head    towards   Mrs.  Calcut's   close.     Mr. 


(/)  Reg.  r.  Rawlings,  8  C.  &  P.  489, 
Park,  J.  A.  J.,  and  Fatteson,  J.,  after 
time  taken  to  consider  the  points. 

{g)  Reg.  V,  Pearson,  8  C.  A  P.  119. 
When  the  obiection  was  first  made,  Cole- 
ridge, J.,  said,  ' This  mi^ht  have  been  the 
original  information.  Might  it  not  be  that 
this  statement  to  the  magistrates  was  the 
charge  ?  *  And  it  is  conceived  that  this 
was  the  connect  view  of  the  case.  In  cases 
of  felony  and  misdemeanor  it  is  a  very 
common  practice  for  the  party  complain- 
ing  to  state  the  facts  to  the  magistrate's 
clerk,  who  takes  them  down  in  the  shajje 
of  an  information  ;  such  infonnation  is 
then  taken  to  the  magistrate,  and  the 
complainant  sworn  to  the  truth  of  it :  in 
such  cases  it  is  conceived  the  making  the 
chari^e  before  the  magistrate,  and  the 
makinff  the  deposition,  is  one  and  the 
same  thing  ;  it  could  not,  therefore,  be 
averred  and  proved  that  the  party  made 


the  charge,  and  in  support  of  it  made 
the  deposition.  See  Caudle  v.  Seymour,  1 
Q.  B.  889,  where  some  strong  observations 
were  made  against  the  propriety  of  such 
a  practice.  It  may,  however,  be  aues- 
tionable  whether  such  a  mode  of  taking 
the  information  would  afford  any  ground 
of  defence  to  the  party  who  was  sworn  to 
its  truth.  It  may  be  observed,  Uso,  that 
although  it  may  admit  of  doubt  whether 
this  deposition  disclosed  a  felony,  yet  as  it 
cleaiiy  showed  an  assault,  the  magistrate 
had  jurisdiction  to  administer  an  oath. 
In  Reg.  V.  Bradley,  Stafford  Spr.  Ass. 
1844.  MSS.  0.  S.  G.  Coleridge,  J.,  said, 
that  in  the  discussion  of  Reg.  v.  Gardiner, 
infra,  considerable  doubts  were  enter- 
tained among  the  judges  whether  Reg.  v. 
Pearson  was  rightly  decided.  See  R.  v, 
Crawley,  12  Cox,  C.  C.  162  ;  R  ».  Lewis, 
12  Cox,  C.  C.  168. 
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C.  E.  was  standing  behind  her.  I  saw  that  he  had  the  flap  of  his  ^^^  » 
trowsers  unbuttoned  and  hanging  down.  I  saw  the  corner  of  the  ^^H^^e  f^ 
inside  of  it ;  he  was  rather  on  the  move ;  he  appeared  to  be  on  swearing 
the  donkey  (meaning  that  he  appeared  to  the  said  R  G.  to  be  in  v^"^- 
the  actual  commission  of  that  detestable  crime,  &c.).  He  remained 
in  that  position  about  five  minutes,  when  the  donkey  kicked  Mr. 
C.  E's  leg,  upon  which  he  moved  aside,  turning  his  back  rather 
more  towards  me  than  it  had  been,  and  stooped  down  to  rub  his 
leg  ;  he  then  lifted  himself  up  again,  and  turned  round  with  his 
face  towards  me.  I  then  saw  his  private  pai-ts  exposed  :  I  saw 
him  tuck  up  his  shirt  and  button  up  his  trowsers  :  the  upper  part 
of  them  as  well  as  the  flap  had  been  unbuttoned.'  This  count 
contained  no  averment  as  to  the  materiality  of  any  of  the 
matters  deposed  to.  It  contained  several  assignments  of  perjury. 
Those  on  which  the  prisoner  was  found  guilty  were  as  follows  : — 
'  Whereas  in  fact  the  said  C.  F.  E.  then  and  there  had  not  the 
flap  of  his  trowsers  unbuttoned  or  hanging  down.  And  whereas 
the  said  C.  F.  K  had  not  then  and  there,  or  at  any  other  time  or 
place  whilst  standing  behind  the  said  donkey,  or  any  other  donkey, 
the  flap  of  his  trowsers  unbuttoned,  and  hanging  down,  nor  had 
the  trowsers  the  said  C  F.  E.  then  wore  any  flap  whatsoever. 
And  whereas  the  said  C.  F.  E.  did  not  appear  to  the  said  R.  G. 
to  be,  nor  was  he,  then  and  there,  or  at  any  other  time,  or  at  any 
other  place,  in  the  actual  commission  of  that  detestable  crime,  &c., 
with  tne  female  donkey  aforesaid,  or  with  any  other  animal,  or  in 
any  other  manner  whatsoever.  And  whereas  the  said  C.  F.  E.  did 
not  remain  in  that  situation  for  about  five  minutes,  nor  did  the 
said  donkey  kick  the  said  C  F.  E.'s  leg,  nor  did,  &c.,  &c.  Here 
followed  a  number  of  other  averments,  which  were  not  proved  for 
want  of  two  witnesses.  The  third  count  was  the  same  as  the 
first,  except  that  it  stated  the  prisoner's  intention  to  be,  to  subject 
C.  F.  K  to  the  punishment  inflicted  on  persons  guilty  of  misde- 
meanors, and  the  innuendo  was,  that  C.  F.  E.  was  attempting  to 
commit  the  ofience.  The  seventh  count  stated,  that  the  prisoner, 
intending  to  aggrieve  C.  F.  E.,  *  came  before  Mr.  Rawlinson,  and 
was  sworn  (he  having  authority),  and  falsely,  &c.,  did  depose, 
swear,  charge,  and  give  the  said  justice  to  be  informed  that  the 
said  C.  F.  E.  upon,  &c.,  had  a  venereal  affair  with  a  certain 
animal  called  a  donkey,  and  feloniously  and  against  the  order  of 
nature  did  commit  and  perpetrate  that  detestable  and  abominable 
crime,  &c,  with  the  said  donkey.  And  further  (it  being  then 
and  there  material  to  the  inquiry  into  the  said  charge  and  infor- 
mation to  know  the  state  of  the  said  C.  F.  E.'s  dress  at  the  time 
the  alleged  offence  was  so  charged  to  have  been  committed  as 
aforesaid)  that  he,  the  said  R.  G.,  then  and  there  saw  that  the  said 
C  F.  E.  then  and  there  had  the  flap  of  his  trowsers  unbuttoned 
and  han^ng  down,  and  that  he,  the  said  R.  G.,  then  and  there 
saw  the  inside  of  the  said  flap ;  whereas  the  said  R.  G.  did  not 
then  and  there,  or  at  any  time,  or  at  any  place,  see  the  said  C.  F.  E. 
at  any  time  in  the  act  of  having  a  venereal  affair  with  a  donkey, 
or  with  any  other  animal  whatsoever,  nor  did  the  said  C.  F.  E. 
then,  or  at  any  time,  or  at  any  place,  or  in  any  manner  commit, 
nor  was  the  said  C.  F.  E.  at  any  time,  or  at  any  place,  or  in  any 
manner  in  the  act  of  committing  that  detestable  and  abominable 
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crime.  And  whereas  the  said  R.  G.  did  not  then  and  there  see 
the  flap  of  his,  the  said  C.  F.  E/s,  trowsers  unbuttoned  or  hang- 
ing down,  nor  was  the  flap  of  the  said  C.  F.  E/s  trowsers  then 
and  there  unbuttoned  or  hanging  down,  nor  did  the  said  B.  G. 
then  and  there  see  the  inside  of  the  flap  of  the  said  trowsers.  The 
information  signed  by  tbe  prisoner  was  put  in,  and  it  was  proved 
that  he  was  duly  sworn,  and  that  the  charge  was  dismissed.  The 
two  witnesses,  produced  to  the  facts,  were  C.  F.  E.,  a  lad  of 
fifteen,  and  his  elder  brother,  J.  H.  E.  They  swore  that  they 
went  together  to  the  field,  J.  H.  E.  having  a  gun  ;  that  they 
spoke  of  going  to  Chipping  Norton,  and  that  Charles  went  to  see 
whether  the  donkey  was  able  to  go  to  Chipping  Norton,  and 
parted  from  his  brother  for  that  purpose — that  he  was  absent 
three  minutes — that  the  trowsers  he  had  on,  which  were  produced 
in  court,  had  no  flap.  These  were  the  only  facts  to  which  they 
both  spoke.  C.  F.  E.  fully  negatived  what  the  prisoner  had  sworn 
to,  in  a  manner  quite  satisfactory  to  the  jury.  J.  H.  E.  also 
stated  that  he  was  about  forty  yards  from  the  ox-pens — that  he 
had  his  back  towards  them — that  if  he  had  turned  round  he  could 
have  seen  them  and  the  wall,  and  must  have  seen  if  any  one  was 
looking  over  it,  but  he  did  not  turn  round.  It  was  objected,  first, 
that  the  first  and  third  counts  did  not  distinctly  show  any  pro- 
ceeding pending  before  the  magistrate  ;  that  they  ought  to  have 
averred  directly  that  a  charge  was  pending.  Reg,  v.  Pearson,  (h) 
But  Patteson,  J.,  thought  that  case  distinguishable,  because  of 
the  words  *  upon  an  information  and  examination,'  &c.  (i)  Second, 
that  the  flap  of  the  trowsers  being  unbuttoned  did  not  appear  on 
the  face  of  the  counts  to  be  material,  and  there  was  no  averment 
of  its  materiality.  The  same  objection  applied  to  the  precise  time 
of  five  minutes.  Third,  that  the  assignment  of  perjury  as  to  the 
main  chai'ge  was  too  large,  because  it  denied  all  animals  and  all 
times  and  places.  Fourth,  as  to  the  first  count,  that  the  language 
used  by  the  prisoner  as  there  set  out,  did  not  import  that  a  felony 
was  committed,  but  only  an  attempt.  These  objections  were 
urged  in  arrest  of  judgment.  Fifth,  as  to  the  seventh  count,  the 
first  objection  to  the  first  and  third  counts  was  urged.  Sixth,  to 
the  same  count  it  was  urged  that,  although  in  that  count  the  state 
of  C.  F.  E's  dress  was  averred  to  be  material,  yet,  that  by  such 
averment  was  meant — not  whether  the  flap  of  his  trowsers  was 
unbuttoned — but  the  trowsers  generally.  Seventh,  that  the 
seventh  count  alleged,  that  the  prisoner  charged  the  capital 
offence,  whereas,  by  his  information,  he  appeared  to  have  charged 
only  an  attempt.  The  sixth  and  seventh  objections  were  taken 
before  the  verdict,  and  did  not  apply  in  arrest  of  judgment,  as 
was  also  the  objection,  whether  the  evidence  of  J.  H.  E.  went  to 
any  material  fact  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  rule  as  to  two  witnesses 
in  cases  of  perjuiy.  On  all  these  questions,  the  learned  judge 
requested  the  opinion  of  the  judges,  and  all  the  judges  present 
held  the  conviction  good  on  the  seventh  count,  and  most  of  them 
appeared  to  think  it  good  on  all  the  others,  (f) 
Insufficient  Where  an  indictment  stated  that  '  heretofore,  to  wit,  on,  &c., 

(h)  Ante.,  p.  60.  2  Chitty's  Crim.  Law,  443. 

(t)  Tbe  present  indictment  is  in  the  (/)  R^g.  v,   Gardiner,  2  M.  C.  C.  R. 

same  form  as  the  one  in  4  Weutw.  244.       95.    8  C.  &  P.  787. 
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at,  &c.,  before  M.  G.  and  T.  H.  H.,  two  of  the  justices,  &c.,  catne  allegation  of 
one  J.  Osborne,  and  then  and  there  exhibited  to  and  before  the  ™jii"»g  an 
said  M.  G.  and  T.  H.  H.,  so  being  such  justices  as  aforesaid,  a  oq  ^ath. 
certain  information  upon  oath,  and  then  and  there  informed  the 
said  justices '  that  certain  quantities  of  stolen  silk  were  found  in 
a  certain  house;  it  was  Held,  that   this  allegation  did  not  suffi- 
ciently show  that  the  oath  was  taken  before  the  said  justices,  as  it 
was  consistent  with  the  allegation  that  the  oath  might  have  been 
taken  before  some  other  justices,  {k) 

Where  a  count,  which  charged  perjury  in  an  affidavit  to  hold  Affidayit  to 
to  bail,  made  since  the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  did  not  state  that  a  ^^^^^ 
writ  of  summons  had  been  issued  when  the  affidavit  was  sworn,  it  the^^Ji^t!^^'^ 
was  held  good  ;  for  the  affidavit  may  be  sworn  before  the  issuing 
of  the  writ  (t) 

Where  an  indictment  for  perjury  committed  under  the  Inter-  Indictment  for 
pleader  Act  set  out  the  issues  joined  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer  ^^t* under 
between  A,  B.  and  C.  D.,  the  trial  at  Westminster,  the  verdict  an  inter- 
for  the  plaintiffs,  the  judgment,  the  writ  of  ^ri /ocios  consequent  pleader  rule, 
thereon  to  the  sheriff  of  Somei-setshire,  dated  the  5th  of  June,  ^ftherewaa 
1841,  the  warrant,  the  seizure  of  the  goods  of  C.  D.,  and  the  an  application 
notice  on  the  part  of  the  prisoner  to  the  sheriff  not  to  sell  the  to  the  com-t. 
goods  so  seized,  but  to  deliver  them  up  to  him,  the  same  being 
his  property ;  and  then  charged  that  the  prisoner  came  before  a 
commissioner,  and  produced  an  affidavit  in  writing,  and  swore  to 
the  truth  of  the  matter  contained  in  it ;  and  the  affidavit  was, 
that  the  prisoner  having  heard  that  C.  D.  had  certain  goods  (those 
seized  under  the  fieri  facias  of  the  5th  of  June),  bought  them  and 
paid  for  them  on  the  1  st  of  June.     The  sale  and  purchase  were 
then  negatived,  and  this  was  the  perjury  charged.     It  was  sub- 
mitted that,  as  there  was  no  allegation  that  any  application  had 
been  made  under  the  Interpleader  Act,  it  did  not  appear  that  the 
affidavit  was  made  in  a  judicial  proceeding ;  and  Coleridge,  J., 
held  the  objection  fatal ;  as  for  anything  that  appeared  this  was  a 
voluntary  oath,  and  not  made  in  any  judicial  proceeding,  (m) 

Where  an  indictment  for  perjury  alleged  that  a  certain  cause  '^"t  <;^  '^^' 
had  been  depending  in  the  King's  Bench,  and  that  such  proceed-  J^£*b."e. 
ings  were  had,  that  a  writ  of  inquiry  was  duly  issued  out  of  the  returnable  in 
said  court,  directed  to  the  sheriffs  of  London  to  inquire,  &c.,  and  0.  P. 
that  the  said  sheriffs  should  make  appear  the  inquisition  which 
they  should  take  thereof  before  the  justices  of  our  said  Lord  the 
King  at  Westminster,  and  then  assigned  perjury  on  the  taking  of 
the  said  inquisition  before  the  secondary ;   the  Court  of  King's 
Bench  seem  to  have  been  of  opinion  that  the  indictment  was  bad, 
as  it  appeared  that  the  perjury  was  committed  coram  nonjudice  ; 
for  the  writ  of  inquiry  was  issued  out  of  the  King's  Bench,  and 
made  returnable  in  the  Common  Pleas,  and  therefore  the  secon- 
dary had  no  jurisdiction  to  administer  the  oath,  (ri) 

{h)  Reg.  V,  Goodfellow,  MSS.  C.  S.  G.  Acts  in  an  action  for  a  malicioDs  pro- 

and  C.   ft  M.   569.    Patteson,  J.,  and  secution  for  j^riury,  and  the  first  count 

Creaswell,  J.  set  out  the  indictment  for  perjurv  as 

(I)  Kingv.  Beg.  14Q.  B.31.     8  Cox,  stated  in  the  text,  and  the  court  held 

C.  C.  561.  that    the   count  was    good,   for  where 

(m)  B^.  V,  Bishop,  C.  &  M.  802.  a  man  malicioualy  prefers  an  indictment 

(«)  Pippet  T.  Heam,  5  B.  ft  A.  684.  for  a  crime  he  is  liable  to  an  action  for  it, 

The  question  arose  before  the  Judicature  although  the  indictment  be  defective. 
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An  indictment  for  perjury  committed  in  the  preliminary  proceed- 
ings before  the  commissioners  of  bankiiipt  under  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16^ 
to  ascertain  whether  the  party  should  be  adjudged  bankrupt  or 
not,  it  seems  would  be  good,  although  it  omitted  to  state  that 
there  was  a  good  petitioning  creditor's  debt,  (o) 

In  an  indictment  for  perjury  in  an  affidavit  it  is  sufficient  to 
state  that  the  defendant  was  sworn  before  A.  £.  (A.  £.  having 
power  to  administer  an  oath)  without  stating  the  nature  of  A  B.'s 
authority.  An  indictment  for  peijury  in  an  affidavit  alleged  that 
the  defendant  did  take  his  corporal  oath  before  F.  J.  Chell  (he  the 
said  F.  J.  Chell  then  and  there  having  sufficient  and  competent 
power  and  authority  to  administer  the  said  oath  to  the  defendant 
in  that  behalf)  and  that  the  defendant  did  before  the  said  F.  J. 
Chell,  as  such  commissioner  as  aforesaid,  depose,  &c.  It  was  con- 
tended, in  arrest  of  judgment,  that  the  indictment  was  bad,  as  it 
did  not  describe  the  official  station  of  the  person  before  whom  the 
defendant  was  sworn.  It  was,  indeed,  stated  that  he  made  affi- 
davit of  certain  matters  before  F.  J.  Chell,  as  such  commissioner 
as  aforesaid  ;  but  he  had  not  been  before  mentioned  as  a  commis- 
sioner, and  therefore  that  averment  could  not  cure  the  defect. 
The  23  Geo.  2,  c.  11,  {oo)  made  it  ^unnecessary  to  set  out  the  com- 
mission of  the  person  before  whom  the  oath  was  taken,  but  that  did 
not  dispense  with  the  necessity  of  showing  the  nature  of  bis  office. 
Abbott,  C.  J.,  *  Looking  at  the  Act  of  Parliament,  23  Geo.  2, 
c.  11,  {od)  we  find  that  all  that  is  required  to  be  set  out  in  indict- 
ments for  perjury  is  the  substance  of  the  offence  charged,  and  by 
what  court  or  before  whom  the  oath  was  taken,  averring  such  court 
or  person  to  have  competent  authority  to  administer  the  same, 
without  setting  forth  the  commission  or  authority  of  the  court  or 
person  before  whom  the  perjury  was  committed.  It  is,  therefore, 
to  be  considered  whether  the  present  indictment  has  set  forth  all 
that  is  required  by  the  statute.  It  sets  forth  the  substance  of  the 
matter  sworn,  the  person  before  whom  the  oath  was  taken,  and 
avers  that  he  had  authority  to  administer  it.  The  indictment  does, 
therefore,  contain  all  that  is  required  by  the  words  of  the  statute  ; 
and  taking  into  consideration  the  object  of  the  Act,  which  was 
framed  to  remove  the  difficulties  before  felt  by  reason  of  the  aver- 
ments and  matters  which  were  usually  set  out  in  indictments  for 
perjury,  we  ought  not  to  require  more  than  the  words  of  the  legis- 
lature have  made  necessary.  When  a  case  of  this  sort  comes 
on  for  trial,  the  prosecutor  must  prove  the  situation  of  the  person 
before  whom  the  oath  was  taken,  and  the  nature  of  his  authority, 
I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion,  that  the  indictment  is  sufficient  if  it 
contains  the  name  of  the  person,  if  the  defendant  was  sworn  be- 
fore a  person,  or  of  the  court,  iif  he  was  sworn  before  a  court. 
There  is  not,  then,  any  reason  for  granting  this  application.'  {p) 


(o)  Reg.  V.  Ewington,  C.  k  M.  819. 
See  Kez  v.  Jones,  4  B.  &  Ad.  845,  anU^ 
voL  2,  p.  462. 

(oo)  This  Act  is  now  repealed,  see 
arUe^  p.  85.  See  the  present  enactment, 
14  k  15  Vict  0.  100,  s.  20,  aide,  p.  85. 

{p)  Rex  V.  Callanan,  6  B.  &  G.  102, 
9  D.  &  R.  97.  This  case  haying  been 
much  relied  upon  in  the  following  case, 


and  the  record  examined,  I  have  thought 
it  right  to  insert  the  following  statement 
of  the  first  count,  which  I  took  from  the 
record.  The  indictment  stated  that  G.  C., 
contriying  and  intending  to  ijq^ure  one 
T.  Stevens,  and  in  order  to  obtain  a  rule 
of  the  court  of  B.  R.,  whereby  it  might 
be  ordered  by  the  said  court  that  the  said 
T.  S.  should  show  cause  why  a  oertaia 
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This  case  was  reconsidered  in  the  following  case : — The  indict-  Indictment  fer 
ment  stated  that  at  the  time  of  the  taking  of  the  false  oath  by  P^'^^V  °5  " 
J.  O.  hereinafter  mentioned,  R.  L.,  F.  D.  P.,  and  R  S.  G.,  were  ^^J^^^^ 
commissioners  acting  in  the  execution  of  certain  Acts  of  Farlia-  of  the  assessed 
ment  relating  to  the  duties  of  assessed  taxes  in  and  for  the  district  *"®"  ^"^i. 
of  the  hundred  of  Knighton,  in  the  county  of  W.,  and  thereupon  ^^^  J^  * 
heretofore,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  at,  &c.,  in  the  district  and  county  afore-  one  they  had 
said  (at  a  meeting  then  and  there  held  by  the  commissioners  jurisdiction  to 
aforesaid  for  the  purpose  of  hearing  and   determining  appeals  to^ibow°they 
against  the  certificate  or  supplementary  charges  made  by  one  J.  L.,  had  authority 
crown  surveyor  in  pursuance  of  the  said  Acts),  a  certain  appeal  of  *?  administer 
one  W.  H.  of  C,  in  the  district  and  county  aforesaid,  in  due  form  *  ®  ^ 
of  law  came  on  to  be  heard.     The  indictment  then  averred  that 
the  defendant  on,  &c.,  at,  &c.,  appeared  before  the  said  commis- 
sioners &s  a  witness  for  and  on  the  behalf  of  the  said  W.  H.,  on  the 
hearing  of  the  ^said  appeal,  and  was  then  and  there  sworn,  &c., 
before  the  said  R  L.,  F.  D.  P.,  and  H.  S.  G.,  so  being  such  com- 
missioners as  aforesaid,  that  the  evidence  which  he  the  defendant 
should  give  upon  the  hearing  of  the  said  appeal  should  be  the 
truth  and  nothing  but  the  truth  (they  the  said  commissioners  then 
and  there  having  authority  to  administer  the  said  oath,  &c.).     The 
indictment  then  proceeded  to  aver  the  materiality,  the  giving  the 
evidence,  &c.  The  defendant  having  been  convicted,  a  writ  of  error 
was  brought,  and  one  of  the  errors  assigned  was,  that  it  did  not 
appear  that  the  said  appeal  was  an  appeal  against  such  a  certificate 
as  in  the  said  indictment  mentioned,  or  that  the  same  appeal  was 
such  an  appeal  as  the  said  commissioners  or  any  of  them  had 
power,  authority,  or  jurisdiction  to  determine,  and  if  they  had  no 
such  power,  &c.,  they  had  no  jurisdiction  to  administer  the  said 
oath  ;  and  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  held  that  the  indictment 
was  bad  upon  this  ground,  and  the  judgment  was  reversed,  (q) 

Where  an  indictment  alleged  that '  a  certain  action  of  contract/  JJ  Sir^that^ 
was  pending  in  a  county  court,  and  then  alleged  that  the  defend-  ^  county  court 
ant  was  duly  sworn  before  the  judge  of  the  said  court,  '  then  and  judge  had 
there  having  suflScient  and  competent  authority  to  administer  the  ^"JJ^^^t^ 


jndgment  si^ed  on  a  warrant  of  attorney 
in  a  cause  m  the  said  conrt  of  Steyens 

rinst  Callanan,  and  the  execution  issued 
reon,  should  not  be  set  aside,  and  the 
said  warrant  of  attorney  be  delivered  up 
to  be  cancelled,  and  why  the  proceeds  of 
the  said  execution  should  not  oe  restored 
to  the  said  C.  C,  and  why  the  said  T.  S. 
should  not  pay  the  costs  of  that  appli- 
cation, and  that  in  the  meantime  the  said 
proceeds  should  remain  in  the  hands  of  the 
sheriff  of  the  county  of  Middlesex,  came 
in  his  proper  person,  &c.,  on,  &c.,  at,  ftc, 
before  F.  J.  Chell,  gentleman,  and  the 
said  defendant  then  and  there,  to  wit,  on 
fcc.,  at,  &c,  was  duly  sworn,  and  did 
take  his  corporal  oatn  upon  the  Holy 
Gospel  of  Goa  before  the  said  F.  J.  CheU 

2ie  the  said  F.  J.  Chell  then  and  there 
aving  sufficient  and  competent  power 
and  authority  to  administer  the  said  oath 
to  the  said  C.  C.  in  that  behalf)*  and  the 
said  0.  C.  being  so  sworn  as  aforesaid, 
falsely,  &c.,  did  then  and  there  before 


the  said  F.  J.  Chell,  as  such  commissioner 
as  aforesaid,  depose,  swear,    and    make 
affidavit  in  writing,  amouffst  other  things, 
in  substance,  fcc.     The  indictment  then 
set    out   the     affidavit,    which    stated, 
amongst  other  things,  that  C.    C.   had 
appliMl  to  the  said  T.  S.  for  a  loan  of 
1502.,  which  T.  S.  had  agreed  to  let  C.  C. 
have  upon  having  a  mortgage  upon  his, 
C.  C/s,  house,  ana  as  a  collateral  security 
a  warrant  of  attorney  to  accompany  the 
said  mortgage,  that  the  mortgage  and 
warrant  of  attorney  were  prepared  for 
250Z.,  although  no  more  than  150/.  was 
advanced,  &c.  :  *all  which  said  several 
matters  and  things  so  deposed  and  sworn 
by  the  said  C.  C.  as  aforesaid  were,  and 
each  of  them  was  material  for  the  ob- 
taining and  supporting  the  said  rule.' 
C.  S.  6. 

iq)  Reg.  ».  Overton,  i  Q.  B.  83.  Many 
other  errors  were  assigned,  but  not  deter* 
mined  by  the  court. 
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said  oath  to  her  in  that  behalf/  it  was  objected  that  there  was  no 
averment  that  the  said  action  of  contract  was  one  over  which  the 
county  court  had  jurisdiction,  and  that  no  intendment  could  be 
made  m  favour  of  an  inferior  court  that  the  action  pending  in  it 
was  one  over  which  the  court  had  jurisdiction ;  but  the  Court  of 
Exchequer  Chamber  held  that  it  did  appear  by  necessary  implica- 
tion that  the  action  was  one  over  which  the  judge  of  the  county 
court  h&d  jurisdiction ;  for  unless  he  had,  he  could  not  have  had 
power  to  administer  the  oath,  so  as  to  be  valid  and  binding,  which 
IS  the  true  meaning  of  the  phrase.  The  alleged  defect,  therefore, 
m  the  averment  of  the  substance  of  the  charge  was  supplied  by 
necessary  implication  by  the  averment  of  the  competency  of  autho- 
rity in  the  judge  to  administer  the  oath,  (r) 

bo  where  an  indictment  for  perjury  at  a  quarter  sessions  in  Ire- 
land alleged  that  a  certain  civil  bill  came  on  to  be  tried  in  due 
form  of  law  before  an  assistant  barrister,  and  alleged  the  oath  to 
have  been  taken  before  the  said  assistant  barrister,  he  having  suflS- 
cient  and  competent  authority  to  administer  the  said  oath  ;  it  was 
objected  that  the  indictment  ought  to  have  stated  that  the  civil 
bill  was  for  a  cause  of  action  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court. 
But,  on  a  case  reserved,  it  was  held,  on  the  authority  of  the  pre- 
cedmg  case,  that  the  indictment  was  good,  (s) 

An  indictment  for  perjury  alleged  that  a  petition  for  protection 
from  process  was,  under  and  in  pursuance  of  the  5  &  6  Vict  c.  116, 
7  &  8  Vict.  c.  96,  and  10  &  11  Vict.  c.  102,  filed  and  presented  in 
the  county  court  of  Staffordshire  at  W.  by  the  prisoner ;  and  that 
the  prisoner  afterwards  duly  received  an  order  for  protection  from 
process,  and  that  afterwards,  whilst  the  proceedings  upon  and  in 
respect  of  the  said  insolvency  were  pending  in  the  said  county 
court,  to  wit,  at  the  time  of  filing  the  said  petition  and  schedule, 
the  prisoner  came  before  H.  K.,  at  the  court  at  W.,  and  within  the 
jurisdiction  aforesaid,  for  the  purpose  of  making  an  affidavit  and 
verifying  on  oath  his  said  petition  and  schedule  (H.  K.  being  a 
commissioner  to  administer  oaths  in  chancery,  and  duly  empowered 
to  act  in  the  matter  of  the  said  insolvency,  and  to  take  the  oath  of 
the  prisoner),  and  was  duly  sworn  and  took  his  oath  that  the  aflS- 
davit  he  then  made  was  tnie  (H.  K.  having  competent  authority 
to  administer  the  said  oath).  The  indictment  then  alleged  the 
materiality  of  certain  matter,  and  that  the  prisoner  falsely  swore 
in  the  usual  way.  It  was  objected  on  error  that  the  indictment 
did  not  show  that  there  was  jurisdiction  to  administer  the  oath,  as 
it  did  not  allege  that  the  prisoner  had  resided  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  court  for  six  calendar  months  next  preceding  the  filing 
of  his  petition,  according  to  the  10  &  11  Vict,  c.  102,  s.  6.  But  it 
was  held  that  the  indictment  was  good,  (t) 


(r)  Reg.  V.  Lavey,  2  Den.  C.  C.  504. 
17  Q.  B.  496.  See  the  indictment,  8  C.  & 
K.  26.  Reg.  V,  Overton,  suprat  was 
mainly  relied  on,  in  support  of  the  objec- 
tion, and  the  court  observed,  *  If  it  were 
necessary  for  ns  to  say  how  we  should 
decide  the  present  case  if  it  were  not  dis- 
tinguishable from  that,  we  should  require 
further  time  for  consideration,'  and  that 
*  in  that  case  the  court  considered  that 
there  was. no  verment  that  the  oath  was 


administered  in  the  course  of  any  judicial 
proceeding. ' 

(s)  Reg.  V.  Lawlor,  6  Cox,  C.  C.  187. 
See  R.  V.  Dunning,  anU^  p.  48. 

(0  Walker  v.  Reg.  8  E.  &  B.  439. 
Wightman,  J.,  said,  'Suppose  the  pe- 
titioner, not  so  residing,  had  sworn  in  bis 
petition  that  he  did  ;  would  that  be  per- 
jury ? '  It  was  admitted  that  it  would. 
Lord  CampbeU,  C.  J.,  'Then  such  a 
petition  would  give  the  court  jurisdictioa 
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An  indictment  for  perjury  alleged  to  have  been  committed  on  indictmert 
the  hearing  of  an  appeal  against  a  surcharge  under  the  Game  Acts   ^^  ^^r  not 
before  commissioners  of  assessed  taxes,  stated  that  a  notice  of  a^dVoUw 
appeal  had  been  given  to  the  assessors,  and  averred  that  the  com-  of  appeal  had 
missioners  were  *  duly  authorized  and  empowered  to  hear  and   ^^^^  f^^^^ 
determine '  the  appeal.     It  was  objected  that  the  commissioners  5^*X^ 
had  no  jurisdiction  unless  a  notice  of  appeal  had  been  given  to  the 
surveyor  or  commissioners  ;  it  was  answered  that  the  indictment 
alleged  that  the  commissioners  had  authority,  and  that  the  want 
of  notice  might  have  been  waived  ;  but  Patteson,  J.,  held  that  the 
want  of  notice  could  not  be  waived  ;  for  the  43  Geo.  3,  c.  2.9, 
enabled  the  commissionei's  to  hear  the  appeal,  '  unless  such  notice 
shall  not  have  been  given,'  &c.,  '  when  they  shall  dismiss  the 
appeal/  Without  such  notice,  therefore,  the  commissioners  had  no 
authority  to  hear  the  appeal,  and  it  could  not  make  the  indictment 
good  to  show  by  evidence  that  the  proper  notice  was  given,  when 
the  indictment  itself  showed  the  notice  to  have  been  an  improper 
one.  (u) 

It  is  necessary  that  it  should  appear  on  the  face  of  the  indict-  It  must  appear 
ment  that  the  oath  taken  was  material  to  the  question  depend-  °^  the  face  of 
ing.  (v)     But  it  is  not  necessary  to  set  forth  in  the  indictment  so  ment^that  the 
much  of  the  proceedings  of  the  former  trial  as  will  show  the  mate-  oath  was 
riality  of  the  question  on  which  the  perjury  is  assigned,  and  it  will  ««^^»  or  it 
be  sufficient  to  allege  generally  that  the  particular  question  became  Sieged  that 
a  material  question,  (w)  Thus  statements,  that,  at  a  court  of  ad  mi-  it  was. 
ralty  sessions,  J.  K.  was  '  in  due  form  of  law  tried  upon  a  certain 
indictment  then  and  there  depending  against  him'  for  murder,  and 
that  *  at  and  upon  the  said  trial  it  then  and  there  became  and  was 
made  a  material  question,'  whether,  &c.,  were  holden  to  be  sufficient 
averments  that  the  perjury  was  committed  upon  the  trial  of  J.  K. 
for  the  murder,  and  that  the  question  on  which  the  perjury  was 
assigned  was  material  on  that  trial,  (x)     If  the  materiality  of  the 
question  evidently  appears  upon  the  record,  as  where  the  falsehood 
affects  the  very  circumstance  of  innocence  or  guilt,  or  where  the 
perjury  is  assigned  on  documents  from  the  recital  of  which  it  is 
evident  that  the  perjury  was  important,  the  express  allegation 
may,  it  seems,  be  omitted,  (y)    And  where,  upon  an  indictment 
for  perjury  on  a  trial  for  felony,  it  did  not  appear  that  the  matter 
sworn  was  material,  nor  was  it  alleged  that  it  was  so,  the  judges 
held,  upon  a  case  resei^ved,  that  if  the  original  indictment  had  been 
set  out,  and  it  could  plainly  have  been  collected  that  the  matter 
was  material,  it  would  have  been  sufficient  without  an  averment  of 
materiality,  but  that  as  this  was  not  the  case,  the  indictment  was 
bad.  (z)    So  where  upon  an  indictment  for  perjury  committed  in 
an  answer  in  chancery,  the  perjury  was  assigned  in  defendant's 
denial  in  the  answer  of  his  having  agreed,  upon  forming  an  insur- 
ance company  of  which  he  was  director,  &c.,  to  advance  10,000i. 

to  inquire  into  the  truth  of  the  petition  (xS  Id.  ibid. 

inthat  respecf.*  {y)  2  Chit.  Crim.   L.   807  a,  citing 

'"'"'"  Tiem.  P.  C.  139,  Ac,  and  Rex  v.  Cross- 


(u)  Anonymoosy  1  Cox,  C.  C.  60. 
(v)  Bex  V.  Aylett,  1  T.  R.  69. 


ley,  7  T.  R.  815.  Byalls  v.  Reg.  11  Q.  B. 
781.     Reg.  V,  Cutis,  4  Cox,  C.  C.  45 
(s)  Rex  r.  M*Keron,  East.    T.   1 
2«.    "  MS.  Bayley,  J.     6  T.  R  816.   S.  C. 


(w)  Rex  p.  Dowlin,  6  T.  R.  811 ;  Lavey      781.     Reg.  v.  Cntts,  4  Cox,  C.  C.  486. 
*.  Reg.  2  Den.  a  C.  R.  504 ;   8  C.  &  K.  (2)  Rex  r.  M*Keron,  East.   T.   1792, 
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for  three  years  to  answer  any  immediate  calls,  and  there  was  no 
averment  that   this  was  material,  nor  did  it  appear  for  what 
purpose  the  bill  was  filed,  or  what  was  the  prayer,  the  judgment 
was  arrested,  (a) 
The  indict-  It  seems  to  be  fully  settled  that  either  it  must  appear  upon  the 

ment  must  indictment  that  the  matter  in  respect  of  which  the  perjury  is 
a  fftot«ment  of  assigned  was  material,  or  it  must  be  expressly  alleged  to  have  been 
the  proceed-  SO.  An  indictment  for  perjury  alleged  that  on  the  trial  of  a  certain 
ingg,  or  by  issue  the  defendant  was  sworn  as  a  witness,  and  that  on  such  trial 
^STthaTtiie  certain  questions  became  material,  that  is  to  say,  'whether  one  J. 
matter  sworn  Ken  worthy  had  been  arrested  by  one  J.  Lister;  whether  the  said 
was  material,  j^  L  had  on  the  occasion  of  the  said  alleged  arrest  touched  the 
person  of  the  said  J.  K  ;  and  whether  the  said  J.  L.  had  on  the 
occasion  of  the  said  alleged  arrest  put  his  arms  round  the  said  J.  K. 
and  embraced  him.'  The  indictment  then  charged  that  the  de- 
fendant swore  falsely  to  the  following  effect  *  Lister  (meaning 
the  said  J.  L.)  put  his  arms  round  him  (meaning  the  said  J.  EL; 
and  embraced  him  (meaning  the  said  J.  K.,  and  meaning;  thereby 
that  the  said  J.  L.  had  on  the  occasion  to  which  the  said  evidence 
applied,  touched  the  person  of  the  said  J.  K).'  It  was  further 
alleged  that  in  answer  to  a  question  put  to  the  defendant, '  whether 
the  said  J.  L.  did  not  put  his  arms  round  him  (meaning  the  said 
J.  K)  and  embrace  him,'  the  defendant  falsely  swore  as  follows  : 
*  he  (meaning  the  said  J.  L.)  did  '  (meaning  that  the  said  J.  L.  did 
on  the  occasion  to  which  the  said  evidence  applied  put  his  arms 
round  and  embrace  the  said  J.  K.  and  did  touch  the  person  of  the 
said  J.  K.).  The  defendant  having  been  convicted,  a  writ  of  error 
was  brought,  and  the  error  specially  assigned  was  that  the  materi- 
ality of  the  evidence  alleged  to  have  been  false  was  not  sufficiently 
averred  in  the  indictment ;  and  it  was  contended  that  in  the  evi- 
dence, on  which  the  perjury  was  assigned,  there  appeared  neither 
time,  place,  nor  circumstance  to  connect  the  statement  with  the 
alleged  arrest  The  whole  might  have  turned  upon  some  former 
and  entirely  different  transaction.  And  the  innuendoes  did  not 
remove  the  difficulty  :  for  there  was  no  averment  in  them  that  it 
was  on  the  occasion  of  the  alleged  arrest ;  it  merely  imported  that 
the  evidence  was  given  concerning  an  occasion,  which  was  not 
identified  with  that  in  question.  Bayley,  J., '  An  indictment  must 
be  good  without  the  help  of  argument  or  inference.  In  the  case 
of  perjury  the  indictment  must  show,  either  by  a  statement  of  the 
proceedings  or  by  other  averments,  that  the  question  to  which  the 
offence  related  was  material.  That  is  not  shown  here  in  either 
way.  The  words  on  which  perjury  is  assigned,  if  taken  without 
the  innuendoes,  have  no  necessary  reference  to  the  occasion  of  an 
alleged  arrest ;  nor  is  there  anvthing  in  the  indictment  to  connect 
them  with  it.  It  is  contended  that  the  inquiry,  to  which  part  of 
the  evidence  was  an  answer,  would  not  have  been  relevant  if  appli- 
cable to  any  other  matter  and  occasion  than  those  now  in  ques- 
tion ;   but  we  know  nothing  of  the  merits  of  the  case  except 

(a)  Rex   V.  Bignold,   Trin.   T.  1824.  not ;  and  the  materiality  of  all  questions 

MS^  Bayley,  J.      The  indictment   was  in  a  chancery  suit  depending  n^wn  the 

shown  to  Lord  Gifford,  M.  R.,  and  Mr.  purpose  for  which  the  suit  is  instituted, 

Bell,  K.  C,  who  botiii  thought  that  upon  the  court  held  that  the  indictment  could 

the  face  of  the  indictment  it  could  not  be  not  be  supported.    MS.  Bayley,  J. 
said  whether  the  question  was  material  or 
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from  ihe  indictment  The  innuendoes  rather  introduce  gi-eater 
doubt  than  greater  certainty,  and  lessen  the  force  of  the  argument 
that  only  one  occasion  could  have  been  contemplated.  I  am, 
therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  indictment  is  defective,  and  the 
judgment  ought  to  be  reversed.'  (6) 

Where  an  indictment  stated  that  a  suit  was  pending  in  the  HewiDs's  cam. 
Court  of  Chancery,  and  that  a  commission  was  issued  to  certain  Imperfect 
commissioners  to  examine  witnesses  upon  interrogatories,  and  then  materiauV^ 
set  out  the  ninth  interrogatory,  and  averred  that,  '  upon  the  exa- 
mination of  the  defendant  upon  the  said  interrogatories,  it  became, 
and  was,  material  to  ascertain  the  truth  of  the  matters  hereinafter 
allied  to  have  been  sworn  to  and  deposed  by  the  defendant,  upon 
his  oath,  in  answer  to  the  said  ninth  interrogatory;'  it  was  objected 
that  the  averment  of  materiality  was  insufficient,  there  being  no 
statement  of  the  alleged  perjury  being  material  to  the  chancery 
suit,  or  to  any  question  in  that  suit ;  and  Coleridge,  J.,  expressed 
some  doubt  whether  the  averment  of  materiality  was  sufficient, 
and  would  have  reserved  the  point  if  it  had  become  necessary,  (c) 
And  where  an  indictment  for  perjury,  after  alleging  that  an  iufor-  Goodfellow'u 
mation  was  exhibited  before  two  magistrates,  and  that  the  same  ^*^' 
information  came  on  to  be  heard  before  M.  G.  and  J.  S.,  two  jus- 
tices, and  that  '  upon  the  hearing  of  the  said  information  before  the 
said  M.  G.  and  J.  S.,  so  being  such  justices  as  aforesaid,  it  became 
and  was  material  to  ascertain  the  truth  of  the  matter  hereinafter 
alleged  to  have  been  sworn  to  and  stated  by  the  said  J.  S.  upon 
his  oath  ; '  it  was  held  that  this  averment  of  materiality  was  in- 
sufficient (d) 

An  indictment  stated  that,  on  the  trial  of  an  action  of  Meek  v.  Bumston'B 
Knighty  'it  became  and  was  amcUerialqiiestion,  whether  a  certain  ?"'^  • 
bill  of  exchange,  bearing  date,'  &c.  (here  the  bill  was  described)  ayermentB  of 
'  was  accepted  by  the  said  J.  Meek,  for  the  accommodation  of  the  materiality 
said  W.  Knight,  and  without  valuable  consideration  to  the  said  ^^^^ft^j 
J.  Meek  from  the  said  W.  Knight ;  ajid  whether  a  certain  paper  matter  swom. 
writing  or  memorandum,  then  and  there  produced,  by  and  in  the 
handwriting  of  the  defendant,  J.  Burraston,  was  really  and  truly 
executed  by  the  said  W.  Knight,  by  affixing  his  mark  thereto,  at 
the  time  of  the  TnaJdng  of  the  said  bill  of  exchange,     (The  in- 
dictment then  set  out  the  memorandum.)    And  whether  the  said 
memorandum  was  read  over  by  the  said  J.  Burraston  to  the  said 
W.  Knight,  at  the  time  of  making  the  said  bill  of  exchange  as 
aforesaid.'     The  indictment  then  alleged  that  the  defendant  swore 
that  the  said  paper  writing  or  memorandum  was  duly  executed 
by  the  said  W.  Knight,  by  affixing  his  mark  to  the  same,  in  the 
presence  of  the  said  J.  Burraston,  on  the  day  on  which  the  same 
oears  d/jde  and  at  the  time  of  the  Tnaking  of  the  said  bUl  of 


{b)  B42X  V.  Kiclioll,  1  B.  &  Ad.  21. 
littledale,  J.,  and  Parke,  J.,  concurred, 
and  Parke,  J.,  added,  *  It  is  part  of  the 
definition  of  perjury  that  the  false  swear- 
ing is  on  some  point  material  to  the  ques- 
tion in  issue.  In  an  indictment  this  may 
appear  either  from  the  matter  of  the  suit, 
as  shown  on  the  record,  or  by  direct 
aTermenU' 

(c)  Beg.  V.   Uewins,  9  C.  Ic  P.  786. 


The  defendant  was  acquitted.  The  form 
of  the  averment  in  this  and  the  following 
case  was  taken  from  2  Chitty's  Cr.  L.  p. 
807  a ;  where  it  is  said  that  this  *  concise 
statement  would,  it  should  seem,  in  aU 
cases  suffice.' 

(d)  Reg.  V.  Goodfellow,  Patteson,  J., 
after  consulting  Cresswell,  J.,  C.  &  M. 
569.  See  the  averment  of  materiality  in 
Bex  V,  Callanan,  ante,  p.  64,  note  (jp). 
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excliange,  and  that  the  said  memorandum  was  then  and  there  read 
over  by  the  said  J.  Bun-aston  to  the  said  W.  Knight  '  Whereas, 
in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  said  W.  Knight  did  not  execute  the  said 
paper  writing  or  memomndum  by  affixing  his  mark  thereto^  in  the 
presence  of  the  said  J.  BuiTaston,  on  the  day  on  which  the  same 
hears  date,  nor  was  the  said  memorandum  read  over  by  the  said  J. 
Burraston  to  the  said  W.  Knight  at  the  time  of  the  making  of 
the  said  bill  of  exchange,  nor  was  the  said  memorandum  produced 
or  shown  to  the  said  W.  Knight  by  the  said  J.  Burraston,  at  the 
time  of  making  the  said  bill  of  exchange.'  Upon  a  writ  of  error, 
brought  after  a  general  verdict  of  guilty,  the  errors  assigned  were, 
that  no  perjury  was  assigned  upon  the  question  alleged  to  have 
been  a  material  question  upon  the  trial,  and  that  no  perjury  was 
assigned  upon  any  question  alleged  to  have  been  a  material  ques- 
tion upon  the  ti'ial ;  and  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  held  that  the 
indictment  was  bad.  The  assignment  of  perjury,  that  the  bill  was 
not  executed  on  the  day  on  which  the  same  bears  date,  departed 
from  the  statement  of  the  evidence,  and  the  allegation  of  the  mate- 
riality. And  the  assignment  of  perjury,  that  the  paper  was  not 
executed  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  bill,  bore  no  relation  to 
the  allegations  of  the  evidence  of  the  defendant.  The  statement 
of  the  evidence  of  the  defendant,  as  well  as  the  allegation  of  the 
falsehood,  were  uncertain.  The  words  'then  and  there'  might  refer 
to  the  two  dates,  the  date  of  the  memorandum  and  the  day  of  the 
making  of  the  bill,  and  it  might  consist  with  the  fact  that  it  never 
was  read  over  on  both  days,  or  the  defendant  might  never  have 
intended  to  say  that  it  was.  (e) 

An  indictment  alleged  that   E.  S.  filed    his  bill  in  chancery 
against  the  prisoner,  J.  S.  S.,  and  J.  S.,  whereby  he  prayed  that  a 
came  materUl  *  purchase  by  the  prisoner  might  be  declared  fmudulent  and  void, 
is  insufficient,    and  that  he  might  be  decreed  to  deliver  up  the  contract  to  be 
cancelled,  and  then  averred  that  it  then  and  there   became   a 
material  question  whether  the  prisoner  did  advise  the  said  J.  S., 
E.  S.,  and  J.  S.  S.,  that  certain  real  estate,  including  the  premises 
described  in  the  said  bill,  should  be  sold.     It  was  held  that  the 
averment  of  materiality  was  insufficient.     There  might  be  very 
good  reasons  for  setting  aside  the  ^ale  as  fraudulent,  quite  inde- 
pendently of  any  advice  given  by  the  prisoner ;  and  that  being 
so,  the  question  was  whether  there  was  a  sufficient  averment  of 
materiality,  and  the  words  '  then  and  there '  were  not  sufficient  to 
supply  the  omission  of  the  words '  in  the  said  suit,*  or  words  to 
the  same  effect.  (/) 
An  ayennent         An  indictment  for  perjury  alleged  that  H.  L.  stood  charged  be- 
that  a  question  f^j.^  T.  Scott,  a  justice  of  the  peace,  with  having  on  the  12th  of 

was  material  '      ^  x  o 


An  ayennent 
that  *■  it  then 
and  there  be 


(e)  Reg.  V.  Burraston,  4  Jurist,  697. 
The  court  expi-essed  strong  doubts 
whether  it  waa  possible  to  separate  the 
three  propositions,  which  were  said  to 
haye  formed  one  question ;  and  Little- 
dale,  J.,  said  that  if  it  was  one  assign- 
ment of  peijuiy,  and  part  was  bad,  the 
whole  was  yitiated.  It  was  also  doubted 
whether  where  a  matter  was  stated  to  be 
a  material  question  the  prosecutor  could 
abstain  from  stating  any  swearing  as  to 
such  matter,  or  aasigning  any  peijury 


upon  it.  But  it  became  unnecessary  for 
the  court  to  decide  either  of  these  points, 
as  the  indictment  was  held  bad  on  tho 
grounds  stated  in  the  text. 

(/)  Reg.  V.  Cutts,  4  Cox,  C.  C.  485. 
Q.  B.  Lord  CampbeU,  C.  J.,  said,  'An 
indictment  for  perjury  must  either  show 
that  the  eyidence  alleged  to  be  false  was 
necessarily  material  to  the  issue,  or  there 
must  be  a  positive  averment  that  it  was 
materiaL' 
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August  commLtted  a  trespass  by  entering  in  the  daytime  on  cer-  at  the  time 
lain  land  in  pursuit  of  game,  and  that  upon  the  hearing  of  the  ***®  priBoncr 
said  charge,  the  prisoner  appeared  as  a  witness  for  the  said  H.  L.,  inaufficient. 
and  was  duly  sworn  to  speak  the  truth  touching  the  said  charge  ; 
and  that  the  prisoner  upon  the  hearing  of  the  said  charge,  falsely  ^ 
swore  that  he  did  not  see  the  said  H.  L.  during  the  whole  day  of 
the  12th  of  August,  and  that  'at  the  time  he  the  said  prisoner 
swore  as  aforesaid  it  was  material  and  necessary  for  the  said 
T.  Scott,  so  being  such  justice  as  aforesaid,  to  inquire  of  and  be 
informed  by  the  said  prisoner  whether  he  did  see  the  said  H.  L. 
at  all  during  the  said  12th  day  of  August/  and  it  was  held  that 
the  indictment  was  bad  ;  for '  it  is  not  stated  that  it  was  a  material 
and  necessary  question  in  the  inquiry  before  the  said  T.  Scott,  to 
which  the  false  and  corrupt  answer  was  given.  It  may  have  been, 
therefore,  consistently  with  the  averments  in  the  indictment, 
material  and  important  for  T.  Scott  in  some  other  matter,  and  not 
in  the  matter  stated  to  be  in  issue  before  him,  to  have  put  this 
question  and  received  this  answer.  Now  as  the  offence  of  perjury 
consists  in  taking  a  false  oath  in  a  matter  stated  to  be  in  judg- 
ment before  a  court  or  person  having  competent  authority  to  de- 
cide it,  and  as  this  indictment  does  not  clearly  and  distinctly  chai-ge 
that,  it  does  not  charge  the  offence  of  perjury.*  (g) 

An  indictment  for  perjury  committed  on  a  trial  for  rape  alleged  ^^^^^t^ 
that  it  was  a  material  question  whether  the  prisoner  ever  got  one  riauty^a 
M.  Williams  to  write  a  letter  for  her,  and  whether  or  not  she  saw  letter,  and 
the  said  M.  Williams  at  the  house  of  S.  Lewis's  father  when  the  j^^®''*^*^*^^'' 
said  letter  was  written  ;  and  that  the  prisoner  falsely  swore  that  ^med^^ho 
she  never  got  a  Mr.  M.  Williams  (he  being  then  present  in  court  averments 
during  the  said  trial)  to  write  a  letter  for  her,  and  that  she  did  ^^^  ^? 
not  see  the  said  Mr.  M.  Williams  at  the  said  house  of  the  said  ass^mentB  of 
father  of  the  said  S.  Lewis.     Whereas  the  prisoner  did  get  the  perjury 
said  M.  Williams  to  write  a  letter  for  her,  &c.     At  the  trial  for 
rape,  the  prisoner  was  asked  whether  she  ever  'got  Mr.  M.  Wil- 
liams (who  was  pointed  out  to  her  in  court)  to  write  a  letter  for 
her.     She  replied,  '  No,  I  did  not.'    The  letter  was  shown  to  her 
and  the  question  repeated,  and  she  repeated  her  denial,  and  she 
also  denied  having  ever  seen  M.  Williams  at  S.  Lewis's  father's 
house.     The  falsity  of  what  she  so  swore  was  clearly  proved  and 
the  letter  produced.     It  was  objected,  1st,  that  the  materiality  of 
the  matters  a.ssigned  as  perjury  was  not  suflSciently  alleged  ;  2nd, 
that  the  reference  to  the  letter  was  too  vague  and  general,  and 
not  properly  pointed  to  the  particular  letter ;  3rd,  that  the  refer- 
ences to  M.  Williams  and  Lewis's  father's  house  were  not  properly 
introduced  bv  an  averment ;  4th,  that  the  letter  produced  was  not 
sufficiently  identified  with  the  statements  on  the  record  to  sup- 
port  them.      The    objections   were    overruled,  and,  on    a   case 
reserved,  it  was  urged  that  all  the  assignments  of  perjuiy  were 
defective  in  not  identifying  the  M.  Williams  spoken  of  in  them 
with  the  M.  Williams  spoken  of  in  the  allegation  of  materiality ; 
but  it  was  held  that  the  indictment  was  sufficient :  it  averred  that 
it  was  a  material  question  whether  the  prisoner  got  any  M.  Williams 
to  write  a  letter.     That  averment  comprehended  every  person 

isi)  Reg.  V.  Bartholomew,  10.  &  K.  866.     All  the  judges. 
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of  the  name  of  M.  Williams.     The  description  therefore  in  this 
averment  was  larger  than  the  description  in  the  assignments  of 
perjury,  and  comprehended  the  M.  Williams  there  spoken  of.     As 
to  the  objection  relating  to  the  letter,  it  was  contended  that  it 
could  not  possibly  be  material  that  the  prisoner  got  Williams  to 
write  a  letter.     But  it  was  held  that,  as  there  was  an  express 
averment  that  it  was  material,  that  let  in  evidence  to  prove  that  it 
was  so,  and  when  the  evideuce  was  looked  at  it  was  clear  that  the 
letter  was  material.  Qi) 
Ayerment  of         An  indictment  for  giving  false  evidence  before  a  commissioner 
materiality  as    ^f  bankruptcy  alleged  that  upon  the  examination  of  the  prisoner 
^uffid^tly     ^^  ^^  material  to  inquire  what  was  the  extent  of  the  dealings  of 
connected         the  prisoner  with  '  onp  Mr.  Marshall,  and  how  long  he  had  known 
^*^»S^"h^    the  said  Mr.  Marshall,'  &c.,  and  then  alleged  that  the  prisoner 
^ter sworn,    solemnly  declared  that  'Mr.  Marshall  Ls  the  landlord  of  No.   4, 
York-teiTace/  &c.      'I  have  known  Mr.  Marshall  two  or  three 
years,'  &c.     Whereas  the  said  person  so  described  was  the  same 
person   as  one  S.  Marshall  Legge,  and   was   the  father  of   the 
prisoner,  &c.     It  was  objected,  in  arrest  of  judgment,  that  there 
was  nothing  to  connect  the  allegation   of  materiality  with    the 
assignment  of  perjury,  as  there  was  no  innuendo  that  Mr.  Mar- 
shall meant  S.  Marshall  Legge  ;  and  the  judgment  was  arrested 
as  the  averment  of  materiality  was  insufficient  to  connect  it  with 
the  other  parts  of  the  indictment,  (i) 
An  iujcount  An  indictment  for  perjury  alleged  that  a  cause  came  on  to  be 

ly  referred  to  *^^®^  before  a  county  court  judge,  and  that  it  became  a  material 
though  there'  question  on  the  trial  whether  J.  H.  Bridges  had,  in  the  presence 
had  been  of  the  prisoner,  signed  at  the  foot  of  a  certain  bill  of  account, 

a^nnte™^"  purporting  to  be  a  bill  of  account  between  a  certain  firm  called 

*  Bridges  and  Co.*  and  J.  Webster,  a  receipt  for  the  payment  of 
the    said    bill,  and  that  the   prisoner   falsely    swore  that  J.  H. 
Bridges  did  in  her  presence  sign  the  said  receipt ;  and  it  was 
•  proved  that  on  the  trial  the  prisoner  produced  an  invoice  of  goods, 
at  the  foot  of  which  was  a  receipt,  which  purported  to  bear  the 
signature  of  Bridges,  and  the  prisoner  swore  that  he  in  her  pre- 
sence wrote  and  signed  that  receipt.     Bridges  had  on  other  occa- 
sions signed  receipts  in  the  presence  of  the  prisoner  at  the  foot  of 
invoices.     It  was  objected  that  the  indictment  did  not  sufficiently 
specify  the  account  and  receipt  to  which  the  evidence  on  which 
the  peijury  was  assigned  related  ;  but,  on  a  case  reserved,  it  was 
held  that  the  indictment  was  sufficient,  as  it  was  only  necessary  to 
refer  to  the  receipt  as  introductory  to  making  out  the  materiality 
of  the  perjury,  (y) 
An  ayerment         Where  an  indictment  for  perjury  alleged  that  the  defendant 
*^**i^Ttr*   *^w^^®  that  he  had  not  written  certain  words  in  the  presence  of 
the  pr^oner^^    ^^®  Dipple,  and  alleged  that  it  was  a  material  question  whether 
had  written       the  defendant   had    so  written  such  words  in  the   presence  of 
some  words  in    Dipple ;  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  held  that  the  indictment 
t^  e  presence  o    ^^^  sufficient ;  for  the  question  whether  the  words  were  written 

{h)  Beg.  V.  Bennett,  2  Den.  0.  C.  240  ;  unsatisfactory.     No  express  notice  was 

8  C.  &  E.  124  ;  6  a>x,  0.  C.  207.     It  is  taken  of  the  other  points, 
tnifited  that  the  text  represents  substan-  (t)  Beg.  v,  L^ge,  6  Cox,  0.  C.  220. 

tially  the  grounds  of  the  decision  on  the  The  Becorder,  after  consnlting  Parke,  B. 
two  points ;  but  all  three  reports  are  very  (;)  Beg.  v.  Webster,  Bell,  C.  C.  164. 
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in  the  presence  of  Dipple  might  have  been  material ;  and  it  was 
impossible  to  assume  the  contrary  against  the  record.  (A;) 

An  indictment  for  perjury  on  the  taking  of  an  inquisition  be-  An  ayerment 
fore  a  coroner  alleged  that  it '  was,  upon  the  taking  of  the  said  ^*  *  ori^Q 
inquisition^  a  material  question  whether/  &c.,  and  it  was  urged  ^q^tion/ it 
that  this  statement  did  not  sufficiently  show  that  the  question  was  was  material, 
material  to  the  inquiry ;  but  Parke,  B.,  held  that  the  statement  *c, 
sufficiently  imported  that  the  question  was  material  to  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  inquisition.  (2) 

An  indictment  for  perjury  alleged  that  it  was  a  material  ques-  Qaestion  as  to 
tion  whether,  before  the  execution  of  a  bond,  it  was  agreed  between  the  materiality 
certain  persons  that  the  prisoner  should  lend  W.  Winder  1500?.  ^^^t!^ 
before  the  title  to  certain  premises  was  investigated  by  the  pri- 
soner, and  before  any  mortgage  thereof  was  executed  to  secure 
repayment  thereof,  and  that  they  should  execute  the  bond  to 
secure  the  prisoner  the  repayment  of  the  said  sum  and  interest  in 
case  the  title  should  turn  out  to  be  defective,  or  the  mortgage 
should  not  be  duly  executed ;  but  if  the  title  turned  out  to  be  good, 
and  the  mortgage  was  executed,  they  were  not  to  be  liable  on  the 
bond ;  and  then  alleged  that  the  prisoner  falsely  swore  that 
nothing  was  said  by  him  or  in  his  hearing  about  the  bond  being  a 
temporary  security,  or  a  security  until  the  mortgage  was  pre- 
pared, '  or  anything  of  the  kmd.^  It  was  objected  that,  according 
to  the  agreement  as  stated,  the  bond  would  be  binding  until  the 
title  turned  out  to  be  good,  which  would  not  necessarily  be  when 
the  mortgage  was  executed,  so  that  the  bond  would  not  necessarily 
be  a  temporary  security.  But  Erie,  J.,  held  that  the  exact  terms 
of  the  alleged  agreement  were  not  material ;  for  the  prisoner  swore 
that  there  was  no  agreement '  of  the  kind.'  (m) 

The  indictment  must  show  on  the  face  of  it  that  the  matter  ^oa8  Ami  Bird's 
material ;  it  is  not  sufficient  if  it  only  shows  that  it  might  or  might  <»^' 
not  have  been  material.     An  indictment  for  perjury  alleged  that.  Materiality  not 
on  the  trial  of  an  indictment  for  an  assault,  with  intent  to  commit  l^^l^ 
a  rape,  and  for  a  common  assault,  upon  one  Ann  Bird,  the  said  the  face  of  the 
Ann  Bird  swore  that  she  was  the  wife  of  one  J.  Bird,  and  had  indictment* 
been  married  to  him  at  such  a  time  and  such  a  place,  whereas  she 
was  not  the  wife  of  the  said  J.  Bird,  and  had  never  been  married 
to  him ;   and   the  indictment  contained  an  allegation  of  mate- 
riality, which  was  insensible  in  consequence  of  an  error  in  copy- 
ing  it  from  the  draft;   it  was,  nevertheless,   contended  that  it 
sufficiently  appeared  on  the  face  of  the  indictment,  that  the  evi- 
dence  on  which  the  perjury  was  assigned  was  material  on  two 
grounds.    First,  that  on  any  indictment  for  an  assault,  with  intent 
to  commit  a  rape,  it  was  most  material,  not  only  as  affecting  the 
credit  of  the  witness,  but  as  going  to  the  veiy  gist  of  the  charge 
itself,  whether  the  party  assaulted  had  falsely  sworn  that  she  was  a 
married  woman.    Secondly,  that  by  swearing  that  she  was  the  wife 
of  J.  Bird,  the   prosecutrix   supported  the    allegation  that  the 
assault  was  upon  '  Ann  Bird,*  which  would  have  failed  if  she  had 
admitted  that  she  was  not  married  to  J.  Bird.    But  Cresswell,  J., 
held  that  it'  did  not  sufficiently  appear  that  the  evidence  was 

(Jk)  Reg.  r.  Sehlesinger,  10  Q.  B.  670.        296. 

(0  Beg.   V.   Kimpton,  2  Cox,   G.  C.  (vi)  Beg.  v.  Smitli,  1  F.  &  F.  98. 
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material ;  it  inight  or  might  not  be  material,  and  that  was  not 
suflScient.  {n) 

Where  an  indictment  for  perjury  stated  that  a  cause  was  set 
down  for  trial,  and  appointed  for  a  particular  day,  aud  that  the 
defendant  in  that  cause,  before  that  day,  made  an  affidavit  before  a 
judge,  in  which  he  stated  that  he  had  a  good  defence  to  the  action, 
which  he  would  be  able  to  prove  at  the  trial,  and  that  some  of 
the  bills  on  which  it  was  brought  were  void  for  usury,  and  then 
assigned  perjury  on  these  allegations;  it  was  objected  that  the 
indictment  was  clearly  bad  :  the  only  manner  in  which  such  an 
affidavit  could  be  in  a  judicial  proceeding,  or  the  matters  contained 
in  it  become  material,  would  be  upon  an  application  to  postpone  the 
trial  of  the  cause ;  but  the  indictment  did  not  show  that  any  such 
application  was  made  or  intended.  Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.,  how- 
ever, thought  that  the  occasion,  on  which  the  affidavit  was  intended 
to  be  used,  might  be  sufficiently  collected  from  the  indictment, 
and  refused  to  stop  the  trial,  as  the  defendant,  if  there  was  any 
weight  in  the  objection,  might  have  the  benefit  of  it  after  he  was 
convicted,  (o) 

An  indictment  alleged  that  an  action  came  on  to  be  tried  in  a 
county  court,  in  which  the  plaintiff  claimed  to  recover  a  sum  for 
the  expenses  of  a  journey,  and  another  sum  for  wages,  and  it  was 
thereupon  proved,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  that  the  defendant 
had  made  certain  statements,  which  were  set  out,  and  by  which 
the  debt  to  the  plaintiff  was  sought  to  be  proved  ;  and  aftei-wards 
averred  that  the  defendant  swore  that  he  had  not  made  any  of  the 
said  statements ;  whereas  he  had  made  them ;  but  there  was  no 
averment  of  materiality.  Byles,  J.,  held  that  such  an  averment 
was  not  necessary ;  but  that  it  would  suffice  if  the  materiality 
could  be  gathered  from  the  whole  indictment,  and  if  the  assign- 
ments of  perjury  showed  upon  the  face  of  the  indictment  that 
they  were  material  to  the  issue.  And  here  it  appeared,  on  the 
face  of  the  indictment,  that  the  statements  alleged  to  be  falsely 
made  were  material  to  the  issue,  {p) 


{n)  Reg.  V.  Ann  Bird,  Gloucester  Spr. 
As8.  1842.  The  indictment  for  the  assault 
simply  stated  the  assault  to  be  upon  Ann 
Bird,  without  any  further  description. 
The  learned  judge  expressed  an  opinion 
that  the  indictment  was  insufficient  before 
tlie  case  went  to  the  jury,  but  he  left  it  to 
them,  and  after  they  had  found  the  pri- 
soner guilty,  arrested  the  judgment,  in 
order  that  the  prosecutor  might  bring  a 
writ  of  error  if  he  thought  fit.  No  writ 
of  enor  was  brought,  the  prosecutor 
being  unable  to  incur  the  expense  of  such 
a  proceeding.  It  sometimes  happens  that 
upon  an  objection  taken  to  an  indictment 
before  verdict,  the  judge  who  tries  the 
case,  if  he  considers  the  objection  valid, 
directs  an  acquittal ;  but  the  course 
adopted  bv  the  learned  judge  in  this  case 
is  certainly  the  better  course,  as,  if  the 
decision  bo  incon*ect  where  the  judgment 
is  arrested,  it  may  be  reversed  upon  error  ; 
whereas  if  the  prisoner  is  acquitted,  and 
the  decision  is  incorrect,  there  is  no  means 
of  correcting  the  error,  and  as  the  verdict 


of  the  jury  has  been  taken,  it  may  be 
very  questionable  whether  if  a  fresh  in- 
dictment were  preferred  a  plea  oiavlrt- 
fois  acquit  migiit  not  be  successfully 
pleaded.  See  per  Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J., 
Rex  V.  Fowle,  4  C.  &  P.  692,  past. 
In  Reg.  V.  Purchase,  C.  AM.  617,  tried 
at  the  same  assizes,  Fatteson,  J.,  after 
consulting  Cresswell,  J.,  refused  to  allow 
any  objection  to  be  taken  to  an  indict- 
ment for  embezzlement,  except  upon  dc- 
muiTer  or  in  arrest  of  judgment,  and  it 
seems  most  in  accordance  with  the  re- 
gular course  of  proceeding  that  such  a 
course  should  be  adopted  in  all  cases. 
C  S.  G. 

(o)  Rex  V,  Abraham,  1  M.  &  Rob.  7. 
The  defendant  was  convicted,  but  did  not 
appear  to  receive  judgment  when  called 
upon,  and  no  motion  in  arrest  of  judg- 
ment was  made. 

ip)  Keg.  V,  Harvey,  8  Cox,  C.  C.  99. 
It  was  urged  that  the  omission  of  an  aver- 
ment of  materiality  was  a  mere  formal 
defect,  and  amendable  nnder  the  14  & 
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It  is  also  necessary  that  the  indictment  should  expressly  con-  The  indict- 
tradict  the  matter  falsely  sworn  to  by  the  defendant.    And  the  "*«"»*  °»^^  «c- 
general  averment  that  the  defendant  falsely  swore,  &c.,  upon  the  tnSirt  the" 
whole  matter,  will  not  be  sufficient :  the  indictment  must  proceed  matter  swom 
by  particular  averments  (or,  as  they  are  technically  termed,  by  to  by  the  de- 
assignraenta  of  perjury),  to  negative  that  which  is  false.     It  may  ™^^*- 
be  necessary  to  set  forth  the  whole  matter  to  which  the  defendant 
swore,  in  order  to  make  the  rest  intelligible,  though  some  of  the 
circumstances  had  a  real  existence :  but  the  word  '  falsely '  does 
not  import  that  the  whole  is  false ;  and  when  the  proper  aver- 
ments come  to  be  made,  it  is  not  necessary  to  negative  the  whole, 
bat  only  such  parts  as  the  prosecutor  can  falsify,  admittiug  the 
truth  of  the  rest,  (g)     It  is  suggested  that  in  negativing  the  de- 
fendant's oath  where  he  has  sworn  only  to  his  belief,  (r)  it  will 
be  proper  to  aver  that  '  he  well  knew '  the  contrary  of  what  he 
swore.  («)     It  seems  that  an  assignment  of  perjury  may,  in  some  Assignment 
instances,  be  more  full  than  the  statement  of  the  defendaut,  which  ^^^  ^^^^  *^* 
it  is  intended  to  contradict.     Thus,  where  the  fact  in  the  affidavit,  ^te  defendant. 
in   which  the  defendant  was  charged  to  have  perjured  himself, 
was,  that  he  never  did,  at  any  time  during  his  transactions  with 
the  commissioners  of  the  victualling-office,  charge  more  than  the 
usual  sum  of  sixpence  per  quarter  beyond  the  price  he  actually 
paid  for  any  malt  or  grain  purchased  by  him  for  the  said  commis- 
sioners as  their  corn-factor ;   and  the  assignment  in  the  indict- 
ment, to  falsify  this,  alleged  that  the  defendant  did  charge  more 
than  sixpence  per  quarter /or  and  in  respect  of  such  malt  and  grain 
so  purchased  ;  it  was  objected  that  the  words  in  respect  of  might 
include   lighterage,  freight,  and  many  collateral  and   incidental 
expenses  attending  the  com  and  grain  jointly  with  the  charge  for 
the  com  or  grain,  and,  that  bearing  such  sense,  the  defendant  was 
not  guilty  of  perjury ;  but  the  objection  was  overruled,  (t) 

An  indictment  alleged  that  it  was  material,  on  the  hearing  of  Imperfect  as- 
an  information  before  justices  of  the  peace,  to  prove  that  cards  signment  of 
were  played  in  the  bar  of  a  public-house  between  the  hours  of  ^^sTbetween 
six  o'clock  and  eight  o'clock  on  a  certain  evening,  and  that  the  certain  hours. 
prisoner  falsely  swore  that  he  was  in  the  bar  of  the  said  house 
from  between  the  hours  of  six  o'clock  and  seven  o'clock  until  nine 
o'clock  in  the  said  evening,  and  that  he  did  not  play  at  any  game 
at  aU,  and  that  no  cards  or  game  of  cards  at  all  were  or  was 
during  all  the  said  last  mentioned  time  or  between  the  hours 
aforesaid  played  therein;  whereas  the  prisoner  did  between  the 
hours  of  BIX  o'clock  and  eight  o'clock  in  the  said  evening  play  at 
a  certain  game  of  cards.    Bolfe,  B.,  held  that  the  indictment  was 
bad.    The  prisoner  might  have  played  at  five  minutes  past  six, 
and  yet  not  have  played  from  between  six  and  seven  until  nine ; 
the  words  '  from  between  six  and  seven  '  might  be  any  time  short 
of  seven,  five  minutes  or  five  seconds  to  that  hour.     The  indict- 

15  Yict  c.  100,  8.  25,  yoL  1,  p.  86  ;  (q)  Rex  v.  Perrott,  2  M.  &  S.  885,  890. 

bnt  Byles,  J.,  was  clearly  of  opinion  tiiat  And  see  aiUe,  yoI.  2,  p.  585. 

it  was  matter  of  sabstance.     It  was  also  (r)  Ante,  p.  2. 

niged  that  sec.  20  of  that  Act  (ante,  p.  {$)  2  Chit.  Grim.  L.  812. 

85),  rendered  the  averment  unnecessary ;  {t)  Rex   v.    Atkinson,    Dom.     Proc. 

bat  Byles,  J.,  was  clearly  of  opinion  1785.     Bac.  Abr.  tit  Perjury  (0).     See 

that  it  did  not,  as  it  was  not  one  of  the  Beg.  v,  Gardiner,  arUe,  p.  52. 

things  named  in  that  section. 

VOL.  UL  f 
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ment  could  not  be  read  as  averring  that  the  prisoner  swore  that 
he  did  not  play  at  any  time  during  that  evening,  but  merely  that 
he  did  not  play  at  a  particular  period  of  that  evening,  namely, 
from  some  period  before  seven  until  nine.  That  might  be  per- 
fectly true,  and  yet  he  might  have  played  between  six  and  seven, 
and  so  may  have  played,  as  is  assigned  in  the  indictment,  be- 
tween six  and  eight,  (u) 
A  variance  Where  an  indictment  for  perjury  committed  in  an  information 

^*^fTi™*  before  magistrates,  alleged  that  the  prisoner  was  sworn  on  an 
the  matter  ^^  information  taken  on  the  11th  of  March,  1844,  and  deposed  that 
8wom  and  the    on  *  the  moming  of  Thursday  last,  the  7th  day  of  March  (he  mean- 

deS^ofthat  ^°^  *^®  "^^^  ^^y  ^^  March  in  the  year  1804),'  he  met  G.  C. ; 
matter °i8  *  whereas  the  prisoner  did  not  on  the  moming  of  Thursday,  the  7th 
fatal.  day  of  March,  1844,  meet  G.  C. ;  it  was  held  that  1804  could 

not  be   rejected   as    surplusage,    and  that  the   indictment  was 
bad.  (v) 
The  averments      The  averments  introduced  to  negative  the  matter  sworn,  ought 
negativing  the   t^  \^  go  distinct  and  definite  as  to  inform  the  defendant  of  the 
matter  sworn     particular  and  precise  charges  which  are  intended  to  be  proved 
onght  to  be       against  him.     An  indictment  for  perjury  committed  in  the  Insol- 
distinctand      vent  Debtors*  Court  alleged,  that   the  defendant  swore  in   sub- 
precise,  stance  that  his  schedule  contained  a  full,  true,  and  perfect  account 
of  all  debts  owing  to  him  at  the  time  of  presenting  his  petition ; 
whereas  the  said  schedule  did  not  contain  a  full,  true,  and  per- 
fect account  of  all  debts  owing  to  him  at  that  time ;  and  Lord 
Tenterden,  C.  J.,  after  consulting  the  other  judges  of  the  Court 
of  King's  Bench,  held  that  the  indictment  was  insufficient,  as  it 
was  quite  impossible  that  the  defendant  could  know,  from  allega- 
tions so  vague  and  indistinct,  what  was  to  be  proved  against  him ; 
the  allegations  conveyed  no  information  whatever  of  the  particular 
charges,  against  which  the  defendant   ought  to  be  prepared  to 
defend  himself  (w) 

The  indictment  charged  the  prisoner  with  the  offence  of  making 
a  false  declaration  before  a  justice,  that  he  had  lost  a  pawnbroker's 
ticket,  *  whereas  in  truth  and  in  fact  he  had  not  lost  the  said 
ticket,  but  had  sold,  lent,  or  deposited  it,  as  a  security  to  one  S.  C, 
&c.'     Held,  that  the  allegations  '  but  had  sold,  lent,  or  deposited 
it,  &c.,'  did  not  render  the  indictment  ambiguous  or  uncertain,  but 
was  pure  surplusage,  which  might  be  rejected,  and  need  not  be 
proved,  (x) 
Perjuiy  cannot      It  has  been  decided  that  perjury  cannot  be  legally  charged  and 
be  assigned  on   assigned  by  showing  that  the  defendant  did  on  two  different  occa- 
depoStions'^     sions  make  cei-tain  depositions  contradictory  to  each  other  with  an 
without  show-    averment  that  each  of  them  was  made  knowingly  and  deliberately, 
ing  which  of     but  without  averring  or  showing  in  which  of  the  two  depositions 
them  is  false,    ^j^^  falsehood  consisted.     The  information  stated  that  the  de- 
fendant, before  a  committee  of  the  House  of  Commons,  being 
duly  sworn,  deliberately  and  knowingly,  and  of  his  own  act  and 

(u)  Reg.  V.  Whitehouse,  3  Cox,  C.  C.  (w)  Rex©.  Hepper,  R.  &  M.  N.  P.  R. 

86.  210.     See  Rex  v.  Mudie,  1  M.  &  Rob. 

(v)  Reg.  V,  Garvey,  1  Cox,  C.  C.  111.  128,  postj  p.  79.     R.  «.  London,  12  Cox, 

Brady,  C.  B.     This  case  is  very  badly  C.  C.  60. 

reported,  and  it  Is  very  doubtful  whether  (x)  R.  v.  Parker,  39  L.  J.  M.  C.  60. 

the  wrong  year  was  not  ^ven  as  the  date  L.  R.  1  C.  C.  R.  225. 
of  swearing  the  information. 
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consent,  did  say,  swear,  and  give  in  evidence,  &c. ;  setting  out 
the  evidence  so  given.  And  then  the  count  averred  that  the  said 
defendant,  at  the  bar  of  the  House  of  Lords,  being  duly  sworn, 
deliberately  and  knowingly,  and  of  his  own  act  and  consent,  did 
say,  swear,  and  give  in  evidence,  &c.  :  setting  out  in  like  manner 
the  latter  evidence,  which  was  directly  contrary  to  that  given 
before  the  House  of  Commons ;  and  concluded  (after  averments 
as  to  the  identity  of  the  persons  and  places  referred  to  in  the  evi- 
dence on  both  occasions),  and  so  the  jurors  aforesaid  do  say  that 
the  said  Edward  Harris  did  commit  wilful  and  corrupt  perjury. 
And  this  was  holden  to  be  bad  on  motion  in  arrest  of  judg- 
ment (y) 

If  there  be  any  doubt  on  the  words  of  the  oath,  which  can  be  Oi  the 
made  more  clear  and  precise  by  a  reference  to  some  former  matter,  *»»««»<^- 
it  may  be  supplied  by  an  innuendo ;  the  use  of  which  is,  by  refer- 
ence to  preceding  matter,  to  explain  and  fix  its  meaning  more 
precisely,  (z)  We  have  seen  that,  in  a  case  of  pei;jury  committed 
in  an  affidavit,  it  was  holden  that  a  word  which  had  been  omitted 
by  accident  in  the  original  document  was  improperly  stated  in 
the  indictment,  as  though  it  had  been  in  the  original  document, 
and  that  such  word  ought  to  have  been  inserted  and  explained  by 
an  innuendo,  (a)  In  a  case  where  an  objection  was  taken  to  an 
indictment,  that  it  added,  by  way  of  innuendo  to  the  defendant's 
oath,  '  his  house  situate  in  the  Haymarket  in  St.  Martin  in  the 
Fields,'  without  stating  by  any  averment,  recital,  or  introductory 
matter,  that  he  had  a  house  in  the  Haymarket,  or  (even  admit- 
ting him  to  have  such  a  house)  that  his  oath  was  of  and  concern^ 
vng  the  said  house,  so  situated,  the  objection  was  overruled,  on  the 
ground  that  the  innuendo  was  only  a  more  particular  description 
of  the  same  house  which  had  been  previously  mentioned.  (&)  And, 
in  the  same  case,  the  oath  of  the  defendant  being  that  he  was  ar- 
rested upon  the  steps  of  his  own  door,  an  innuendo  that  it  was  the 
outer  door  was  holden  good,  (c)  Where  an  innuendo  is  improperly  where  it  may 
introduced,  and  any  use  is  made  of  it  in  the  indictment,  it  cannot  he  rejected. 
be  rejected  as  surplusage,  and  it  will  be  bad  after  verdict,  {d)  But 
if  the  innuendo,  and  the  matter  introduced  by  it,  are  altogether 
impertinent  and  immaterial,  and  can  have  no  effect  in  enlarging 
the  sense,  it  seems  that  they  may  be  rejected  as  superfuous.  (e) 

The  proper  office  of  an  innuendo  is  to  fix  and  point  the  mean-  yj^er^e  case. 
ing  of  something  that  has  been  previously  averred.      The  indict-  An  innnendo 
ment  stated  the  presenting  of  a  petition  to  the  House  of  Commons  |*®^^  »?^'  ^ 
concerning  the  election  of  F.  H.  F.  Berkeley,  and  set   out  the  meaSng  of 
petition,  which  stated  the  said  F.  H.  F.  Berkeley  before  and  at  the  what  waa  pre- 
election was  guilty  of  bribery,  and  that  certain  agents  of  the  said  viouBly  stated. 
F.  H.  F.  Berkeley,  being  trustees  of  divers  public  charities,  and 
by  virtue  of  such  office  entitled  to  dispose  of  the  funds  of  such 

{y)  Rex  V.  Harris,  5  B.  &  A.  926.     It  406.     1  Stark.  Grim.  Plead.  118,  et  aeq. 

should  have  been  averred  and  sliown  in  (a)  Rex  v.    Taylor,    1   Campb,    404. 

which  of  the  two  depositions  the  false-  AniUt  p.  89. 

hood  consisted.  (&)  Rex  v.  Aylett,  1  T.  R.  70. 

(2)  Rex  V.  Ajlett,  1  T.  R.  70.     Rex  v,  (c)  Id.  ibid. 

Taylor,  1  Campo.  404.  See  Rex  v,  Griepe,  {d)  Rex  v,  Griepe,  1  Ld.  Raym.  260. 

1  liord  Raym.  256.     2  Salk.  513.    And  (e)  Roberts  v,  Camden,  9  East,  93.     2 

as  to  the  nse  of  an  innnendo,    1  Chit.  Crim.  L.  311. 

V  2 


Saimd.  243,  note  (4).    1  Chit,  on  Head. 
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charities,  before  and  at  the  said  election  were  guilty  of  various 
corrupt  acts,   &c.,  in  order  to  procure  the   return   of  the  said 
F.   H.   F.   Berkeley.      The  indictment  then  averi*ed  that  one 
T.  Carlisle  was  a  trustee  of  divers  of  the  said  public  charities,  and 
'that  shortly  before  the  said  election  (to  wit),  on,  &c.,  the  said 
T.  Carlisle,  the  said  F.  H.  F.  Berkeley,  and  other  persons,  went 
to  the  house  of  one  W.  Virrier  for  the  purpose  of  soliciting  the 
said  W.  Virrier  to  vote  for  the  said  F.  H.  F.  Berkeley  at  the  said 
election.'  The  indictment  then  stated  that  certain  members  of  the 
House  of  Commons  were  chosen  to  try  and  determine  the  merits 
of  the  said  election,  and  that  the  said  persons  so  chosen  met  to  tiy 
and  determine  the  matter  of  the  said  petition.     The  indictment 
then  averred  that  S.  Virrier  appeared  '  as  a  witness  before  the  said 
select  committee  touching  the  matter  of  the  said  petition/  and 
that  the  said  S.  Virrier  was  duly  sworn,  &a     '  And  it  then  and 
there  became  and  was  a  material  question,  whether  at  the  time 
aforesaid,  when  the  said  T.  Carlisle,  the  said  F.  H.  F.  Berkeley, 
and  the  said  other  persons,   so  went  to  the   house  of  the   said 
W.  ViiTier,  the  said  T.  Carlisle  said  that  he  would  give  the  said 
W.  Virrier  6i.  out  of  the  funds  of  one  of  the  aforesaid  charities  at 
Christmas,  whereof  the  said  T.  Carlisle  was  trustee  as  aforesaid^ 
or  that  he  would  give  him  6L  at  Christmas.'  (/)     And  that  the 
said   S.  Virrier  falsely,  &c.,  did   depose,  &a,  to  the  select  com- 
mittee aforesaid,  'touching  the  matters  and   merits  of  the  said 
election,  and  the  matter  of  the  said  petition,  in  substance  and  to 
the  effect  following,  viz.,  that  before  the  said  election  a  canvassing 
party  came  to  her  husband's  house,  and  Mr.  Berkeley  (meaning 
the  said  F.  H.  F.  B.),  and  Mr.  Carlisle  (meaning  the  said  T.  C), 
came  into  the  house  of  the   said  W.  Virrier,  and   Mr.   Carlisle 
asked  her  if  she  knew  who  her  husband  was  going  to  vote  for  at 
the  ensuing  election ;  that  she  said  she  believed  he  was  going  to 
vote  one  and  one,  and  that  Mr.  Carlisle  then  said  that  he  would 
act  like  a  sensible  man,  and  '  I  will  give  him  the  61.  at  Christmas ' 
(thereby  meaning  that  at  the  said  time  when  the  said  F.  H.  F. 
Berkeley,  and  the  said  T.  Carlisle,  and  the  said  other  persons  so 
went  as  aforesaid  to  the  house  of  the  said  W.  Virrier,  for   the 
purpose  of  soliciting  him  to  vote  for  the  said  F.  H.  F.  Berkeley, 
the  said  T.  Carlisle  said  he  would  give  the  said  W.  Virrier  6Z.  at 
Christmas,  out  of  the  funds  of  one  of  the  aforesaid  public  charities, 
whereof    the    said    T.   Carlisle  was    trustee    as    aforesaid).'  {g) 
'  Whereas  in  truth  and  in  fact  the  said  T.  Carlisle  did  not  at  the 
said  time  when  the  said  F.  H.  F.  Berkeley,  the  said  T.  Carlisle, 
and  other  persons  went  to  the  said  house  of  the  said  W.  Virrier  to 
solicit  him  to  vote  as  aforesaid,  or  during  the  time  when,  on  that 
occasion,  they  were  in  or  at   the   said   house,  say  to   the  said 
S.    Virrier  that   the  said   T.   Carlisle   would  give  to  the  said 
W.  Virrier  the  6?.  at  Christmas,  or  any  sum  of  money  from  or 
out  of  any  of  the  said  public  charities,  or  any  sum  of  money 
whatsoever  at  Christmas  or  at  any  other  time.'  (A)    The  defendant 


{/)  The  indictment  here  stated  other 
questions  to  be  material  in  a  similar 
manner. 

{g)  The  indictment  here  set  oat  more 
of  the  eyidence.      See  the  case,  post^ 


p.  74. 

(h)  The  indictment  here  set  ont  other 
assignments  of  peijoiy  to  the  other  parts 
of  the  evidence,  which  was  set  out  in  the 
indictment 
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having  been  found  guilty,  it  was  moved,  in  aiTest  of  judgment, 
that  it  did  not  appear  either  from  the  evidence  said  to  have  been 
given  by  the  defendant,  or  from  any  other  part  of  the  indictment, 
except  the  innuendo,  that  the  occasion  on  which  the  speaking  of 
the  words  was  said  to  have  been  material,  was  the  same  occasion 
with  reference  to  which  the  evidence  was  given ;  that  the  aver- 
ment of  materiality  might  relate  to  one  occasion,  and  the  evidence 
to  another  occasion  of  the  same  kind ;  and  that  the  innuendo 
would  not  aid,  because  an  innuendo  can  only  explain,  and  cannot 
supply  the  place  of  a  substantial  averment.  The  indictment  also 
alleged  that  the  defendant  swore  'touching  the  matters  and 
merits  of  the  said  election,  and  the  matter  of  the  said  petition,'  but 
that  did  not  show  that  her  evidence  related  to  the  material  time 
before  mentioned.  Nor  did  her  evidence,  as  set  out,  identify  the 
occasion  without  the  innuendo.  The  innuendo,  therefore,  did 
more  than  explain;  it  supplied  that  which  made  the  evidence 
material.  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  after  full  argument  and  time 
taken  to  consider,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court  as  follows  : 
— '  Upon  this  indictment  a  motion  has  been  made  to  arrest  the 
judgment  upon  two  objections.  1st,  that  the  allegation  of  the 
oath  having  been  taken  ''  touching  the  matter  of  the  said  election, 
and  the  matter  of  the  said  petition,"  did  not  sufficiently  point  to 
the  matter  whereupon  the  defendant  was  alleged  to  have  given 
evidence ;  and,  secondly,  that  there  was  nothing  to  fix  the  alleged 
gifk  and  promise  of  money  to  the  said  visit  on  the  6th  of  July. 
W^e  think,  however,  that  neither  objection  is  sustainable.  As  to 
the  first,  it  does  sufficiently  appear  that  a  competent  trial  was 
had,  that  a  material  question  arose  as  to  the  existence  of  certain 
facts,  to  which  the  defendant  deposed,  and  was  therein  guilty  of 
perjury.  Now  although  it  is  certainly  true  that  the  averment 
stating  the  oath  to  have  been  "touching  and  concerning  the 
matters  and  merits  of  the  said  election,  and  the  matter  of  the  said 
petition,"  does  not  directly  refer  to  what  are  alleged  to  be  the 
material  questions  which  arose,  yet,  where  it  does  sufficiently 
appear,  both  by  averment  and  otherwise,  that  the  oath  was  upon 
a  material  point,  the  allegation  "  touching  and  concerning,"  &c.,  is 
wholly  superfluous  and  unnecessary,  and  the  indictment  would 
have  been  sufficient  if  it  had  omitted  that  part  altogether,  and  had 
merelv  stated  that  the  defendant  deposed  and  swore  "  as  follows," 
&c.  The  second  objection  is,  that  the  evidence,  upon  which  the 
peijury  is  alleged  to  have  been  committed,  is  not  referred  with 
sufficient  distinctness  to  the  said  canvassing  visit,  and  that  the 
innuendo,  by  which  it  is  attempted  so  to  apply  it,  introduces  new 
matter,  and  is  therefore  bad.  We,  however,  think  otherwise ;  for 
an  introductory  averment  expressly  states  that  there  was,  in  fact, 
such  canvassing  visit,  and  the  innuendo  directly  refers  thereto. 
It  is  plain,  therefore,  that  this  case  comes  within  the  rule  laid  . 
down  by  Lord  C.  J.  De  Grey,  in  Bex  v.  Home,  (i)  which  has 
always  been  recognized  as  the  true  one ;  and  that  the  innuendo 
does  only  point  and  fix  the  meaning  of  something  previously 
averred,  which  is  the  proper  office  of  an  innuendo,  and  that  it  doe>i 

(i)  2  Cowp.  672, 
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in  no  respect  enlarge  it.    We  think,  therefore,  that  there  is  no 
ground  for  arresting  the  judgment'  (^') 

An  indictment  for  perjury  at  common  law  need  not  conclude 
against  the  form  of  the  statute.  The  defendant  was  indicted  for 
perjury  in  giving  false  evidence  before  the  revising  barrister  as  to 
the  occupation  of  a  tenement  in  the  borough  of  Bridgnorth,  and 
the  indictment  did  not  conclude  against  the  form  of  the  statute. 
It  was  objected  that  as  this  was  a  crime  created  by  the  2  Will  4, 
c.  45,  s.  52,  the  indictment  ought  so  to  have  concluded.  It  was 
answered  that  the  revising  barrister  held  a  court,  which  was  made 
so  by  sec.  50  of  the  same  Act.  That  any  false  swearing  in  a 
court  was  perjury  at  common  law,  and  therefore  the  indictment 
was  good.  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.,  thought  the  only  question  was, 
whether  the  statute,  by  sec.  50,  constituted  a  court ;  for  if  it  did, 
the  offence  of  false  swearing  in  it  was  perjury  at  common  law,  and 
his  opinion  was  that  it  did  constitute  a  court,  and  therefore  the 
indictment  was  sufficient.  Qi)  And  so  it  has  been  held  that  an 
indictment  for  perjury  committed  by  a  plaintiff  as  a  witness  in  his 
own  behalf  in  a  suit  in  a  county  court  need  not  conclude  '  against 
the  form  of  the  statute.*  (Z) 

Where  all  the  counts  of  an  indictment  for  perjury  concluded, 
'  and  so  the  jurors  aforesaid  upon  their  oath  aforesaid  did*  say  that 
the  defendant  on  &a,  at  &c.,  before  &c.,  did  commit  wilful 
and  corrupt  perjury,*  it  was  objected,  on  error,  that  this  con- 
clusion was  erroneous  in  using  the  words  '  did  say '  instead  of 
'  do  say  ;  *  but  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  held  that  the  whole 
averment  might  be  struck  out,  as  the  perjury  was  sufficiently 
alleged  by  the  preceding  part  of  each  count ;  and  as  'perjury '  was 
not  a  word  of  art,  like  '  murder,*  the  concluding  part  of  the  count 
was  immateriaL  (m) 

In  general  the  Court  will  oblige  the  defendant  to  plead  or 
demur  to  a  defective  indictment  for  perjury,  (ti.)  And  they  are 
very  cautious  in  granting  a  certiorari  to  remove  it.  (o) 

But  where  an  indictment  for  perjury  is  clearly  bad  upon  the 
face  of  it,  a  judge  at  nisi  prius  may  refuse  to  try  such  indictment 
An  indictment  for  perjury  charged  that  one  A.  B.  had  been 
convicted  of  certain  offences,  and  that  A.  B.  afterwaixls  obtained  a 
rule  to  show  cause  why  a  new  trial  should  not  be  granted,  and 
that  the  defendant,  in  order  to  prevent  the  said  rule  from  being 
made  absolute,  made  the  affidavit  whereon  the  perjury  was  as- 
signed, but  there  was  no  averment  that  the  matters  falsely  sworn 
were  material,  nor  could  it  be  collected  from  the  indictment  that 
they  were  so ;  and  Garrow,  B.,  having  consulted  Abbott,  C  J., 
who  concurred  with  him  in  opinion  that  the  indictment  was 
clearly  bad,  held  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  judge  not  to  proceed 
to  try  the  case,  (p)    So  where  in  an  indictment  for  perjury  the 


(/)  Reg.  r.  Virrier,  12  Ad.  &  E.  817. 

(k)  Reg.  r.  Thornhill,  Salop  Sum. 
Ass.  183S,  reported  on  another  point,  8 
C.  &  P.  675.  In  Rex  v.  De  Beauyoir,  7 
C.  &  P.  17,  the  indictment  seems  not  to 
have  concluded  'against  the  form,' &c 
See  the  note  at  the  end  of  the  case. 

{I)  Reff.  V.  Moi^gan,  6  Cox,  C.  C.  107. 
Martin.  B.     See  vol.  1,  p.  86. 

(m)  Ryalls  v.  The  Queen,  11  A.  &  E. 


781 ;  R.  V,  Hodgkiss,  89  L.  J.  M.  C. 
14  ;  and  see  now  the  14  &  15  Vict  c. 
100,  8.  24,  Yol.  1,  p.  86. 

(n)  2  Hawk.  P.  C.  c.  25,  s.  146 ;  Rex 
V.  Souter,  2  Stark.  R.  423 ;  R^.  v, 
Bumby,  6  Q.  B.  848. 

(o)  2  Hawk.  P.  C.  c  27,  s.  28. 

(p)  Rex  V.  Tremeame,  R.  &  M. 
N.  P.  R.  147.  In  Rex  v.  Deacon,  R.  & 
M.  N.  P.  R.  27,  Abbott,  C.  J.,  xefoaed  to 
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allegations  negativing  the  matter  sworn,  were  so  vague  and 
indistinct  as  to  convey  no  information  of  the  particular  charges 
against  the  defendant ;  Abbott,  C.  J.,  after  consulting  the  other 
judges  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  ordered  the  case  to  be 
struck  out  of  the  list,  (g)  So  where  an  indictment  for  perjury  at 
common  law  was  found  at  the  Quarter  Sessions,  and  removed  by 
certiorari  into  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  and  sent  down  to  be 
tried  at  nisi  priua ;  Gaselee,  J.,  refused  to  try  it,  as  it  was  quite 
dear  that  the  sessions  had  no  jurisdiction  over  perjury  at  common 
law,  and  the  indictment  was,  therefore,  void.  (?•)  But  a  judge 
will  not  allow  counsel  to  argue  at  length  at  nisi  lyi'iua  the  in* 
validity  of  an  indictment,  for  the  pui-pose  of  inducing  the  Court  to 
refuse  to  try  it,  as  that  is  not  the  time  or  place  to  discuss  such 
disputed  questions,  {a) 

As  to  amending  an  indictment  at  the  trial  when  there  is  a 
variance  between  the  statements  in  it  and  the  evidence,  see  vol.  1, 
p.  52. 

The  defendant  was  indicted  in  Middlesex  for  perjury  com-  Pleaofairfre- 
mitted  in  an  aflSdavit ;  which  indictment,  after  setting  out  so  much  ^^^  ac^^^ 
of  the  affidavit  as  contained  the  false  oath,  concluded  with  a  prout 
patet  by  the  affidavit  filed  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  at 
Westminster,  &c.,  and  on  this  he  was  acquitted ;  after  which  he 
was  indicted  again  in  Middlesex,  for  the  same  perjuiy,  with  this 
diffijrence  only,  that  the  second  indictment  set  out  the  jurat  of  the 
affidavit,  in  which  it  was  stated  to  have  been  sworn  in  London ; 
which  was  traversed  by  an  averment  that,  in  fact,  the  defendant 
was  so  sworn  in  Middlesex,  and  not  in  London  :  and  the  Court  of 
King  8  Bench  held  that  he  was  entitled  to  plead  autrefois  acquit, 
as  the  jurat  was  not  conclusive  as  to  the  place  of  swearing ;  and 
the  same  evidence  as  to  the  real  place  of  swearing  the  affidavit 
might  have  been  given  under  the  first  as  under  the  second  indict- 
ment; and,  therefore,  the  defendant  had  been  once  before  put  in 
jeomurdy  for  the  same  offence,  (t) 

With  respect  to  the  trial  of  perjury  it  maybe  observed,  that  the  Trial.    Juris- 
coarts  of  Quarter  Sessions  have  no  jurisdiction  over  the  offence  at  diction  of  the 
common  law,  and  though  they  had  jurisdiction  over  it  under  the  g^^.^^  ^^' 
5  Eliz.  c.  9,  yet   that  jurisdiction  is  taken  away  by  the  ^  &  6  g  ^  ^  y^^ 
Vict  c.  38,  s.  1,  which  enacts,  that  'neither  the  justices  of  the  c.  88,  s.  i! 
peace  acting  in  and  for  any  county,  riding,  division,  or  liberty, 
nor  the  recorder  of  any  borough,  shall,  at   any  session   of  the 
peace,  or  at  any  adjournment  thereof,  try  any  person  or  persons 
for  (ijUer  alia)  perjury  or  subornation  of  perjury ; '  or  '  making  or 


tiy  an  indictment  for  a  forcible  entry, 
which  was  bad  for  want  of  alleging  that 
the  entry  was  ttumiu  forti^  although  the 
eoonsel  for  the  defendant  insisted  that 
the  case  should  proceed  in  order  that  the 
defendants  might  have  the  benefit  of  an 
acquittal  by  a  jury,  as  they  intended  to 
institate  proceedings  for  a  malicious  pro- 
secation. 

{q)  Rex  r.  Hepper,  R.  &  M.  N.  P.  R. 
210. 

(r)  Bex  9.  Haynes,  R.  &  M.  N.  P.  R. 
29S.  See  Reg.  v.  Rigby,  S  C.  &  P. 
770. 

{s)  Rex  V,  Abraham,  I  M.  &  Rob.   7, 


amJU,  p.  64.  In  this  case  the  defendant's 
counsel  pointed  out  the  objections  in 
order  to  induce  the  Court  to  stop  the  trial, 
and  Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J. ,  said  that '  it 
might  be  convenient  sometimes  for  coun- 
sel to  suggest  a  point  on  which  an  indict- 
ment is  clearly  bad,  to  jutve  the  time  of 
the  Court'  In  liex  v.  Hepper  and  Rex 
V.  Tremcame  the  objections  to  the  indict- 
ment were  pointed  out  by  the  Court.  See 
atiUy  p.  70. 

(0  Kex  V.  Emden,  9  East,  437.  As 
to  pleading  autrefois  acguUj  see  vol.  1, 
p.  38. 
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suborning  any  other  person  to  make  a  false  oatb,  affirmation,  or 
declaration  punishable  as  perjury,  or  as  a  misdemeanor,  {u) 

By  the  22  &  23  Vict.  c.  17  (amended  by  30  &  31  Vict.  c.  35),  no 
indictment  for  perjury  or  subornation  of  perjury  can  be  found  by 
any  gi^and  jury,  unless  the  case  has  been  taken  before  a  justice,  &c., 
as  therein  mentioned,  {v) 

It  may  be  observed  that  it  is  the  practice  of  the  Central  Crimi- 
nal Court  not  to  try  an  indictment  for  perjury  arising  out  of  a 
civil  suit  while  that  suit  is  in  any  way  undetermined,  except  in 
cases  in  which  the  Court,  where  the  suit  is  pending,  postpones  the 
decision  of  it  in  order  that  the  criminal  charge  may  first  be  dis- 
posed of.  {w) 

Where  two  justices  refused  to  hear  a  charge  of  perjury  alleged 
to  have  been  committed  in  a  suit  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  on 
the  ground  that  that  suit  was  still  pending,  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  refused  to  grant  a  mandamus  to  compel  them  to  hear  the 
charge,  and  the  Court  seem  to  have  thought  that  the  course  the 
justices  had  taken  was  the  most  likely  to  answer  the  ends  of 
justice,  {x) 

Where  a  person  made  an  affidavit  in  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas,  and  afterwards,  being  summoned  to  appear  in  Court,  came 
there,  and  confessed  it  to  be  false,  the  Court  recorded  his  confes- 
sion, and  ordered  that  he  should  be  taken  into  custody,  and  put  in 
the  pillory,  {y)  In  answer  to  the  objections  of  the  defendant's 
counsel  to  this  proceeding,  it  was  argued  that  it  was  fully  justified 
under  the  5  Eliz.  c.  9,  and  that  even  if  the  Court  could  not  punish 
the  defendant  by  virtue  of  that  statute,  he  might  be  punished  at 
common  law,  on  the  ground  that  any  Court  might  punish  such  a 
criminal  for  an  offence  committod  in  fade  cfwrim,  {z) 

The  evidence  of  one  witness  is  not  sufficient  to  convict  the  de- 
fendant on  an  indictment  for  perjury  ;  as  in  such  case  there  would 
be  only  one  oath  against  another,  (a)  But  this  rule  must  not  be 
understood  as  establishing  that  two  witneaaea  are  necessary  to  dis- 
prove the  fact  sworn  to  by  the  defendant ;  for  if  any  material  cir- 
cumstance be  proved  by  other  witnesses,  in  confirmation  of  the 
witness  who  gives  the  direct  testimony  of  perjury,  it  may  turn  the 
scale,  and  warrant  a  conviction.  (6) 

Upon  an  indictment  for  perjury,  Coleridge,  J.,  is  reported  to 
have  said,  '  one  witness  in  perjury  is  not  sufficient,  unless  sup- 
ported by  circumstantial  evidence  of  the  strongest  kind  ;  indeed, 
Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.,  was  of  opinion  that  two  witnesses  were 
Tiecessary  to  a  conviction.'  (c)  In  a  later  case,  where  the  evidence 


(u)  Rex  V.  Bainton,  2  Str.  1088.  Bex 
V.  NVestiness,  id.  ibid.  1  Chit.  Crim.  L. 
801.  Rex  V.  Haynes,  R.  &  M.  N.  P.  R. 
298,  vol.  1,  p.  61. 

(v)  See  the  Acts,  vol.  1,  p.  2. 

(w)  Rex  V,  Ashbnm,  and  Rex  v, 
Simmons,  8  C.  &  P.  50. 

(or)  Reg.v.  Ingham,  14  Q.  B.  896. 

(y)  Rex  V.  Thorogood,  8  Mod.  179. 

(z)  Id.  ibid. ',  and  Bushell's  case, 
Vaugh.  152,  was  cited. 

(a)  Reg.  V.  Muscot,  10  Mod.  193.  4 
Black.  Com.  868.  Peake  on  Evid.  10. 
1  Phil,  on  Evid.  151,  7th  edit. 

{b)  Rex  V,  I^e,  Mich.  6  Geo.  8.   MS. 


Bayley,  J.,  1  Phil.  Evid.  152,  7th  edit  ; 
R.  V.  Shaw,  L.  &  C.  679  ;  84  L.  J. 
M.  C.  169. 

(e)  Champney's  case,  2  Lew.  268,  and 
the  same  point  is  said  to  have  been  ruled 
by  the  same  learned  judge  in  Rex  v. 
wigley,  ibid.  note.  And  Mr.  Starkie 
observes,  'And  semhle  that  the  contra- 
diction must  be  given  by  hco  direct  unl- 
ncsseSf  and  that  the  negative  supported  by 
one  witness,  and  by  circumstantial  evi- 
dence, would  not  be  sufficient.  It  has  been 
so  held  (ut  audivi)  by  Lord  Tenterden, 
C.  J.'    3  Stark.  Evid.  860,  note  {g\ 


CHAP.  I.]  Evidence.  5^3 

of  one  witness  went  in  support  of  all  the  assignments  of  perjury,  ?«■  ™  ^^^^ 
and  to  confirm  him  another  witness  was  examined  as  to  a  eonver-  conWd^  * 
sation  between  himself  and  the  defendant,  and  some  entries  in  the 
defendant's  books  were  given  in  evidence  ;  it  was  submitted  that 
there  was  no  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury ;  that  the  rule  is  that  a 
case  of  perjury  cannot  be  submitted  to  the  jury  on  the  evidence 
of  a  single  witness ;  and  as  to  the  evidence  of  confirmation,  it  was 
not  enough  that  there  should  be  some  evidence  in  confirmation,  as 
in  an  ordinary  case  at  nisi  prius,  where  some  evidence  is  necessaiy 
to  prevent  a  nonsuit ;  but  it  must  be  such  evidence  as^  in  the 
opinion  of  the  judge^  is  really  confirmatory  in  some  important 
respect,  and  equivalent  to  the  positive  testimony  of  a  second  wit- 
ness. Coleridge,  J.,  'I  think  that  the  case  must  go  to  the  jury, 
but  I  also  think  without  the  slightest  chance  of  a  verdict  for  the 
crown.  The  rule  that  the  testimony  of  a  single  witness  is  not 
sufficient  to  sustain  an  indictment  for  perjury,  is  not  a  mere  tech- 
nical rule,  but  a  rule  founded  on  substantial  justice  ;  and  evidence 
confirmatory  of  that  one  witness,  in  some  slight  particulars  only,  is 
not  sufficient  to  warrant  a  conviction.'  (d) 

An  indictment  for  perjury  committed  on  the  trial  of  a  civil  bill  ^^^^**^^ 
alleged  that  the  prisoner,  Thomas  Towey,  falsely  swore  that  *  the  Jl^te.  "**  * 
note  produced  is  not  my  handwriting,  or  any  part  of  it,  and  the 
name  ''  Thomas  Towey  "  as  a  witness  is  not  in  my  handwriting.' 
The  note  purported  to  bear  the  marks  of  Patrick  and  James 
Towey  as  makers  of  the  note,  and  had  on  it,  *  Witness  present, 
Thomas  Towey.'  The  payee  of  the  note  could  not  read,  but  he 
identified  the  note,  and  swore  that  he  saw  Thomas  Towey  write 
on  the  paper,  and  saw  Patrick  and  James  put  their  marks  on  it. 
Another  witness  proved  that  he  had  subpoenaed  Thomas  Towey  to 
appear  at  the  sessions  as  a  witness,  and  that  the  prisoner  then 
said  that  there  was  no  occasion  to  test  him ;  that  he  would  go  to 
prove  the  note  ;  and  that  at  a  meeting  between  the  parties  to  try 
to  settle  the  civil  bill,  on  the  payee  of  the  note  saying  he  had 
James  Towey's  note,  and  would  take  the  law  on  it  unless  he 
signed  a  new  one,  Thomas  said  that  he  had  been  tested  (sub- 
poenaed) to  come  there,  but  that  there  was  no  occasion  to  test  him  ; 
that  he  would  prove  the  note.  But  the  note  was  not  produced  at 
this  meeting;  and,  upon  a  case  reserved,  it  was  held  that  this 
evidence  was  a  sufficient  coiToboration  of  the  evidence  of  the 
payee.  The  prisoner  was  the  only  witness  to  the  note,  and  he 
could  only  prove  it  in  his  character  as  a  witness,  and,  therefore, 
when  he  said  he  could  prove  it,  it  came  to  sufficient  evidence  that 
he  was  the  witness  to  the  note,  (e) 

An  indictment  for  perjuiy  alleged  that  in  the  month  of  June,  a  statement 
1851,  the  prosecutor  had  distrained  upon  the  prisoner  for  certain  ^y  a  prisoner 
arrears  of  rent,  and  that  the  prisoner  on  a  trial  at  nisi  priusfalselj'  ^Jufn  re^t'^is 
Rwore  that  there  was  only  one  quarter's  rent  due  at  the  time  of  the  no  corrobora- 
said  distress.     On  the  trial  for  perjury  the  prosecutor  positively  tion  ofjihe 
swore  to  the  fact  of  there  being  five  quarters'  rent  due  at  the  time 

(d)  Bflg.  V.  Yates,  C.  &  M.  132.     See  the  prisoner,  which  the  payee  could  not 

B^. «.  Parker,  ]Mt(,  p.  80.  distinguish  from  the  note  ;  but  Hajes, 

{e)  Bag,  V.  Towey,  8  Cox,  C.  C.  828.  J.,  observed  that  the  jury  had  found  that 

The  payee  was  croes-examined  to  show  the  prisoner  spoke  of  '^note.' 
that  there  was  another  paper  written  by 


eridenoe  of  a 
witness  that  a 
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of  the  said  distress ;  and  produced  his  books  by  which  he  refreshed 
his  memory  ;  and  for  the  purpose  of  corroborating  his  statement 
and  showing  by  the  oaths  of  two  witnesses  the  falsity  of  the 
matter  sworn  to,  the  son  of  the  prosecutor  deposed  to  a  conver- 
sation with  the  prisoner  in  August,  1850,  in  which  the  prisoner 
admitted  that  three  or  four  quarters  of  the  said  rent  were  then 
.due.  The  jury  convicted  ;  but,  upon  a  case  reserved,  the  judges 
were  unanimously  of  opinion  that  this  was  not  sufl&cient  corrobo- 
ration. There  was  nothing  in  the  evidence  of  the  son  relevant  to 
the  issue.  There  was  a  year  s  interval  between  the  transaction 
he  spoke  of  and  the  time  when  the  distress  was  made,  and  the 
money  might  have  been  paid  intermediately.  The  oath  of  the 
son  was  quite  as  consistent  with  the  oath  of  the  prisoner  as  with 
that  of  the  prosecutor.  In  perjury  there  must  be  something  to 
make  the  one  believed  rather  than  the  other,  and  there  was  no 
such  evidence  in  this  case.  (/) 

In  one  case  where  there  were  three  assignments  of  perjury  upon 
evidence  relating  to  one  and  the  same  transaction,  at  one  and  the 
same  time  and  place,  it  seems  to  have  been  considered  that  the 
jury  ought  not  to  convict  on  one  of  the  assignments,  although 
there  were  several  witnesses  who  corroborated  the  witness  who 
spoke  to  such  assignment  on  the  facts  contained  in  the  other 
assignments.  The  indictment  stated  that  the  defendant  swore 
that  Mr.  B.  and  Mr.  C.  came  to  her  husband's  house,  that  Mr.  C. 
said,  '  I  will  give  him  the  6i.  at  Christmas,'  and  Mr.  B.  shook 
hands  with  her,  and  put  something  into  her  hand,  and  told  her  to 
give  it  to  her  husband,  and  that  it  was  a  sovereign  wrapped  up  in 
some  paper ;  and  Mr.  C.  told  her  he  should  not  forget  it  was  in 
his  power  to  give  her  husband  the  6^.  at  Christmas.  The  assign- 
ments of  perjury  were,  1st,  that  Mr.  C.  did  not  say  that  he  would 
give  the  61.  at  Christmas ;  2ndly,  that  Mr,  B.  did  not  put  a  sove- 
reign into  the  hand  of  the  defendant;  and,  Srdly,  that  Mr.  C. 
did  not  tell  the  defendant  that  he  should  not  forget  it  was  in  his 
power  to  give  her  husband  the  61,  at  Christmas.  Evidence  was 
given  in  support  of  all  the  assignments  of  perjury.  Lord  Den- 
man,  C.  J.,  in  summing  up,  said,  that  as  to  the  second  assignment 
the  proof  lay  almost  entirely  in  the  evidence  of  one  witness,  and, 
therefore,  he  did  not  see  how  the  jury  could  cgnvict  of  the  per- 
jury imputed  ;  but  that  on  the  others  there  was  a  distinct  contra- 
diction of  the  defendant's  testimony  by  Mr.  C,  who  was  supposed 
to  have  oflfered  the  6i.,  and  several  other  witnesses ;  and  he  left  it 
to  the  jury  to  say  whether  there  was  not  a  strong  body  of  evidence 
clearly  supporting  Mr.  C.'s  denial,  {g) 


if)  Reg.  V.  Boulter,  2  Den.  C.  C.  896. 
In  Best's  Fr.  Ev.  440  it  is  observed,  *  We 
apprehend  that  the  old  role  and  reason  of 
the  matter  are  not  satisfied  unless  the 
evidence  of  each  witness  has  an  existence 
and  probative  force  of  its  own,  indepen- 
dent of  the  other ;  so  that,  supposing 
the  charge  to  be  one  of  those  in  which 
the  law  allows  condemnation  on  the  oath 
of  a  sinde  witness,  the  evidence  of  cither 
would  rorm  a  case  proper  to  be  left  to  a 
)ur^,  or  would  at  least  raise  a  strong  sus- 
picion of  the  guilt  of  the  defendant.  See 
Jt  V,  Shaw,  34  L.  J.  M.  C.  169. 


{g)  Reg.  V.  Virrier,  12  Ad.  &  E.  817. 
The  learned  chief  justice  considered  the 
most  convenient  mode  of  summing  up  the 
case  to  be  to  treat  the  second  assignment 
as  the  first,  and  the  first  and  third  as  one, 
and  did  so  leave  the  case  to  the  jnr}',  who 
found  a  verdict  of  'not  guilty  on  the 
first  asngnmetU  or  penury  for  want  of 
sufiicient  evidence,  and  guilty  on  the 
second,'  but  said  nothing  on  the  third, 
and  the  verdict  was  entered  accoidingly. 
The  chief  justice  did  not, at  the  time 
make  anv  note  of  his  summing  up,  but 
did  so  afterwards ;  and  haying  a  distinct 


CHAP,  l]  Evidence.  75 

But  where  upon  an  indictment  for  perjury,  alleged  to  have  Gardlnei^s 
been  committed  in  making  a  charge  of  an  unnatural  offence,  in  <^^^* 
which  the  defendant  had  deposed  that  he  saw  the  prosecutor  com- 
mitting the  offence,  and  saw  the  flap  of  his  trowsers  unbuttoned, 
and  that  he  was  there  five  minutes ;   and  to  disprove  this  the 
prosecutor  swore  that  he  did  not  commit  the  offence,  and  that  his 
trowsers  had  no  flap  on ;  and  to  confirm  him  his  brother  proved 
that  at  the  time  in  question  the  prosecutor  was  only  absent  three 
minutes,  and  that  the  trowsers  he  had  on,  which  were  produced  in 
court,  had  no  flap ;  Fatteson,  J.,  held  that  the  corroborative  evi- 
dence was  quite  sufficient  to  go  to  the  jury ;  and,  upon  a  case 
reserved,   the  judges  held  the  conviction  right,  (h)     So  where  One  witness' 
perjury  was  alleged  to  have  been  committed  by  the  defendant,  »»d  a  bui  of 
who  was  an  attorney,  in  an  affidavit  made  by  him  to  oppose  a  ^^t^®' 
motion  to  refer  the  defendant's  bill  of  costs  to  taxation,  and  to 
prove  the  perjury  one  witness  was  called,  and  in  lieu  of  a  second 
witness,  it  was  proposed  to  put  in  the  defendant's  bill  of  costs 
delivered  by  him  to  the  prosecutor ;  it  was  suggested  that  this  was 
not  sufficient,  as  the  bill  had  not  been  delivered  by  the  defendant 
on  oath.     Lord  Deimian,  C.  J.,  '  I  have  quite  made  up  my  mind 
that  the  bill  delivered  by  the  defendant  is  sufficient  evidence,  or 
that  even  a  letter,  written  by  the  defendant,  contradicting  his 
statement  on  oatb,  would  be  sufficient  to  make  it  unnecessary  to 
have  a  second  witness.'  (i) 

Where  a  prisoner  was  indicted  for  falsely  swearing  that  he  had  Insufficient 
paid  J.  Bland  a  certain  sum  of  money  on  a  particular  occasion,  <»"obwation 
and  Bland  swore  that  he  received  the  money  in  packages,  and  mentof^^^' 
afterwards  counted  it,  and  found  it  71.  short ;  and  the  only  cor-  money, 
roboration   of  his  statement  was  by  another  person,  who  also 
counted  it,  but  had  not  been  present  when  the  money  was  received ; 
it  was  held  that  this  was  no  corroboration  at  alL  (J) 

An  indictment  alleged  that  the  prisoner  falsely  swore  at  a  petty  a  statement^ 
sessions  that  D.  Rees  was  the  father  of  her  illegitimate  child.     A  by  a  mother  of 
witness  other  than  D.  Rees  proved  that  the  prisoner  had  said  that  *i^**^ 
D.   Rees   'had  never  touched  her  clothes'  at  a  time  when  she 
generally  denied  being  in  the  family  way ;  and  Martin,  B.,  thought 
that  though,  under  some  circumstances,  such  a  statement  might 
have  been  a  sufficient  corroboration  of  the  evidence  of  D.  Rees, 
yet  this  negation  was  so  far  a  part  of  the  general  denial  that  the 
jury  could  not  safely  convict  upon  it  alone,  (k) 

A  count  alleged  that  the  prisoner  falsely  swore  that  she  had  ^  witness 
shown  to  one  Cuthbert  certain  invoices  bearing  certain   dates.  Jl'^ij!^^^ 
Cuthbert  swore  that  the  prisoner  had  not  shown  him  the  invoices  memoTandum. 


remembrance  of  it,  and  no  doubt  of  the 
jmy's  intention,  he  (on  summons)  allowed 
ihepotUa  to  be  amended  by  entering  a 
TerdSct  of  'guilty '  on  the  first  and  third 
assignments,  and  'not  guilty'  on  tiie 
second ;  but  the  Court  afterwards  held 
that  the  amendment  ought  not  to  have 
been  made,  there  being  no  note  or  memo- 
randum of  the  judge  or  other  document 
to  amend  by. 

(A)  Beg.  r.  Gardiner,  2  Moo.  C.  C.  R. 
95.  See  a  fuller  statement  of  this  case, 
ante,  p,  5%  et  aeq. 

(t)  hex  r.  Mayhew,  6  C.  ft  P.  315. 


(;)  Reg.  V,  Braithwaite,  IF.  &  F. 
688,  8  Ck)z,  C.  C.  444.  Watson,  B.,  and 
Hill,  J.  In  the  latter  re^iort  it  is  stated 
that  'the  prosecutor  took  it  without 
counting  it,  and  carried  it  to  a  Mrs. 
Watson's,  and  counted  it  over.'  In  the 
former  *  The  prosecutor  took  it  without 
counting  it,  and  carried  it  to  an  adjacent 
lane,  where  he  counted  a  part  of  it,  and 
found  it  wrong ;  he  then  gave  it  to  a  Mrs. 
Watson,  and  asked  her  to  count  it  over.' 
Mrs.  Watson  was  the  witness  called  to 
corroborate  Bland. 

{k)  Reg.  V,  Owen,  6  Cox,  C.  C.  106. 
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she  had  sworn  to ;  but  that  she  had  shown  others,  and  he  pro- 
duced a  memoranduni,  he  had  made  privately  at  the  time,  of  the 
dates  of  the  invoices,  which  showed  that  they  were  not  the  same 
as  those  sworn  to  by  the  prisoner ;  Cockburn,  C.  J.,  held  the  private 
memorandum  a  sufficient  corroboration.  (Z) 

In  a  case  where  the  defendant  had  been  convicted  of  peijury, 
charged  in  the  indictment  to  have  been  committed  in  an  examina- 
tion before  the  House  of  Lords,  and  the  only  evidence  was  a  con- 
tradictory examination  of  the  defendant  before  a  committee  of  the 
House  of  Commons,  application  was  made  for  a  new  tiial,  on  the 
ground  that  in  perjury  two  witnesses  were  necessary,  whereas  in 
that  case  only  one  witness  had  been  adduced  to  prove  the  corpiva 
delicti,  namely,  the  witness  who  deposed  to  the  contradictory  evi- 
dence given  by  the  defendant  before  the  committee  of  the  House 
of  Commons  ;  and,  farther,  it  was  insisted,  that  mere  proof  of  a 
contradictory  statement  by  the  defendant  on  another  occasion  was 
not  sufficient,  without  other  circumstances,  showing  a  corrupt 
motive,  and  negativing  the  probability  of  any  mistake.  But  the 
Court  held  that  the*evidence  was  sufficient,  the  contradiction  being 
by  the  party  himself,  and  that  the  jury  might  infer  the  motive 
from  the  circumstances  ;  and  the  rule  was  refused,  (m)  And  the 
same  principle  appears  to  have  been  acted  upon  in  a  former  case. 
The  defendaut  had  first  made  his  information  upon  oath  before  a 
justice  of  the  peace,  that  three  women  were  concerned  in  a  riot  at 
his  mill  (which  was  dismantled  by  a  mob  on  account  of  the  price 
of  corn),  and  afterwards,  at  the  sessions,  when  the  rioters  were 
indicted,  he  was  examined  concerning  those  women,  and  (having 
been  tampered  with  in  their  favour)  he  then  swore  they  were  not 
in  the  riot.  There  was  no  other  evidence  on  the  trial  of  the  de- 
fendant for  this  perjury,  to  prove  that  the  women  were  in  the  riot 
(which  was  the  perjury  assigned),  but  the  defendant's  own  original 
information  on  oath,  which  was  produced  and  read,  and  by  which 
he  had  sworn  that  they  were  in  the  riot.  And  the  judge  thought 
this  evidence  sufficient,  and  the  defendant  was  convicted  and 
transported,  (n)  And  with  respect  to  this  evidence,  it  has  been 
observed,  that  when  the  same  person  has  by  opposite  oaths  asserted 
and  denied  the  same  fact,  the  one  seems  sufficient  to  disprove  the 
other ;  and  with  respect  to  the  defendant  (who  cannot  contradict 
what  he  himself  has  sworn)  is  a  clear  and  decisive  proof,  and  will 
warrant  the  jury  in  convicting  him  on  either,  for  whichsoever  is 
given  in  evidence  to  disprove  the  other,  it  can  hardly  be  in  the 


(0  Reg.  r.  Webster,  1  F.  &  F,  515. 
If  this  case  is  correctly  reported,  it  de- 
serves reconsideration.  The  memorandum 
was  not  itself  admissible,  and  could  only 
be  used  to  refresh  the  memory  of  the  wit- 
ness ;  so  that  the  whole  statement  rested 
on  his  single  oath ;  and,  even  if  the  me- 
morandum had  been  admissiblei  it  would 
only  have  been  the  written  statement  of 
the  witness  and  not  on  oath ;  and  the 
time  when  it  was  made  and  the  veracity 
of  its  statements  must  have  rested  on  his 
single  oath.  See  Rext*.  Lara,  afUe,  vol.  2, 
p.  521,  in  support  of  this  reasoning.  In 
iteg.  t^.  Boulter,  supra,  p.  74,  it  was  not 


even  suggested  that  the  prosecutor^a 
books  could  be  used  to  corroborate  his 
evidence. 

(m)  Rex  V,  Knill,  5  B.  ft  A.  929,  note 
(a).  In  R^.  V,  Hook,  injra,  p.  79, 
Pollock,  C.  B.,  doubted  whether  any  con* 
viction  would  now  be  permitted  in  such 
a  case  as  Rex  v.  Knill. 

(n.)  Anon.  car.  Yates,  J.,  Liancaster 
Sum.  Ass.  1764.  And  afterwards,  Lord 
Mansfield,  C.  J.,  and  Wilmot,  J.,  and 
Aston,  J.,  to  whom  Yates,  J.,  stated  the 
reasons  of  his  judgment,  concmred  in  his 
opinion.  Notes  to  Rex  v.  Hanis,  5  B.  ft 
A.  989,  MS.  Bayley,  J. 
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defendant's  mouth  to  deny  the  truth  of  that  evidence^  as  it  came 
from  himself,  (o) 

But  where  the  defendant  was  indicted  for  perjury,  alleged  to  Contradictory 
have  been  committed  on  the  trial  of  an  indictment  for  larceny,  and  ^f^d^JJ^^ot 
it  appeared  that  the  defendant  had  sworn  to  several  material  facts  sufficient 
before  the  committing  magistrate,  but  when  he  was  called  on  the  without  other 
trial,  denied  the  whole  of  what  he  had  stated  before  the  magis-  ^^id®'*^^* 
trate ;  and  Rex  v.  Knill  and  Arum,  (p)'were  cited  to  show  that 
the  contradiction  by  the  oath  before  the  magistrate  would  alone 
be  sufficient  evidence  to  convict  the  defendant ;  but  Guniey,  B., 
held,  that  it  was  not  sufficient  to  prove  that  the  defendant  had,  on 
two  different    occasions,    given  directly  contradictoiy  evidence, 
although  he  might  have  wilfully  done  so ;  but  that  the  jury  must 
be  satisfied  affirmatively  that  what  he  swore  at  the  trial  was  false ; 
and  that  would  not  be  sufficiently  shown  to  be  fedse  by  the  mere 
fact  that  the  defendant  had  sworn  the  contrary  at  another  time ;  it 
might  be,  that  his  evidence  at  the  trial  was  true,  and  his  deposition 
before  the  magistrate  false.     Thei*e  must  be  such  confirmatory 
evidence  of  the  defendant's  deposition  before  the  magistrate,  as 
proved  that  the  evidence  given  by  the  defendant  at  the  trial  was 
false,  (q) 

So  where  a  prisoner  was  indicted  for  perjury  in  evidence  given 


(o)  From  the  Precedent-book  of  Cfaam- 
bre,  J.,  cited  5  B.  &  A«  ibid. 

(p)  Supra,  notes  (m)  and  (n). 

{q)  R^.  V.  VHieatUnd,  8  0.  &  P.  288. 
AlUioogh  at  first  sight  this  decision  may 
seem  at  variance  with  those  cited,  per- 
haps it  may  not  in  fact  be  so.     In  Rex  v, 
Knill,  the  Court  held  that    « the  jary 
might  infer  the  motive  from  the  circam- 
stances/  none  of  which  are  stated  in  the 
short  minnte  of  the  case ;  some  of  them 
might  have  been  sach  as  to  show  that  the 
one   statement  was  false,  or  the  other 
statement  trae.     In  the  Anonymous  case 
the  defendant  had  been  tampered  with 
alter  his  first  examination,  and  the  evi- 
dence of  the  tampering  with  the  defend- 
ant might  be  sucb  as  to  lead  to  the 
conclusion  that  his  evidence  on  the  trial 
WBs&tse.  But  supposing  those  cases  to  go 
tlie  length  of  estabushing  the  proposition, 
that  the  defendant's  own  evidence  upon 
oaUi  issnfiScient  to  contradict  the  evidence 
on  which  the  peijury  is  assigned,  it  is 
coooeived  they  cannot  be  supported.  The 
prosecutor  may  charge  the  perjury  either 
on  the  one  statement  or  on  the  other,  and 
whichever  he  selects  it  is  clear  that  the 
defendant  could  not  avail  himself  of  a 
plea  of  OMtTefcis  acquit,  or  eonviet  in  case 
ne  were  subsequently  indicted  for  the 
otiier,  and  therefore  he  might  be  twice 
pat  in  jeopardy,  and  perhaps  twice  con- 
victed for  the  same  offence.     The  judg- 
ment in  Bex  v,  Harris,  5  B.  &  Aid.  926, 
18  conclusive  to  show  that  this  is  a  good 
objection.     Again,  such  evidence  leaves 
it  wholly  uncertain  which  of  the  two 
statements  is  true ;  now  it  is  a  clear  rule 
of  criminal  law  that  if  the  evidence  on 
the  part  of  the  proaecution   leaves   it 


wholly  uncertain  whether  the  crime 
charged  has  been  committed  or  not,  the 
defendant  must  be  acc[uitted  ;  and  as  to 
the  observation  that  '  it  can  hardly  be  in 
the  defendant's  mouth  to  deny  the  truth 
of  the  evidence  that  came  from  himself,' 
it  must  be  remembered  that  there  are  two 
statements  upon  oath,  and  if  he  is  to  be 
concluded  from  denying  one  to  be  tnie, 
the  same  reason  would  conclude  him  from 
denying  the  other,  and  it  would  surely  be 
very  unreasonable  to  hold  that  he  is  con- 
cluded to  deny  the  truth  of  whichever 
the  prosecutor  may  think  fit  to  select.  It 
is  conceived,  also,  that  an  indictment 
charging  each  of  the  statements  to  be 
false  in  separate  counts  could  not  suc- 
ceed. The  charges  being  directly  con- 
tradictory the  one  to  the  other,  it  may 
be  doubted  whether  the  grand  jury  would 
be  warranted  in  finding  such  an  indict- 
ment ;  or,  if  found,  whether  it  would  not 
be  bad  on  the  face  of  it ;  and  as  the  de- 
fendant could  only  make  a  defence  to  one 
charge  by  proving  himself  guilty  of  the 
other,  the  judge  would  probably  insist 
upon  the  prosecutor  electing  on  which 
charge  be  would  proceed.  But  supposing 
these  difficulties  to  be  surmounted,  it  is 
not  easy  to  see  how  it  would  be  possible 
for  the  jury  to  find  a  verdict  without  any 
evidence  to  show  which  statement  was 
false.  If  they  found  a  general  verdict 
the V  would  at  one  and  the  same  time  find 
each  of  the  statements  to  be  both  true 
and  false,  unless  indeed  they  were  satis- 
fied that  the  defendant  had,  upon  both 
occasions,  wilfully  sworn  to  matters  about 
which  he  had  no  knowledge  at  all.  ArvU 
pp.  2,  66.     C.  S.  G. 
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before  a  grand  jury,  and  her  deposition  on  the  hearing  of  the 
charge  before  the  committing  magistrate  was  put  in  to  show  that 
the  statement  before  the  grand  jury  was  false ;  Tindal,  C.  J.,  held, 
that  further  evidence  must  be  given  ;  for  if  the  two  contradictory 
statements  on  oath  alone  were  proved,  Tum  C(yasboti  which  was  the 
true  one.  (r) 

And  where  the  prisoner  was  indicted  for  perjury,  and  it  ap- 
peared that  she  had  made  two  statements  on  oath,  one  of  which 
was  directly  at  variance  with  the  other ;  Holroyd,  J.,  is  reported 
to  have  said,  ^  Although  you  may  believe,  that  on  one  or  other 
occasion  she  swore  that  which  was  not  true,  it  Ls  not  a  necessary 
consequence  that  she  committed  perjury ;  for  there  are  cases  in 
which  a  person  might  very  honestly  and  conscientiously  swear  to 
a  particular  fact,  from  the  best  of  his  recollection  and  belief,  and 
from  other  circumstances,  at  a  subsequent  time,  be  convinced  that 
he  was  wrong,  and  swear  to  the  reverse,  without  meaning  to 
swear  falsely  either  time.  Again,  if  a  person  swears  one  thing  at 
one  time,  and  another  at  another,  you  cannot  convict  where 
it  is  not  possible  to  tell  which  was  the  true  and  which  was  the 
false.'  («) 

The  prisoner,  a  policeman,  laid  an  information  against  a  pub- 
lican for  keeping  open  his  house  after  lawful  hours  on  the  fast 
day,  and  on  the  hearing  of  the  information  swore  that  he  knew 
nothing  of  the  matter,  except  what  he  had  been  told  by  another 
person,  and  that  '  fee  Aid  ttot  see  any  person  leave  the  publican's 
house  after  eleven '  on  the  night  in  question.  Perjury  was  assigned 
on  this  last  allegation.  It  was  proved  by  the  clerk  of  the  magis- 
trates that  the  prisoner  on  laying  the  information  said,  he  had 
caught  the  publican ;  he  had  last  night  seen  four  men  leave  his 
house  after  eleven ;  one  of  them  he  could  swear  to ;  it  was  Wil- 
liamson ;  he  knew  him  by  his  coat.  Another  witness  proved  that 
the  prisoner,  on  another  occasion,  made  the  same  statement  to 
him.  A  third  witness,  Williamson,  proved  that,  on  a  third  occa- 
sion, the  prisoner  repeated  the  statement  with  the  vaaiation, '  One 
I  can  swear  to ;  it  was  your  brother.'  It  was  proved  that  Wil- 
liamson and  others  had  left  the  house  on  that  night  after  eleven. 
The  prisoner  on  the  hearing  of  the  information  acknowledged  that 
he  had  offered  to  smash  the  case  for  308.  He  told  another  witness 
he  should  make  the  publican  give  him  money  to  settle  it ;  another 
witness  heard  him  offer  the  publican  to  settle  it  for  1{.,  saying  he 
was  risking  perjury ;  and  another  witness  proved  that  the  prisoner 
owned  he  had  received  lOs.  to  smash  the  case,  and  was  to  have  10«. 
more.  It  was  objected  that  there  was  no  sufficient  evidence,  as 
these  were  only  the  statements  of  the  prisoner  not  dh  oath  against 
that  on  oath.  But,  on  a  case  reserved,  it  was  held  that  the  con- 
viction was  right.  In  addition  to  the  statements  of  the  prisoner, 
there  were  strong  confirmatory  circumstances.  The  prisoner's 
offering  to  smash  the  case  for  one  pound,  his  admitting  that  he 


(r)  Keg.  V.  Hughes,  1  'C.  &K.  519.  The 
false  statement  before  the  grand  jury  was 
that  certain  table-cloths  were  the  pro- 
perty of  the  prisoner's  son,  and  she  had 
sworn  before  the  magistrates  that  they 
were  her  husband's  ;  and  eyidence  of  the 
state  of  the  family  was  given  to  proye 


that  the  latter  statement  must  be  true  ; 
but  Tindal,  C.  J.,  thought  that  there  was 
so  much  doubt  whether  the  prisoner 
might  not  have  sworn  under  a  misappre- 
hension, that  he  directed  an  acquittal, 
(s)  Mary  Jacksou^s  case,  1  Lew.  270. 
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had  received  10^.  and  was  to  receive  10&  more,  and  his  talking  of 
making  the  publican  pay  to  settle  it,  are  strong  evidence  to  show 
that  what  he  stated  upon  his  oath  was  false,  and  that  his  state* 
ments  not  upon  oath  were  true,  (t) 

In  the  following  case,  it  was  doubted  whether  the  rule,  which  Mudie's  case. 
requires  two  witnesses,  was  satisfied  by  several  witnesses,  each  Several  wit- 

^..  ,'.  j./'*rix  T-         neaaes  spoak- 

supportmg  a  separate  assignment  of  perjury,  but  no  two  speaking  ing  to  several 
to  the  same  assignment.     Upon  the  trial  of  an  indictment  for  assignments 
perjury,  alleged  to  have  been  committed  by  an  insolvent  debtor  ^^  v^^l"^^- 
in  falsely  swearing  to  the  correctness  of  his  schedule,  the  de- 
fendant's account-book,  given  by  him   to  the  Insolvent  Debtors 
Court,  was  put  in,  and  several  persons,  whose  names  were  speci- 
fied in  the  indictment  as  debtors,  and  omitted  in  the  schedule, 
appeared  in  the  book  as  debtors  to  the  defendant,  and  '  paid '  was 
marked  to  their  accounts  in  the    defendcint's    writing.     These 
persons  were  called,  and  stated  that  they  did  not  pay  until  after 
the  petition  and  schedule.     It  was  objected  that  this   was  not 
sufficient  evidence,  inasmuch  as  it  was  only  oath  against  oath,  the 
defendant  having  sworn  that  the  debts  were  paid  ;  a  single  witness, 
with  respect  to  each  particular  debt,  swore  that  it  was  not  paid  at 
the  particular  time  of  the  schedule.     Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.,  '  I  feel 
the  force  of  the  objection.     It  is  a  very  important  point  whether 
the  defendant's  book,  and  the  oath  on  one  side,  be  not  met  by 
the  oath  of  the  witnesses  on  the  other  side.     It  would  be  very 
difficult  to  give  any  other  evidence.     I  will  not  stop  the  case.     If 
the  defendant  is  convicted,  you  can  move  for  a  new  trial.'  (u) 

But  it  has  since  been  held,  that  the  rule  which  requires  two  The  mle  ap- 
witnesses,  or  one  witness  and  some  sufficient  corroboration,  applies  pii®^  *®  ^"^^ 
to  every  assignment  of  perjury  in  an  indictment.     Where,  there-  Ji^^^t^f 
fore,  an  indictment  contains  several  assignments  of  perjury,  it  is  perjury, 
not  sufficient  to  disprove  each  of  them  by  one  witness ;  but  in 
order  to  convict  on  any  one  assignment,  there  roust  be  either  two 
witnesses,  or  one  witness  and  corroborative  evidence,  to  negative 
the  truth  of  the' matter  contained  in  such  assignment.     The  pri- 
soner was  indicted  for  perjury,  alleged  to  have  been  committed  in 
an  affidavit  to  obtain  a  criminal  information,  in  which  he  had 
sworn  that  he  had  paid  all  his  debts,  except  two,  as  to  which 


(0  Reg.  V.  Hook,  D.  k  B.  606. 
Wightman,  J.,  said,  '  It  is  not  necessary 
that  there  should  be  two  independent 
witnesses  to  contradict  the  particular  fact, 
if  there  be  two  pieces  of  evidence  in  di- 
rect contradiction.  Hero  one  piece  of 
evidence  is  that  the  prisoner  himself  is 
proved  to  have  made  statements  directly 
contrary  to  his  statement  on  oath  ;  that 
alone  would  not  do  ;  but  in  addition  to 
that  you  have  the  oaths  of  other  witnesses, 
which  go  to  show  that  that  which  he 
stated  when  not  upon  oath  was  true  ;  and 
therefore  you  have  two  pieces  of  evidence. 
1  on^t  rather  to  put  it  that,  instead  of 
two  witnesses  being  necessary  to  prove 
each  fact,  yon  must  have  the  evidence  of 
two  persons  giving  evidence  in  contra- 
diction to  what  has  been  sworn  to  by  the 
prisoner;  as,  one  witness  who  could 
prove,  as  in  this  cose,  that  on  other  occa- 


sions the  prisoner  had  stated  that  wLich 
was  diametrically  opposed  to  that  which 
he  has  sworn,  and  the  other  witness  to 
give  evidence  of  that  which  is  directly 
opposite.  You  have  therefore  two  con- 
traoictions  :  you  have  the  contradiction 
of  the  prisoner  himself,  as  dc{X)sed  to  on 
oath  by  one  witness,  and  you  have  the 
contradiction  of  another  independent  wit- 
ness, who  speaks  to  the  falsenood  of  the 
fact ;  you,  therefore,  have  two  indepen- 
dent contradictions  on  oath.*  It  ii  to  bo 
observed  that,  as  it  was  proved  that  in 
feet  the  men  did  leave  the  public-house, 
as  stated  by  the  prisoner  when  he  laid  the 
information,  the  only  question  really  was 
whether  he  saw  them  leave  it. 

(u)  Rer  «.  Mudie,  1  M.  &  Rob.  128. 
The  defendant  was  acquitted  on  another 
ground  ;  see  the  same  case,  post^  p.  102. 
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To  what  tbe 
rule  requiring 
two  witnesses 
extends. 


Although  an 
assignment  of 
I)erjury  must 
be  proved  by 
two  witnesses, 
it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  prove 
by  two  wit- 
nesses every 
fact  which 
goes  to  make 
out  the  assign- 
ment of  per- 
jury. 


An  admission 
stands  on  the 
ground  of  a 
confession. 

A  judge's 
notes  are  not 
admissible  in 


there  was  an  explanation,  and  there  were  several  assignments  of 
perjury  averring  that  he  had  not  paid  certain  persons  who  were 
named  (besides  the  two  excepted  ones),  and  such  persons  proved 
that  they  had  not  been  paid,  but  only  spoke  to  their  respective 
debts  not  having  been  paid ;  Tindal,  C.  J.,  held  that  this  was  not 
sufficient,  and  that  as  to  each  debt  there  should  be  the  testimony 
of  two  witnesses,  or  of  one  witness,  and  such  confirmatory  evidence 
as  was  equivalent  to  the  testimony  of  a  second  witness,  (y) 

The  rule  that  the  testimony  of  a  single  witness  is  insufficient  to 
warrant  a  conviction  on  a  charge  of  perjury,  is  an  arbitrary  rule, 
founded  upon  the  general  apprehension  that  it  would  be  unsafe  to 
convict  in  a  case  where  there  is  merely  the  oath  of  one  man  to  be 
weighed  against  the  oath  of  another ;  (w)  and  it  should  be  ob- 
served, that  this  rule  does  not  extend  to  all  the  facts,  which  are 
necessary  to  be  proved  on  the  trial  of  an  indictment  for  perjury ; 
but  only  to  the  proof  of  the  falsity  of  the  matter  upon  which 
the  peijury  is  assigned.  Thus,  the  holding  of  the  court,  the 
proceedings  in  it,  the  administering  the  oath,  and  even  the 
evidence  given  by  the  defendant,  may  all  be  proved  by  one 
witness,  (a?) 

The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  having  falsely  sworn  that  one 
Prosser  never  was  out  of  his  sight  between  the  hours  of  7  A.M. 
and  10  A.M.  on  a  certain  day,  and  two  witnesses  proved  that  they 
saw  Prosser  at  8J  A.M.  on  that  day  near  Lane's  Fallow,  but 
could  not  tell  whether  the  prisoner  was  in  sight  of  Prosser  or  not, 
as  the  fences  were  high.  Another  witness  proved  that  at  9  A.M. 
the  same  morning  he  saw  the  prisoner  alone  and  on  foot  at  a  place 
more  than  six  miles  from  Lane's  Fallow.  It  was  objected  that 
the  assignment  of  perjury  was  not  proved  by  two  witnesses. 
Patteson,  J.,  '  It  is  necessary  to  have  two  witnesses  to  prove  an 
assignment  of  perjury ;  but  there  need  not  be  two  witnesses  te 
prove  every  fact  necessary  te  make  out  an  assignment  of  perjury. 
If  the  false  swearing  be  that  two  persons  were  together  at  a 
certain  time,  and  the  assignment  of  perjury  that  they  were  not 
together  at  that  time,  evidence  by  one  witness  that  at  the  time 
named  the  one  was  at  London,  and  by  another  witness  that  the 
other  was  at  York,  would  be  a  sufficient  proof  of  the  assignment 
ofperjury.'(t/) 

Where  a  statement  made  by  a  prisoner  is  in  the  nature  of  an 
admission  that  a  previous  statement  on  oath  is  false,  it  is  te  be 
dealt  with  as  a  confession,  and  not  as  falling  within  the  cases 
which  have  just  been  noticed,  {z) 

Where  on  an  indictment  for  perjury  committed,  on  a  trial 
before  a  Queen's  counsel  at  the  assizes,  his  notes  of  the  evidence, 


(v)  Keg.  V.  Parker,  Stamford  Sum.  Ass. 
1842.  MSS.  C.  S.  G.  aod  C.  &  M.  689. 
"Where  an  assignment  of  perjury  was  in  tbe 
vague  tenns  mat  defendant  falsely  swore 
that  he  had  not  treated  a  certain  person 
to  brandy,  &c.,  on  a  certain  day,  instead 
of  in  the  definite  terms,  that  he  had  not 
treated  him  at  a  ^articuhir  public-house, 
on  a  certain  day,  it  was  held,  that  proof 
of  treating  at  two  public-houses  by  two 
distinct  witnesses,  was  sufficient  to  sup- 


port a  conviction,  because  any  witness  of 
a  treating  at  a  separate  time  and  place 
on  the  same  day,  was  sufficient  corrobo- 
ration of  the  witness  who  spoke  only  to 
one  act  of  treating.  R.  v.  Hare,  18  Cox, 
C.  C.  174.     Denman,  J. 

(w)  8  Stark.  £Tid.  859. 

{x)    See  2  Hawk.  P.  C.  c  46,  8.  10. 

(2^)  Reg.  V,  Roberts.  2  C.  ft  K.  607. 

(z)  See  Reg.  «  Hook,  D.  &  B.  606,  per 
Byles,  J. 
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proved   to  be    in  his  handwriting,  were  tendered  in   evidence ;  evidence,  but 
Talfourd,  J.,  held  that  they  were  inadmissible,  (a)  "^^^^  ^   ^ 

The  incompetency  of  w^itnesses  on  the  ground  of  interest  is  re-  ^he  memory. 
moved  by  the  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  85,  14  &  15  Vict.  c.  99,  and  16  &  17  competency  of 
Vict,  a  83,  and  therefore  the  decisions  on  that  subject  are  omitted,   witnesses. 
See  these  statutes,  noticed  post,  Evidence. 

Where  a  bill  of  indictment  was  preferred  against  the  defendant  Chairman  at 
for  peijury,  alleged  to   have  been  committed   on  a  trial  at  the  ^onfnot^ 
Quarter  Sessions,  and  it  was  proposed  to  examine  one  of  the  grand  allowed  to  bo 
jury,  who  had  acted  as  chairman  of  the  Quarter  Sessions  at  the  examined  as  a 
trial  at  which  the  alleged  perjury  was  committed,  but  that  gentle-  ^*'^®"' 
man  expressed  a  desire  not  to  be  examined  as  a  witness,  and  the 
grand  jury  wished  to  know  whether  they  ought  to  examine  him 
or  not ;  Patteson,  J.,  held  that  they  ought  not  to  examine  him. 
He  was  the  president  of  a  Court  of  Record,  and  it  would  be  dan- 
gerous to  allow  such  an  examination,  as  the  judges  of  England  might 
be  called  upon  to  state  what  occurred  before  them  in  court.  (6) 

In  a  case  of  perjury  where  the  statements  of  the  prisoner  had  Judge  of  a 
not  been  taken  down  and  were  proved  from  memory,  some  ob-  «>^^*y  ^'"*' 
servations  being  made  as  to  the  judge  of  the  county  court  who 
bad  tried  the  case  not  being  called  to  prove  his  notes,  though  he 
was  willing  to  appear;  Byles>  J.,  said  that  the  judges  of  the 
superior  courts  ought  not,  of  course,  to  be  called  upon  to  produce 
their  notes.  If  he  were  subpoenaed  for  such  a  purpose  he  should 
certainly  refuse  to  appear.  But  the  same  objection  was  not 
applicable  to  the  judges  of  inferior  courts  :  he  saw  no  reason  why 
they  should  not  be  called,  especially  where,  as  in  this  case,  the 
judge  was  willing  to  appear,  (c) 

It  has  been  holden,  that  if  a  count  in  an  indictment  for  pei^'ury  Proof  cf  the 
undertake  to  set  out  continuously  the  substance  and  effect  of  what  Jefeiidant 
the  defendant  swore  when  examined  as  a  witness,  it  is  necessary,  ^ ^wlStonc*^ 
in  support  of  this  count,  to  prove  that  in  substance  and  effect  he  and  tffe<^. 
swore  the  whole  of  that  which  is  thus  set  out  as  his  evidence, 
although  the  count  contains  several  distinct  assignments  of  perjury. 
It  was  urged  in  support  of  the  prosecution  that  reddendo  singula 
singulis,  the  defendant  was  charged  with  swearing  separately  in 
answer  to  all  the  questions  that  were  mentioned.     But  Lord  Ellen- 
borough,  C.  J.,  said,  'Suppose  you  had  undertaken  to  set  out  the 
tenor  of  what  the  defendant  swore,  and  it  should  appear  by  the 


(a)  Beg.  V.  Child,  5  Cox,  C.  C.  197. 

(6)  R^.  V.  Gazard,  8  C.  &  P.  595.    In 
Ilex  V.  Jones,  6  C.  &  P.  137^  on  an  in- 
dictment for  perjury  the  chairman  of  the 
'Woroestersbire  Quarter  Sessions  proved 
what  a  witness  swore  on  a  trial  before 
him  at  the  Quarter  Sessions.     In  Reg.  v, 
Gaard,  the  chairman  was  required  as  a 
witness  for  the  same  purpose,  and,  not 
bcinff  examined,  the  bill  was  ignored.  Mr. 
Starkie,   after  citing  this  case,  adds  a 
quaare,  without  stating  any  reason  for  so 
doing.     3  Stark.   £vid.   &61.     it  ma^, 
bowerer,  have  struck  him  that  no  sum- 
cient  reason  could  be  assigned  for  the  de- 
cision. It  would,  no  doubt,  be  extremely 
inconrenient  if   the  judges  were  callea 
upon  to  nve  eyidence  as  to  what  occurred 
before  them  in  court,  but  the  inconve- 

TOL.  III. 


nience  in  the  case  of  chairmen  of  Quar- 
ter Sessions  is  comparatively  slight,  espe- 
cially as  they  are  usually  present  at  the 
Assizes,  and  the  eyidence  must  be  given 
in  the  county  where  they  are  chairmen. 
Assuming,  however,    that  the  inconve- 
niences in  their  case  were  considerable,  it 
seems  worthy  of  further  consideration 
how  far  that  can  prevent  their  liability 
to  be  called  as  witnesses.      The  general 
rule  undoubtedly  is,  that  every  person  is 
liable  to  be  compelled  to  give  evidence  in 
a  criminal  case,  and  it  may  be  dangerous 
to  introduce  exceptions  which  may  pre- 
vent persons  from  giving  evidence  either 
for  the    crown   or  for   the    defendant. 
C.  S.  G. 
(c)  Reg.  V,  Harvey,  8  Cox,  C.  C.  99. 
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evidence  that  he  had  not  sworn  a  material  part  of  that  which  was 

set  out,  would  not  this  have  been  fatal  ?  Having  taken  upon  you  to 

state  the  svhatance  and  effect  of  what  he  swore,  you  are  not  bound 

down  to  precise  words  ;  but  must  you  not  prove  that  he  swore  in 

substance  and  eflfect  the  whole  that  you  have  stated  ?    You  aver 

that  part  of  the  defendant's  evidence  concerning  the  assurance 

given  by  Lord  Headley  to  be  material,  and  you  have  not  proved 

that  he  swore  to  any  such  assurance.     Did  you  ever  know  the 

rule  reddendo  singvXa  evnguUs  applied  to  a  misrecital  ?    Is  there 

any  authority  to  show  that  under  secvmdvmi  auhstantmra  you  are 

not  bound  to  prove  the  substaTice  of  what  you  state,  as  under 

secvi/ndv/m  tenorem  you  are  bound  to  prove  the  tenor  ?    To  hold 

otherwise  would  be  to  introduce  a  most  dangerous  latitude  into 

criminal  proceedings.     I  am  decidedly  of  opinion  that  you  have 

failed  in  the  proof  of  a  substantial  allegation.     It  is  essential  to 

the  security  of  innocence,  that  words  set  out  in  the  record  should 

be  either  literally  or  substantially  proved.     A  person  giving  his 

assurance  generally,  and  giving  his  assurance  for  the  performance 

of  a  particular  stipulation,  are  allowed  to  be  entirely  diflferent.     If 

a  man  swears  falsely  to  several  material  questions,  these  may  be 

included  in  distinct  counts.'  (d) 

It  appears  to  have  been  ruled,  that  upon  an  indictment  for  per- 
jury committed  at  the  trial  of  a  cause,  the  prosecutor  must  prove 
the  whole  of  the  defendant's  testimony,  (e)  unless  the  peijury  be 
assigned  upon  a  point  which  first  arose  upon  the  defendant's 
cross-examination,  in  which  case  proof  of  the  whole  cross-exami- 
nation has  been  ruled  to   be  sufficient.  (/)     And   the  ground 


{d)  Rexr.  Leefe,  2  Campb.  184.  The 
learned  reporter  says,  *  I  find  no  decision 
or  dictam  in  the  books  as  to  the  evidence 
of  the  woi*ds  sworn  which  is  necessary  to 
support  an  indictment  for  perjury.  For 
the  general  principles  upon  this  subject, 
vide  2  Hawk.  P.  C.  c.  46,  sa.  84,  86,  86. 
Compagnonr.  Martin,  2  Bl.  Kep.  790.' 
The  count  upon  which  the  question,  in 
this  case  turned,  alleged  that  a  committee 
was  appointed  and  met  to  try  the  merits 
of  a  petition  complaining  of  an  undue 
election,  that  certain  questions  were  ma- 
terial, and  that  the  defendant  swore 
'touching  the  said  material  questions,  and 
the  merits  of  the  said  petition,'  in  sub- 
stance and  effect  as  follows, — that  be,  by 
the  directions  of  J.  L.,  waited  upon  Lord 
H.  and  proposed  to  the  said  Lord  H.  that 
the  said  J.  L.  would  decline  upon  the 
expenses  being  paid  him,  including  the 
previous  expenses  of  the  day  before  ;  that 
Lord  H.  agreed  that  the  said  expenses 
should  be  paid,  including  the  expenses 
that  had  been  incurred  at  different  inns 
in  the  town  ;  t^at  J.  U's  voters  were  to 
be  applied  to  in  consequence  of  that  ar- 
rangement for  the  purpose  of  voting  for 
the  said  Lord  H.,  and  that  the  defendant 
enumerated  the  expenses;  that  the  de- 
•  fendant  upon  his  return  to  the  commit- 
tee of  the  said  J.  L.  communicated  to 
them  what  had  so  passed  between  the 
said  Lord  H.  and  hun ;  and  that  the 
said  committee  dispersed  to  carry  the 


said  agreement  into  effect ;  and  that  the 
said  J.  L.  asked  the  defendant  if  the  ex- 
penses were  secured ;  and  that  the  de- 
fendant told  the  said  J.  L.  his  lordship 
had  given  his  assurance  theU  it  should  he 
80.  The  assignments  of  perjury  nega- 
tived each  of  these  statements,  and  it 
was  proved  that  every  thing  alleged  was 
sworn,  except  the  last  words  '  that  it 
should  be  so. '  The  decision  in  this  case 
seems  questionable.  As  it  is  clearly  set- 
tled that  a  defendant  may  be  convicted 
of  any  one  distinct  assignment  of  per- 
jur}',  though  acquitted  ofall  the  rest ;  see 
post,  p.  99,  note  (h) ;  there  seems  no 
reason  why  proof  of  having  sworn  the 
matter  ne^tived  by  one  assignment  should 
not  be  sufficient.  In  the  case  of  obtain- 
ing goods  by  false  pretences,  it  is  clearly 
settled  that  proof  of  any  one  false  pre- 
tence, and  that  the  goods  were  obtained 
by  that  pretence,  is  sufficient,  ante,  vol. 
2,  p.  698 ;  and  that  is  a  stronger  case, 
because  t^ere  the  indictment  in  effect 
avers  that  all  the  pretences  operated  to- 
wards the  obtaining  the  goods.  In  per- 
jury each  assignment  of  peijury  is  sepa- 
rate and  distinct,  and  the  court  will  give 
judgment  upon  one,  although  all  the 
others  are  bad  in  point  of  law.  Reg.  r. 
Rhodes,  2  Lord  Raym.  886.     C.  S.  G. 

(eS  Rex  v.  Jones,  Peake,  N.  P.  C.  87, 
Lord  Eenyon,  C.  J. 

(/)  Rex  «.  Dowlin,  Peake,  N.  P.  C. 
170,  Lord  Kenyon,  C.  J. 
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upon   which   proof  of  the   whole  of  the  examination  or  cross- 
examination  was  ruled  to  be  necessary  in  these  cases  appears  to 
have  been,  that  possibly  the  defendant  might  have  corrected  in 
some  part  of  such  examinations  any  mistake  he  had  made  in  other 
parts.     But  it  is  observed,  that  this  doctrine  of  compelling  the 
prosecutor  to  prove  more  than  a  prima  facie  case  is  an  anomaly 
m  the  criminal  law ;  that  in  general  the  party  indicting  is  not 
bound  to  anticipate  matters  of  defence,  which  it  lies  on  the  pri- 
soner to  bring  forward ;  and  that  it  does  not  seem  that,  in  this 
ease,  the  party  indicted  would  sustain  hardship  in  being  com- 
pelled to  show  that  he  had  corrected  the  part  of  his  evidence 
assigned,  (gr)     And  it  is  said  by  another  learned  writer,  that  at 
most  the  rule  seems  to  amount  to  this,  that  all  the  evidence  given 
by  the  defendant,  in  reference  to  the  particular  fact  on  which  per- 
jury is  assigned,  ought  to  be  proved,  {h)     And  the  rule  hardly 
seems  to  be  necessary  for  the  protection  of  the  defendant,  as  it 
wDl  be  open  to  him  to  cross-examine  the  witness  by  whom  his 
statements  upon  oath  are  proved,  whether  he  did  not  in  some 
other  parts  of  his  evidence  correct  or  explain  those  statements 
upon  which  the  prosecution  is  founded,  and  unless  the  witness  can 
positively  deny  any  such  correction  or  explanation,  or  if  he  admits 
that  they  may  have  occurred,  the  proof  will  probably  be  deemed 
insufficient  for  a  conviction.    And  it  will  of  course  be  open  to  the 
defendant  to  prove  that  any  corrections  or  explanations  were  given 
by  him  in  other  parts  of  his  evidence,  {i)    And  it  has  since  been  Proof  of  all 
held,  upon  a  case  reserved,  that  on  an  indictment  for  perjury  com-  *^*  ^"^  8^^®^ 
mitted  on  the  trial  of  a  cause,  it  is  sufficient  to  go  to  the  jury,  if  a  SciJar  point  is 
witness  states  from  recollection  the  evidence  that  the  defendant  safficient. 
gave,  though  he  did  not  take  it  down  in  writing,  and  cannot  say 
with  certainty  that  it  was  all  the  evidence  the  defendant  gave,  if 
he  can  say  with  certainty  that  it  was  all  he  gave  on  that  point, 
and  that  he  said  nothing  to  qualify  it.  {]) 

Where  a  prisoner  is  indicted  for  perjury  in  evidence  given  on  The  proae- 
the  trial  of  a  cause,  it  is  only  necessary  for  the  prosecution  to  prove  ^"^^^  ^^^ 
so  much  of  that  evidence  as  is  relevant  to  the  matter  in  issue  on  much^of^hr 
the  trial  for  perjury  ;  but  if  the  prosecution  prove  the  whole  of  his  priaoner's  evi- 
evidence,  and  it  refers  to  any  deed  or  other  document,  which  is  so  ^^f^  *?  J^  h 
mixed  up  with  it,  that  it  is  necessary  to  be  read  in  order  to  make  matter^in      * 
the  evidence  intelligible,  the  prisoner  is  entitled  to  have  it  put  in  qnestion  on 

the  trial  for 
perjury. 


{g)  2  Chit  Crim.  L.  812,  referring  to 
1  8i(L  41S,  Rez  v.  Carr. 

(A)  3  Stark.  Evid.  858.  And  the  author 
fbrther  observes,  that  the  rule  even  to 
thu  efTeet  appears  to  be  a  doubtful  one  ; 
for  when  it  has  once  been  proved  that 
particular  facts,  positiyely  and  deliber- 
ately sworn  to  by  the  defendant  in  any 
part  of  his  eyidenoe,  were  falsely  sworn 
to,  it  seenis  in  principle  to  be  incum- 
"heoX  on  him  to  prove,  if  he  can,  that  in 
other  parts  of  his  testimony  he  ex- 
plained or  qualified  that  which  he  had  so 
sworn. 

(ii  Rex  V.  Carr,  1  Sid.  418. 

Oi  Rex  V.  Rowley,  R.  &  M.  C.  C.  R. 
Ill,  and  R.  &  M.   N.  P.  R.  229,  where 


Littledale,  J.,  is  reported  to  have  said, 
*  1  take  the  true  rule  to  be  this,  that  aU 
the  evidence  referable  to  the  fact  ou 
which  the  perjury  is  assigned  must  be 
proved.'  In  Kex  v,  Munton,  8  C.  &  P.  498, 
three  witnesses  stated  what  the  defendant 
had  said  on  the  trial  of  an  indictment  for 
an  assault,  and  the  defendant  was  con- 
victed, although  none  of  the  witnesses 
took  down  the  evidence  as  it  was  given, 
and  none  of  them  professed  to  state  the 
whole  of  the  evidence  given.  And  this 
course  has  been  followed  in  subsequent 
cases.  Reg.  w.  Meek,  reported,  9  C.  &  P. 
513,  as  to  another  point.  Reg.  v.  Ann 
Bird,  Gloucester  Spr.  Ass.  1812,  Cress- 
well,  J. 

o  2 
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Proof  of  an- 
thority  to  ad- 
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Acting  as  an 
oflSoer  suffi- 
cient. 


Acting  as  a 
judge  of  a 
coonty  court. 


and  read  for  that  purpose ;  but  he  is  not  entitled  to  require  it 
to  be  regularly  proved  by  calling  the  attesting  witness  or  the 
like,  {k) 

It  is  sufficient  to  suppoii  the  averment  that  the  party  adminis- 
tering the  oath  had  competent  authority  for  that  purpose,  to  show 
in  the  first  instance  that  he  acted  as  a  person  having  such  autho- 
rity. Tlius,  upon  an  indictment  for  perjury  before  a  surrogate 
in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  it  was  ruled,  that  the  fact  of  the  per- 
son who  administered  the  oath  having  acted  as  a  surrogate  was 
sufficient  primd  fade  evidence  of  his  having  been  duly  appointed, 
and  having  authority  to  administer  it.  And  Lord  Ellenborough, 
C.  J.,  said,  "  I  think  the  fact  of  Dr.  Parson  having  acted  as  surro- 
gate is  sufficient  primd  facie  evidence  that  he  was  duly  appointed 
and  had  competent  authority  to  administer  the  oath.  I  cannot 
for  this  purpose  make  any  distinction  between  the  Ecclesiastical 
Courts  and  other  jurisdictions.  It  is  a  general  presumption  of 
law,  that  a  person  acting  in  a  public  capacity  is  duly  authorized  so 
to  do.'  (I)  But  it  was  holden,  in  the  same  case,  that  upon  its  ap- 
pearing that  the  surrogate  was  appointed  contrary  to  the  canon 
(which  requires  that  no  judicial  act  shall  be  speeded  by  any  eccle- 
siastical judge,  unless  in  the  presence  of  the  registrar  or  his 
deputy,  or  other  persons  by  law  allowed  in  that  behalf),  his  ap- 
pointment was  a  nullity,  and  the  averment  that  he  had  authority 
to  administer  the  oath  was  negatived,  (m)  So  where  perjury  was 
assigned  upon  an  affidavit  sworn  before  Chell,  a  commissioner, 
&c.,  and  it  was  proved  that  Chell  acted  as  a  special  commissioner 
for  taking  the  affidavits  of  parties  in  prison,  or  unable  from  sick- 
ness to  attend  before  a  judge ;  Patteson,  J.,  held  that  this  was 
sufficient  evidence  that  Chell  was  a  commissioner,  and  that  it  was 
not  necessary  to  prove  the  commission  under  which  the  affidavit 
was  taken,  upon  the  general  principle  that  a  person  acting  as  a 
public  officer  must  be  taken  to  have  authority  as  such,  and  that  a 
commissioner  for  taking  affidavits  came  within  that  principle,  (n) 
So  where  an  affidavit  was  alleged  to  have  been  sworn  before  R. 
G.  Whatley,  a  commissioner,  '  then  and  there  being  duly  autho- 
rized and  empowered  to  take  affidavits  in  the  said  county  of  G.  in 
or  concerning  any  cause  depending  in  Her  Majesty's  Court  of 
Exchequer,*  and  it  was  proved  that  Whatley  had  acted  as  a  com- 
missioner for  taking  affidavits  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer  for  ten 
years ;  but  had  never  seen  his  commission.  He  had,  however, 
directed  it  to  be  applied  for  ten  years  before  through  his  agent, 
and  had  been  told  by  him  that  it  had  been  granted ;  it  was  held 
that  Whatley's  acting  as  a  commissioner  was  primd  facie  evidence 
that  he  was  so.  (o) 

Where  in  order  to  prove  an  allegation  in  an  indictment  for  per- 
jury that  a  county  court  was  duly  constituted  under  the  9  &  10 
Vict.  c.  95,  a  Gazette  was  put  in,  but  it  turned  out  to  be  a  wrong 
one ;  Maule,  J.,  held  that  proof  that  the  judge  acted  in  the  capa- 


(1e)  Keg.  V.  Smith,  1  F.  &  F.  98, 
Erie,  J. 

{V)  Eex  V.  Verelst,  SCampb.  482.  Bex 
V.  Cresswell,  2  Chit.  Cr.  I^  312.  S.  P. 
per  Lord  Ellenborough,  C.  J. 

(m)  Rex  V.  Verelst,  sujira. 


(n)  Rex  V.  Howard,  1  M.  &  Rob.  187. 

(o)  Reg.  V,  Newton,  1  C.  &  K.  469. 
Atcherley,  Serjt.,  after  conmilting  Tin- 
dal,  C.  f.  The  defendant  had  requested 
Whatley  to  act  as  commissioner  in  taking 
this  particular  affidavit. 
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city  of  a  judge  of  the  court,  in  pursuance  of  and  under  the  County 
Courts  Act,  would  suflSce.  (p) 

It  has  been  held  that  an  indictment  for  perjury  in  an  affidavit  Perjury  in  an 
sworn  in  the  Insolvent  Debtora  Court  by  an  insolvent,  respecting  f^^^nt'**  *^* 
the  state  of  his  property  and  expenditure,  for  the  purpose  of  ob-  court 
taining  an  extended  time  to  petition  under  the  7  Geo.  4,  c.  57,  s.  10, 
cannot  be  supported,  without  proving  that  the  court  by  its  practice 
required  such  an  affidavit :  and  it  was  also  held  that  such  proof 
was  not  given  by  an  officer  of  the  court  producing  printed  rules, 
purporting  to  be  rules  of  the  court,  which  he  had  obtained  from 
the  cl^rk  of  the  rules,  and  was  in  the  habit  of  delivering  out  as  the 
rules  of  the  court,  but  which  were  not  otherwise  shown  to  be  sanc- 
tioned by  the  court ;  the  officer  professing  to  have  no  knowledge  of 
the  practice  except  from  such  printed  rules,  {q) 

The  taking  the  oath  must  be  proved  as  it  is  alleged.  There-  The  oath  muit 
fore,  if  it  be  aven-ed  that  the  defendant  was  sworn  upon  the  Holy  ^^^*^  " 
Gospels,  &c.,  and  it  turned  out  that  he  was  sworn  in  some  other 
manner,  according  to  some  particular  custom,  and  not  upon  the 
Grospels,  the  variance  will  be  fatal,  (s)  But  where  the  allegation 
in  an  indictment  was,  that  on  the  tinal  of  an  action  the  prisoner 
'  was  duly  sworn,  and  took  his  corporal  oath  on  the  Holy  Gfospel  of 
God,'  and  the  proof  was  that  the  witness  was  sworn  and  examined  ; 
and  it  was  objected  that  the  particular  mode  of  swearing  must  be 
proved,  as  the  evidence  given  would  apply  to  the  oath  of  a  Jew,  or 
person  of  any  other  religion  than  the  Christian ;  Littledale,  J.,  held 
the  evidence  sufficient,  as  the  ordinary  mode  of  swearing  was  the 
one  specified,  (f) 

The  recital  of  the  place  where  the  oath  is  administered  in  the  The  place 
jurat  has  always  been  considered  as  a  sufficient  proof  that  the  oath  ^^at^d  in  the 
was  administered  at  the  place  named,  (u)     Where,  therefore,  per-  J^ence  that 
jury  was  assigned  on  an  answer  in  chancery,  and  the  defendant's   the  defendant 
signature  to  the  answer,  and  that  of  the  Master  in  Chancery  to  the  ^*«  sworn 
jurat,  were  proved,  and  that  Southampton  Buildings,  which  the  conclusive  ^^^ 
jurat  recited  as  the  place  where  the  oath  was  administered,  was  in 
the  county  of  Middlesex  ;  Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.,  held  that  this  was 
sufficient  proof  that  the  oath  was  administered  in  Middlesex,  {v) 
So  where  on  an  indictment  for  peijury  committed  in  an  affidavit, 
the  original  affidavit  was  produced  ;  and  it  was  proved  to  be  signed 
'John  Turner,*  in  the  handwriting  of  the  prisoner,  and  the  jurat 
was  '  Sworn  in  open  court  at  Westminster  Hall,  the  10th  day  of 
June,  1846,  By  the  court,'  and  it  was  proved  that  the  words  'By 
the  court '  were  in  the  handwriting  of  one  of  the  masters  of  the 
court,  by  whom  the  jurats  of  affidavits  are  signed  when  the  affida- 
vits are  sworn  in  court ;  it  was  objected  that  it  should  be  shown 
that  the  master  was  in  court  when  the  prisoner  was  sworn  before 
him.     Erie,  J.,  '  We  have  proof  of  the  handwriting  of  the  party 
Bwom^  and  of  the  officer,  who  is  authorized  to  administer  the  oath  ; 

{p)  Reg.  V.  Ward,  3  Cox,  C.  C.  279.  {s)  3  Stark.  Evid.  867.     Rex  ©.  M*Ar- 

{q)  Rex  V.  Koops,  6  Ad.  &  £.  198,  1  thur,  Peake's  case,  155. 

N.  ft  P.  82a     It  was  also  contended  (J)  Rex  v,  Rowley,  R.  &  M.  N.  P.  R. 

forthe  defendant  that  the  Insolvent  Co\n\,  299. 

had  DO  power  to  make  the  rule,  and  that  {u)  Per  Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.     Rex  v. 

the  offence  waa  at  any  rate  not  peijury  ;  Spencer,  R.  &  M.  K.  P.  R.  97.  1  C.  &  P. 

bat  no  opinion  was  expressed  upon  these  260. 

pointSw  (^)  Rc^c  V.  Spencer,  supra. 
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and  when  an  oflScer  thus  authorized  writes  under  a  proper  jurat 
the  words  "By  the  court,"  I  think  that  that  is  sufficient  evidence 
that  the  affidavit  was  sworn  before  him,  and  properly  sworn  in 
court.*  {w)  But  a  variance  as  to  the  place  of  taking  the  oath  will 
not  be  material,  if  it  be  proved  to  have  been  taken  in  the  county 
where  the  defendant  is  indicted,  {x)  And  upon  an  indictment  in 
Middlesex,  it  may  be  shown  that  the  oath  was  in  fact  taken 
in  Middlesex,  although  the  jurat  state  it  to  have  been  sworn  in 
London,  {y) 

On  a  trial  in  Michaelmas  term,  62  Geo.  3,  of  an  indictment 
Against  a  bankrupt  for  perjury  before  the  commissioners  in  passing 
his  last  examination  under  the  bankrupt  laws  then  in  force.  Lord 
Ellenborough  said,  *  I  am  strongly  inclined  to  think  that  you  ought 
to  give  strict  evidence  of  the  bankruptcy.  Unless  the  defendant 
recdly  was  a  bankrupt,  the  examination  was  unauthorized.  It  goes 
to  the  authority  of  the  commissioners  to  administer  the  oath. 
Their  authority  takes  its  root,  not  in  the  commission,  but  in  the 
bankruptcy.  While  the  commission  subsists  its  validity  may  be 
assumed  for  certain  civil  purposes;  but  when  a  criminal  case  occurs, 
unless  the  party  was  a  bankrupt  all  falls  to  the  ground.  However^ 
I  will  save  the  point'  {z) 

The  indictment  stated  that  A.  P.  carried  on  the  business  of  a 
builder,  and  that  he  was  indebted  to  W.  B.  in  the  sum  of  lOOi.  and 
aSnrtawit-  "P^^^^s ;  that  he  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy;  that  a  fiat 
nesB  examined  issued  against  him,  on  the  petition  of  W.  B. ;  that  the  commis- 
aa  to  a  bank-  sioners  adjudicated  A.  P.  to  be  a  bankrupt ;  that  in  the  prosecution 
a«K)d  prtU '  of  the  fiat  it  became  material  to  inquire  into  the  estate  and  effects 
tioning  credi-  of  A  P. ;  and  that  at  a  meeting  of  the  commissioners  the  defend- 
t<w*«^de|>t  m«"*  ant  appeared  before  them  as  a  witness,  and  was  swoni,  &c.     It 

appeared  that  the  debt  due  to  W.  B.  was  much  less  than  lOOi.,  but 
that  there  were  two  other  creditors,  to  each  of  whom  A  P.  owed 
more  than  lOOi. ;  therefore,  under  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16  (the  Bank- 
rupt Act  then  in  force),  s.  18,  the  Lord  Chancellor  might,  on  appli- 
cation, have  directed  the  substitution  of  a  good  petitioning  creditor's 
debt  for  that  of  W.  B.,  but  that  in  fact  this  had  not  been  done.  It 
was  objected  that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  be  acquitted,  as 
the  averment  that  W.  B.  was  a  creditor  to  the  amount  of  lOOi.  was 
not  only  not  proved,  but  was  disproved.  The  counsel  for  the  crown 
cited  Rex  v.  Raphael,  (a)  where  Abbott,  J.,  held,  that  on  an  indict- 
ment against  a  third  person,  examined  before  commissioners  of 
bankrupt,  their  declaration  that  a  party  was  a  bankrupt  is  suffi- 
cient The  defendant  having  been  convicted,  the  judges,  upon  a 
case  reserved,  held  the  conviction  wrong.  (6) 
On  an  indictment  for  perjury,  in  an  answer  in  chancery,  sworn 


Upon  an  in- 
dictment for 


be  shown. 


Proof  of  the 
defendant 


[w)  Reg.  V.  Turner,  2  C.  &  E.  782. 

(jc)  Rex  V.  Taylor,  Skin.  408. 

(y)  Rex  V.  Emden,  2  East,  487.  8  Stark. 
Evid.  858. 

{z)  R.  V.  Pnnshon,  8  Camph.  96.  See 
R.  t^.  Bullock,  1  Taunt  71 ;  see  the  pre- 
sent Bankrupt  Acts,  vol.  2,  pp.  440,  446. 

(a)  Manning's  Ind.  282. 

(6)  Reg.  V.  Ewington,  2  M.  C.  0.  R. 
228.  C.  &  M.  819.  In  the  courae  of 
the  ailment  before  the  judges,  Lonl 
Abinger,  C.  B.,  said,   'You  cannot  dis- 


pute the  authority  of  the  commissionerB 
to  take  the  preliminary  proceedings  under 
the  fiat,  to  ascertain  whether  the  party 
should  be  adjudged  bankrupt  or  not. 
They  were  authorized  to  do  that  by  the 
fiat  of  the  Lord  Chancellor ;  but  you  say 
that  if  there  was  no  good  petitioning 
creditor's  debt,  the  commissioners  had  no 
authority  to  inquire  and  examine  wit- 
nesses as  to  the  bankrupt's  property.'  See 
ToL  2,  pp.  440,  446. 
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before  the  passing  of  the  Judicature  Acts,  the  bill  must  be  proved  hsmng  taken 

in  the  usual  way ;    the  proof  of  the  defendant's  signature,  and  *^®  °^*^  ^  *^ 

that  of  the  master  before  whom  the  answer  purports  to  be  sworn,  SbanMrT 

is   evidence   of  the   defendant's   having  sworn   to  the   truth  of 

the  contents,  without  caUing  the  person  who  wrote  the  jurat; 

or  further,  proving  the  identity  of  the  defendant  as  being  the 

very  same   person  who  had  signed  the  answer,  (c)     But  unless 

there  be  such  proof  of  the  defendant's  signature,  or  some  other 

sufficient  proof  to  identify  him  as  the  person  by  whom  the  oath 

was  taken,  no  return  of  commissioners,  or  of  a  master  in  chancery, 

will  be  sufficient,  (d)     In  a  case  upon  the  31  Geo.  2,  c.  10,  s.  24,  l^^oof  upon 

(for  taking  a  false  oath  to  obtain  administration  to  a  seaman's  min^rati*^  f 

effects,  in  order  to  receive  his  wages),  it  was  holden  necessary  to  a  seaman's 

prove,  directly  and  positively,  that  it  was  the  prisoner  who  took  effects. 

the  oath.  («) 

An  indictment  for  perjury  alleged  that  the  prisoner,  '  being  a  The  state- 
trader  within  the  meaning  of  the  statutes  in  force  relating  to  bank-  ?«»*«. ©f  ^acte 
rupts,  but  owing  debts  amounting  in  the  whole  to  less  than  300Z.,  ^^^s  petition 
and  having  resided  for  six  calendar  months  next  immediately  pre-  are  eridence 
ceding  the  time  of  filing  his  petition  within,  &c.,*  did  present  his  JP^"*"!*?™  ®^ 
petition  to  the  Insolvent  Court  in  Portugal  Street ;  and  the  only     ^** 
evidence  given  in  support  of  these  allegations  was  the  prisoner's 
petition  filed  in  that  court,  which  alleged  the  very  same  matters 
as  facts  upon  the  truth  of  which,  with  others,  the  prisoner  rested 
his  application  to  the  insolvent  court ;  and,  on  a  case  reserved,  it 
was  held  that,  as  against  the  prisoner,  the  statements  in  the  peti- 
tion, uncontradicted  by  any  conflicting  testimony,  were  abundant 
evidence  to  prove  those  allegations  in  the  indictment.  (/) 

An  indictment  for  perjuiy  alleged  that  W.  Turner  made  his  will  Where  the 
and  appointed  J.  H.  Turner,  W.  B.  Wood,  and  W.  T.  Abud  the  ex-  ^^^^^^ 
ecu  tors  thereof,  and  to  prove  this  averment  the  probate  of  the  will  peijmy^tT 
was  tendered ;  it  was  objected  that,  as  the  will  applied  both  to  to  personalty 
lands  and  personalty,  the  original  will  must  be  produced   and  eJ^^y.^^dthe 
proved.     Erie,  J.,  'A  will  may  in  law  have  two  operations — the  ofexwntora, 
one,  as  to  realty,  respecting  which  the  ecclesiastical  courts  have  no  the  probate  is 
jurisdiction ;  the  other,  as  tp  personalty  and  executors,  in  which  *^®  f'j^/th 
the  ecclesiastical  courts  have  sole  jurisdiction,  and  therefore,  with  S^tor  made 
respect  to  the  latter,  the  evidence  of  the  attesting  witness  is  not  a  will. 
necessary  hera     If  all  the  matters  in  this  indictment  relate  to 
personalty  and  executors,  the  probate  is  the  proper  proof ;  but  if 
there  is  any  question  here  raised  as  to  whether  the  testator  devised 
lauds,  the  original  will  must  be  produced,  and  one  of  the  attesting 
witnesses  called.    But  if  it  is  only  to  be  shown  that  the  deceased 
made  a  will,  and  left  certain  persons  executors  of  it,  I  shall  hold 
the  production  of  the  probate  to  be  the  proper  proof  {g) 

On  an  indictment  for  perjury  in  a  deposition  sworn  by  the  pri-  After  proof  of 
soner  as  a  proof  of  a  debt  against  a  bankrupt,  it  appeared  that  the  ^^  ^^  ®^.* 
proof  was  placed  according  to  the  practice  on  a  file  of  the  proceed-  b^ra^"* 

(c)  Rex  V,  Benson,  2  Campb.  608.  Rex  swers.     2  Bnrr.  1189.    See  Reg.  r.  Tur- 

r.  Moiria,  2  Boir.  1189.     1  Leach,  60.  ner,  2C.  &  K.  782. 
'thfi  reason  why  the  Court  of  Chancery  (d)  Id.  ibid. 

made  a  general  order  that  all  defendants  (e)  Brady's  case,  1  Leach,  327. 

should  j&»  their  answers  was  with  a  view  (/)  Reg.  v.  Westley,  Bell,  C.  C.  193. 

to  the  mon  easy  proof  of  peijuiy  in  an-  (^)  Reg.  v.  Tomer,  2C.  &  E.  732. 
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ings,  where  it  remained  for  several  months,  and  the  prisoner 
having  demanded  an  inspection  of  the  file,  it  was  handed  to  him 
by  the  usher,  and  shortly  afterwards  retm'ned  to  the  usher,  who 
restored  it  to  the  customary  place  of  deposit  without  examination. 
It  was  afterwards  discovered  that  the  proof  had  disappeared,  and 
all  searches  for  it  had  proved  ineffectual ;  and  an  office  copy  under 
the  seal  of  the  court  was  tendered  in  evidence.  It  was  objected, 
on  the  authority  of  Taylor  on  evidence,  {h)  that  a  copy  could  not 
be  received  in  evidence  in  a  case  of  perjury ;  but  Hill,  J.,  held 
that,  on  proof  that  the  original  had  been  lost  or  destroyed,  second- 
ary evidence  was  admissible,  (i) 

In  order  to  show  the  materiality  of  the  deposition  or  evidence 
of  the  defendant,  it  is  essential,  where  perjury  is  assigned  in  an 
answer  to  a  bill  of  equity,  filed  before  the  passing  of  the  Judicature 
Act,  to  produce  and  prove  the  bill,  {j)  or  if  the  assignment  is  on 
an  affidavit,  to  produce  and  prove  the  previous  proceedings,  such 
83  the  rule  nisi  of  the  court,  in  answer  to  which  the  affidavit  in 
question  has  been  made,  (i) 

If  the  assignment  be  on  evidence  on  the  trial  of  a  cause,  in  ad- 
dition to  the  production  of  the  record  (i)  the  previous  evidence 
and  state  of  the  cause  should  be  proved,  or  at  least  so  much  of  it  as 
shows  that  the  matter  sworn  was  material.  So  also  such  prefatory 
circumstances  and  innuendos  as  are  averred  upon  the  face  of  the 
indictment  for  the  same  purpose  must  be  proved  (m) 

It  is  reported  to  have  oeen  held  upon  the  trial  of  an  information 
for  perjury,  alleged  t^  have  been  committed  on  the  trial  of  an  eject- 
ment, that  in  order  to  prove  the  perjury  a  witness  might  prove 
what  a  witness,  who  was  since  dead,  swore  on  the  trial  of  the  eject- 
ment, (n)  It  has  been  observed  that  this  ruling  seems  to  be  utterly 
inconsistent  with  the  principles  now  established,  (o) 

Some  counts  in  an  indictment  for  perjury  committed  in  an  affi- 
davit to  oppose  a  summons  to  set  aside  a  judgment  obtained  by  the 
prisoner  alleged  that  the  prisoner  'caused  to  be  entered  up  final 
judgment  in  the  said  action ;'  and  a  clerk  from  the  judgment  office 
produced  from  that  office  a  book  in  which  judgments  are  entered 
up,  and  stated  that  interlocutory  judgment  was  signed  in  the  action, 
and  that  final  judgment  was  afterwards  entered  up;  it  was  objected 
that  the  roll  or  an  examined  copy  of  it  ought  to  have  been  produced. 
It  was  answered  that  the  'entering  up  of  final  judgment  always 
takes  place  before  there  is  any  roll  carried  in,  and  is  the  making 
of  the  entry  in  the  book  produced ;  (p)  and  Lord  Denman,  C.  J., 
held  the  proof  sufficient,  (j) 


(h)  S.  1879,  p.  1232,  third  edit. 

(i)  Reg.  V.  Milnes,  2  F.  &  F.  10. 

(j)  8  Stark.  Evid.  869,  citing  Bex  v. 
Alford,  1  Leach,  150. 

{k)  8  Stark.  Evid.  859. 

(0  Bex  V.  Ilea,  Hard.  118.  BulL  N.  P. 
248.  2  Hawk.  P.  C.  c.  46,  s.  57,  8  Stark. 
Evid.  855. 

(m)  8  Stark.  Evid.  859. 

(n)  Rex  V.  Buckworth,  T.  Raym.  1 70, 
perTwisdeD,  J.,  and  Morton,  J.,  against 
keelinff,  C.  J.,  who  said  it  was  not  to  be 
allowed,  because  between  other  parties. 

(o)  8  Stark.  Evid.  861,  where  the  case 


is  erroneously  cited  as  Taylor  v.  Brown. 
The  report  does  not  show  for  what  pre- 
cise purpose  the  evidence  was  adduced  ; 
if  for  the  purpose  of  proving  what  passed 
on  the  former  trial  in  order  to  show  that 
the  matter  was  material,  qu,  whether  it 
was  not  admissible.     C.  S.  G. 

(p)  Fisher  v,  Budding,  9  Dowl.  P.  C. 
872 

(q)  Reg.  V.  Gordon,  C.  &  M.  410.  The 
prisoner  was' convicted,  and  no  motion 
made  on  the  point,  as  there  were  other 
counts  which  did  not  allege  the  entering 
up  of  the  judgment. 


CHAP.  1.1  Evidence.  89 

Where,  in  order  to  prove  an  allegation  in  an  indictment  for  Officer's  mi- 
perjury  that  a  cause  came  on  to  be  tried,  the  nisi  priua  record  was  ^'*f  ^  *7?'* 
produced,  and  it  appeared  that  no  postea  had  been  indorsed  upon  ^J^  ***** 
it,  but  there  was  a  minute,  in  the  handwriting  of  the  officer,  in- 
dorsed upon  the  jury  panel  which  was  affixed  to  it,  in  these  words, 
'Verdict  for  plaintiff,  damages  Is.*     Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.,  after 
consulting  the  other  judges  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  held 
that  the  officer's  minute  was  sufficient  evidence  that  the  trial  took 
place,  (r) 

Where  an  indictment  for  perjury  alleged  that  certain  issues  Evidence  that 
came  on  to  be  tried  and  were  tried  before  the  sheriffs  of  London  ^^^^^  ^^ 
upon  the  execution  of  a  writ  of  trial,  and  the  postea  being  pro- 
duced, the  verdict  appeared  to  have  been  taken  on  one  of  two 
issues,  without  any  statement  as  to  the  event  of  the  other,  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  held  that  the  allegation  was  proved  by 
the  record  and  postea  taken  together.  It  appeared  that  the  jury 
was  summoned  and  sworn  to  try  *  the  issues :'  and  if  on  one  of 
the  issues  the  jury  had  been  withdrawn,  yet  both  would  have 
come  on  for  tried  and  have  been  tried,  (s) 

An  indictment  alleged  that  a  cei*tain  action  came  on  to  be  tried  An  averment 
in  due  form  of  law,  and  was  duly  tried  by  a  juiy  of  the  county  ^^^^.^^^mT^j 
in  that  behalf  duly  sworn.     The  record  stated  that  the  jury  were  to^  proved, 
sworn,  and  after  evidence  given  withdrew  to  consider  their  verdict,  though  the 
and  after  they  had  agreed  returned  to  the  bar  to  give  their  ver-  plwntiffwaB 
diet, '  whereupon  the  plaintiff  being  called,  comes  not,  &c.'    It  was  ^h^the  ver- 
objected  that  the  trial  was  not  complete,  as  the  jury  had  not  given  diet  was  about 
any  verdict     It  was  answered  that,  as  far  as  the  jury  were  con-  ^  ^  s^^^^ 
cemed,  the  cause  was  by  them  duly  tried.     They  were    sworn  to 
*  truly  try  and  a  true  verdict  give,'  and  they  might  try  and  yet  not 
give  a  verdict ;  and  the  objection  was  overruled,  (t) 

An  indictment  for  perjury  averred  that  there  was  an  action  A  notice  of 
pending  between   W.  C.  and  B.  and  the  defendant.    Tbe  writ  ^Vj^'^^^^t 
was  not  produced,  but  to  show  the  existence  of  the  action,  the  n^  ,^1^,^  ^^^g 
attorney  for  the  plaintiffs  in  the  action  produced  a  notice  of  set-off  pending. 
entitled  in  the  cause,  which  he  had  received  from  the  attornies  for 
the  defendant  in  the  action  ;  it  was  objected  that  the  notice  of  set- 
off was  inadmissible,  as  at  most  it  was  only  secondary  evidence  ; 
and  the  objection  was  held  good,  (u) 

On  a  trial  for  perjury  at  the  Central  Criminal  Court  the  caption  Proof  of  a 
of  the  same  court  of  oyer  and  terminer  or  gaol  delivery  at  which  ^  *J*i®    . 
the  indictment  for  perjury  is  preferred,  the  former  indictment  with  n^^court."™' 
the  indorsement  of  the  prisoner's  plea,  the  verdict,  and  sentence 
of  the  court  thereon,  together  with  the  minutes  of  the  trial,  made 
by  the  officer  of  the  court,  are  sufficient  evidence  of  the  former 
trial,  without  a  regular  record  or  any  certificate  thereof,  (v) 

An  indictment  alleged  that  there  being  a  certain  plaint  lodged  Evidence  of  a 
against  the  prisoner  in  a  county  court,  the  same  came  on  to  be  *™^  *°^  ?P" 

county  court. 

(r)  Rex  V.  Brown,  M.  ft  M.  815.     3  LoixL  Denman,  C.  J. 

C.  k  P.  672.  (v)  Keg.   v,   Newman,  2  Den.  C.  C. 

(s)  Reg.  V,  Scblesinger,  10  Q.  B.  670.  800.  The  trial  for  perjury  was  in  Decem- 

{l)  Beg.  V.  Bray,  9  Cox,  C.    C.    218.  ber,  1861 ;  the  trial  on  which  the  per- 

The  Becoxder,  after  consolting  Bramwell,  jury  was  committed  was  at  a  session  held 

B.,  and  ByloB,  J.  on  the  12th  of  May,  1861,  and  the  cap- 

'{%)  Rex  V.  Stoyeld,  6  C.  ft  P.   489.  tion  was  dated  on  that  day. 
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Proof  of  a 
suit  in  the 
Prerogativo 
Coart. 


In  a  bastardy 
case  the  sum- 
raons  must  be 
proved  ;  it  is 
not  suflScient 
to  prove  the 
minutes  of  the 
proceedings 
before  the 
jostices. 


tried,  and  that  the  prisoner  was  duly  sworn,  &c.  It  was  proved  by 
the  clerk  of  the  court  that  such  a  plaint  had  been  filed,  \yj)  and  it 
was  proposed  to  give  parol  evidence  of  the  proceedings  on  the 
trial ;  but  it  appearing  that  there  was  a  minute  book  wherein  were 
entered  the  plaints,  the  appearance  of  the  parties  and  the  result 
of  the  trial,  it  was  objected  that  that  book  ought  to  be  produced, 
in  order  to  prove  the  plaint  and  the  appearance  of  the  prisoner. 
That  the  evidence  of  the  prisoner  could  not  be  proved  by  parol 
if  it  was  taken  down  in  the  book.  And  lastly,  the  summons  must 
be  proved  in  order  to  give  the  court  jurisdiction.  Maule,  J., '  I 
think  the  want  of  the  proof  of  the  summons  is  answered  by  the 
fact  of  the  prisoner's  appearance,  which  may  be  proved  by  paroL 
That  is  sufficient  to  carry  the  case  on ;  but,  if  it  should  be  neces- 
sary, I  will  reserve  the  other  points;'  and  the  evidence  was 
received,  (a;) 

Where  an  indictment  is  preferred  for  perjury  committed  on  the 
hearing  of  a  plaint  in  the  county  court,  the  only  proper  course  to 
prove  the  proceedings  in  that  court  is  to  produce  the  clerk's  book 
or  a  copy  having  the  seal  of  the  court,  and  purporting  to  be  signed 
and  certified  as  a  true  copy  by  the  clerk  of  the  court  under  the 
9  &  10  Vict.  c.  95,  s.  111.  (y) 

An  indictment  for  perjury  alleged  that  a  certain  suit  was  insti- 
tuted in  the  Prerogative  Court  of  Canterbury,  in  which  M.  S. 
Merryweather  was  plaintiff,  and  J.  Turner,  J.  HL  Turner,  W.  B. 
Wood,  and  W.  T.  Abud,  defendants  ;  and  in  order  to  prove  this 
allegation,  an  officer  from  the  registrar's  office  in  the  Prerogative 
Court  produced  from  the  office  an  original  allegation  put  in  on 
behalf  of  M.  S.  Merryweather,  and  the  original  allegation  put  in 
on  behalf  of  the  executors  in  answer  to  it,  and  proved  the  signa- 
tures of  two  advocates,  who  acted  as  advocates  in  the  court,  to 
each  of  the  allegations  ;  and  Erie,  J.,  held  that  this  was  sufficient 
proof  of  the  suit  having  been  instituted  as  alleged,  {z) 

An  indictment  alleged  that  the  prisoner  appeared  at  a  petty 
sessions  in  pursuance  of  a  summons  requiring  him  to  answer  a 
complaint  of  A.  Jones  touching  a  bastard  child  of  which  she 
alleged  him  to  be  the  father,  and  alleged  that  he  committed 
perjury  on  the  hearing  of  that  complaint.  The  magistrate's 
clerk  produced  a  book  containing  the  minutes  made  by  him  on 
the  occasion,  headed  'Ann  Jones  v,  Richard  Newall,  affiliation,' 
and  then  the  evidence  was  set  out  There  was  no  other  evidence 
of  the  proceedings  before  the  justices.  It  was  objected  that  the 
summons  ought  to  have  been  produced,  or  notice  to  produce  it 
served  on  the  prisoner.  Wightman,  J.,  '  The  7  &  8  Vict,  a  101, 
provides  that ''  upon  complaint  b^  the  mother,  the  justices  shall 
have  power  to  summon  the  putative  father,  and  upon  the  appear- 
ance of  the  person  so  summoned,  or  upon  proof  of  the  service  of 
the  summons,  to  hear  and  adjudicate  upon  the  case."  A  summons 
is,  therefore,  necessary  to  give  the  magistrate  jurisdiction  ;  and  to 

{w)  It    is  not    stated  how  this  was  Bramwell,  B. ,  who  said  he  had  ruled  in 

proved.  the  same  way  previously,  and  held  that 

\x)  Reg.  r.  Ward,  8  Cox,  C.   C.  279.  the  proceedings  on   hearing  the  plaint 

It  is  not  stated  how  the  evidence  given  could  not  be  proved  by  the  assistant 

by  the  prisoner  was  proved.     He  was  clerk  of  the  court, 

convictea.  (z)  R«g.  v.  Turner,  5  C.  Jb  K.  782. 

(y)  Reg.  r.  Rowland,  1  F.  &  F.  72. 
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prove  that  they  had  jurisdiction  in  this  case  you  must  prove  that 
the  prisoner  was  duly  summoned,  either  by  production  of  the 
summons,  or  by  secondary  evidence  after  notice  to  the  prisoner  to 
produce  it  The  minutes  of  examination  in  this  case  ai-e  no  more 
than  the  minutes  of  a  shorthand  writer,  and  only  answer  t}ie 
purpose  of  refreshing  the  memory  of  the  witness,  (a) 

Upon  an  indictment  for  perjury  committed  at  the  hearing  of  an 
information  in  bastardy,  laid  under  the  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  101,  which 
indictment  alleged  the  application  for  a  summons,  the  issuing 
thereof,  and  the  hearing  upon  it,  proof  of  the  information,  of  the 
appearance  of  the  defendant,  of  the  hearing,  of  evidence  being 
given  on  both  sides,  and  of  no  objection  being  made  of  the  want  of 
a  summons,  is  sufficient  to  shew  jurisdiction  in  the  justices  who 
heard  the  information,  without  proof  of  the  summons  which  issued 
upon  that  information  ;  and  a  conviction  for  perjury  upon  the  above 
indictment  was  upheld.  (6) 

Where,  upon  an  indictment  for  perjury  alleged  to  have  been  Proof  of  the 
committed  on  the  trial  of  an  appeal  against  an  order  of  removal,  *™^  9^  ^ 
the  sessions  book  was  produced  by  the  clerk  of  the  peace  in  order  *^^^ ' 
to  prove  the  trial  of  the  appeal,  and  the  clerk  of  the  peace  stated 
that  he  would,  if  applied  to,  have  drawn  up  a  record  of  the  trial 
of  the  appeal  on  parchment ;  it  was  held  thai  the  seasions  book 
was  not  sufficient  evidence  of  the  trial  of  the  appeal  (c)     But  it 
has  since  been  held  that  the  sessions  book  containing  the  orders 
and  other  proceedings  of  the  court  made  up  and  recorded  after 
each  sessions,  with  an  entry  containing  the  style  and  the  date  of 
the  sessions,  and  the  name  of  the  justices  in  the  usual  form  of  a 
caption,  no  other  record  being  kept,  is  good  evidence  of  the  trial 
of  an  appeal  against  an  order  of  removal.  (cQ 

Where  perjury  was  assigned  on  the  answer  to  a  bill  in  chancery  Amended  bill 
as  it  originally  stood,  which  bill  had  afterwaixls  been  amended,  in  chancery 
and  the  bill  was  produced  by  a  clerk  from  the  six  clerks'  office,  ^o^oririiua 
who  stated  that  it  was  an  amended  bill,  but  that  it  was  the  original  bill. 
record  which  was  filed  in  the  six  clerks'  office  in  the  first  instance, 
but  altered  by  the  amendments,  which  were  made  by  altering  the 
original  recora,  and  that  these  alterations  were  all  made  by  a  clerk 
in  the  six  clerks'  office,  whose  handwriting  he  knew,  and  that  that 
person  wrote  the  word  '  amendment '  against  each  alteration  ;  but 
none  of  the  alterations  related  to  the  particular  parts  of  the  answer 
upon  which  the  perjury  was  assigned.     It  was  contended  that 
this  was  not  sufficient  evidence  of  what  the  bill  was  before  the 
alterations,  and  that  the  person  who  made  the  alterations  ought 
to  be  called.     But  Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.,  was  of  opinion  that  the 
amendments  were  sufficiently  proved,  and  also  thought  them  not 
material  to  the  case,  (e) 

In  one  case,  upon  an  indictment  for  perjury,  a  copy  of  a  bill  A  copy  of  a 
in  chancery  was  rejected  which  contained  many  abbreviations,  (/)  ^^  "*  ®J*?' 

(a)  Beg.  V.   Newell,  6  Ck)X,  Q  C.  21.  k  F.  271.     R.  v.  Smith,  infra. 
A.i>.  1852.     Three  duplicate  orders  had  (b)  R.  v,  Sinlth,  37  L.  J.  M.  C.  6  ;  see 

been  made,  but  none  of  them  was  pro-  R.  v.  Carr,  10  Cox,  C.  C.  C.  564. 
daced,  or  notice  to  produce  any  of  tnem  (c)  Rex  v.  Ward,  6  C.  &  P.  866,  Park, 

giren.    See  the  subsequent  cases  of  Reg.  J.  A.  J. 

V,  Beny,  an/c,  p.  17,  and  Reg.  v.  Sim-  {d)  Reg.  v.  Yeoveley,  8  A.  &  E.  806, 

mondfl,  ante,  p.  9  ;  see  Beg.  v,  Whybrow,  (e)  Rex  v.  Laycock,  4  C.  &  P.  826. 

8  Cox,  C.  C.  438  ;  Reg.  r.  HurreU,  8  F.  (/)  Such  as  *  poesd  of  consible  pnl  este,' 
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The  fact  of  a 
defendant  in  a 
cause  having 
been  examined 
may  be  proved 
by  parol. 


An  affidavit  of 
a  marksman 
is  inadmissible 
unless  it  is 
shown  to  have 
been  read  over 
to  the  de- 
ponent ;  tecta 
if  made  by  a 
party  who  can 
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An  affidavit 
referring  to  an 
inadmissible 
affidavit. 

Where  the  as- 
signments of 
perjury  allege 
that  certain 
persons  by 
name  were 
debtors, 
evidence  of 
others  being  so 
is  inadmis- 
sible. 


and  had  all  the  dates  in  figures,  it  being  proved  that  in  the 
original  bill  all  the  words  were  written  at  full  length,  and  all  the 
dates  expressed  by  words,  (gr) 

It  seems  that  if  a  party  produce  an  affidavit,  purporting  to  have 
l)een  made  by  him  before  commissioner  in  the  country,  and  make 
use  of  it  in  a  motion  in  the  cause,  it  will  be  evidence  against  him 
that  he  made  it.  (h) 

Where,  upon  an  indictment  for  perjury  committed  upon  a  trial, 
the  supposed  perjury  arose  upon  evidence  given  in  reply  to  the 
testimony  of  one  of  the  defendants  on  the  former  trial,  who  was 
acquitted  and  examined  as  a  witness,  and  the  indictment  for  per- 
jury did  not  state  his  acquittal,  nor  did  the  minute  of  the  verdict 
produced  show  it ;  it  was  held,  that  although  the  evidence  of  a 
shorthand  writer,  who  stated  that  the  defendant  was  acquitted  and 
then  examined,  was  not  any  proof  of  his  acquittal,  yet  it  was  good 
proof  that  he  was  examined,  (i) 

If  perjury  is  assigned  upon  an  affidavit  made  by  a  marksman, 
either  the  jurat  must  state  that  the  affidavit  was  read  over  to  the 
defendant,  or  it  must  be  proved  that  it  was  so  read.  Upon  an  in- 
dictment for  perjury  in  an  affidavit,  which  was  signed  with  the 
mark  of  the  defendant,  but  the  jumt  to  which  omitted  to  state 
that  it  was  read  over  to  the  defendant;  Littledale,  J.,  said,  'as 
the  defendant  is  illiterate,  it  must  be  shown  that  she  understood 
the  affidavit.  In  those  cases  where  the  affidavit  is  made  by  a  per- 
son who  can  write,  the  supposition  is  that  such  person  was  ac- 
quainted with  its  contents,  but  in  the  case  of  a  mai'ksman  it  is  not 
so.  If  in  such  case  the  master  by  the  jurat  authenticates  the 
fact  of  its  having  been  read  over,  we  give  him  credit ;  but  if  he 
does  not,  and  the  fact  were  so,  he  ought  to  be  called  to  prove  it.  I 
should  have  difficulty  in  allowing  the  evidence  of  any  other  person 
to  that  fact.'  And  no  evidence  being  adduced  to  show  that  the 
affidavit  was  read  over  in  the  presence  of  the  defendant,  it  was 
held  that  the  assignments  of  perjury  on  this  affidavit  could  not  be 
supported,  {j) 

It  was  held  in  the  same  case,  that  where  one  affidavit,  which  has 
a  perfect  jurat,  refers  to  another  affidavit  which  is  inadmissible 
for  want  of  proof  that  it  was  read  over  to  the  defendant,  the  former 
affidavit  cannot  be  read,  {k) 

Where  an  indictment  for  perjury,  alleged  to  have  been  com- 
mitted in  the  Insolvent  Debtore  Court,  stated  that  the  defendant 
gave  in  his  schedule  on  oath  that  the  same  and  all  its  contents 
were  true,  and  contained  a  full,  true,  and  perfect  account  of  all  his 
just  debts,  credits,  &c.,  and  then  went  on  to  state  that  the  said 
schedule  and  its  contents  were  not  true,  and  that  certain  persons 
whose  names  were  set  out  were  debtors  to  the  defendant  at  the 
time  of  giving  in  his  schedule  ;  Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.,  held  that 
the  evidence  must  be  confined  to  the  cases  specified  in  the  indict- 


(<7)  Reg.  17.  Christian,  MSS.  C.  S.  G. 
and  C.  &  M.  888,  Lord  Denman,  C.  J. 

{h)  Bexv.  James,  Show.  897.  8  Stark. 
Evid.  857.  And  see  Brickell  v,  Hulse, 
7  A.  &  E,  454. 

(t)  Rex  V.  Browne,  M.  k  M.  315. 
Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.,  after  consulting 
the  other  judges  of  the  Court  of  King*8 


Bench.  See  this  case  as  to  another  point, 
atUCt  p.  89. 

{j )  Rex  V.  Hailey,  R.  &  M.  N.  P.  C. 
94.     1  C.  &  P.  258. 

(k)  Rex  r.  Hailey,  1  C.  &  P.  258.  The 
report  does  not  state  in  what  manner  the 
one  affidavit  referred  to  the  other. 
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rncnt,  as  the  defendant  could  only  come  prepared  to  answer  those 
cases,  and  that  evidence  that  other  persons,  whose  names  were  not 
set  out  in  the  indictment,  were  also  debtors  to  the  defendant  and 
were  omitted  in  the  schedule,  was  inadmissible,  (t) 

An  indictment  for  perjury  alleged  that  the  defendant  made  an  Where tberc  is 
affidavit,  which  stated  that  the  creditors  of  the  defendant  were  all,  a  genend  ae- 
with  two  exceptions  (which  were  explained)  paid  in  full ;  whereas  alro  an^awign- 
the  said  creditors  were  not  all,  with  two  exceptions  only,  paid  in  ment  mention- 
full  ;  and  whereas  divers  creditors  of  the  defendant  exceeding  the  ^^^  particular 
number  of  two,  naming  several  creditors,  were  not  paid  in  full : 
and  evidence  being  tendered  of  debts  to  other  persons  than  those 
named  being  unpaid  ;  it  was  objected  that  the  first  assignment 
was  bad  as  too  general,  and  that  evidence  as  to  debts  due  to  others 
than  those  named  ought  not  to  be  admitted.     Tindal,  C.  J., '  You 
might  have  demurred  to  this  assignment  only,  if  it  be  too  general, 
and  as  you  have  not  done  so,  I  do  not  see  how  I  can  exclude  the 
evidence/     But '  I  think  that  omitting  the  names  in  one  assign- 
ment of  perjury  and  inserting  them  in  the  next  is  likely  to  mislead 
the  defendant ;  as  he  would  be  very  likely  to  suppose  that  the 
debts,  mentioned  in  general  terms  in  one  assignment,  were  those 
particularised    in   the    other;'   whereon    the  evidence  was  not 
pressed,  {m) 

Where  an  indictment  for  perjury  alleged  that  Hallett  ex-  Arermentof 
hibit^d  a  bill  in  chancery,  by  which  he  set  forth  that  he,  Bowden,  ^JJ^^p^'^J^^i 
and  Tucker  (the  defendant),  entered  into  a  verbal  agreement  to  be-  by  the  facts, 
come  joint  dealers  and  co-partners  in  the  trade  or  business  of 
druggists  ;  and  assigned  perjury  against  the  defendant  in  swearing 
that  he,  Hallett,  and  Bowden  did  not  become  joint  dealers  in  the 
trade  or  business  of  druggists  ;  and  it  appeared  that  Hallett  was  a 
druggist,  but  the  defendant  and  Bowden  were  drug  brokers,  and 
had  nothing  to  do  with  Hallett's  shop,  or  the  drugs  sold  there, 
but  were  continually  in  the  drug  market ;  but  being  brokers  of  the 
city  of  London  they  could  not  deal  in  their  own  names,  and  it  was 
agreed  that  they  should  buy  and  sell  drugs  in  Hallett's  name,  and 
then  they  were  to  divide  the  profit  and  loss.  Abbott,  C.  J.,  held 
that  the  allegation  in  the  bill  in  chancery  could  only  apply  to 
an  ordinary  partnership,  and  not  to  such  a  transaction  as 
this,  and  consequently,  that  the  indictment  could  not  be  sup- 
ported, (n) 

Where  an  indictment  for  perjury  alleged  that  a  bill  was  pending  Declaration  by 
in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  and  that  it  became  material  to  ascertain  J^^^^^*  *J 
whether  an  annuity  granted  by  G.  Hawkins  to  the  defendant,  or  paying  moniy 
granted  to  J.  B.  Bostock,  as  trustee  for  the  defendant,  had  been  into  a  bank. 
paid  up  to  the  year  1828,  and  that  the  defendant  falsely  swore  that 
the  annuity  haid  not  been  paid  up  to  1828  ;  and  in  order  to  show 
that  Bostock,  who  was  abroad,  had  paid  the  money  to  the  defend- 
ant, it  was  proved  that  Bostock  had  sent  money  to  his  banker  s 
by  his  clerk  ;   it  was   held  that  what  the  clerk  said  about   the 
money  at  the  time  he  paid  it  into  the  banker's  was  admissible  in 


(/)  Bex  ».  Mudie,   1  M.  &  Rob.  128.      the  latter  report. 
S.  C.  as  Rex  v.  Moody,  6  C.  &  P.  23.  (m)  Reg.  v.  Parker,  C.  &  M.  639. 

The  indictment  is  set  ont  in  the  note  to  (n)  Rex  v.  Tucker,  2  C.  &  P.  600. 
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evidence,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  a  declaration  made  by  an  agent 
aetiDg  at  the  time  within  the  scope  of  his  authority,  (o) 

Upon  an  indictment  for  perjury  alleged  to  have  been  committed 
upon  the  hearing  of  an  information  for  sporting  without  a  game 
certificate,  in  order  to  prove  what  the  defendant  swore  before  the 
magistrate,  his  deposition  taken  in  writing  before  the  magistrate 
was  put  in,  and  it  was  held  that  evidence  was  not  admissible  of 
other  things  stated  by  the  defendant,  when  he  was  examined  as  a 
witness  before  the  magistrate,  but  which  were  not  contained  in  the 
wiitten  deposition,  {p) 

An  indictment  alleged  that  the  prisoner  was  a  member  of  a 
benefit  society,  the  rules  of  which  were  duly  certified,  and  a  tran- 
script of  them  filed  with  the  clerk  of  the  peace,  and  that  by  a  rule 
of  the  society  it  was  provided  that  if  any  free  member  should  have 
his  property  destroyed  by  fire,  he  should  produce  a  certificate,  and 
if  the  property  was  not  insured  the  society  would  indemnify  him 
to  a  certain  amount  if  the  claim  were  authenticated  by  a  solemn 
declaration  before  a  magistrate,  and  then  charged  the  prisoner  with 
making  a  false  declaration  before  a  magistrate  contrary  to  the 
5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  62,  s.  18,  that  he  had-sustained  a  loss  by  fire.  In 
order  to  prove  the  rules  of  the  society  a  copy  of  the  rules  was 
produced,  and  the  24th  rule,  which  was  applicable  to  the  allega- 
tions in  the  indictment,  was  proved  to  have  been  examined  with 
the  transcript  at  the  clerk  of  the  peace's  ofiice ;  but  no  other  rule 
had  been  so  examined ;  and  Erskine,  J.,  held  that  all  the  rules 
ought  to  have  been  compared.  To  prove  the  rules,  either  the 
original  transcript  should  have  been  produced,  or  an  examined 
copy  of  the  whole  of  it.  It  was  then  objected  that  the  indictment 
was  not  proved.  But  Erskine,  J.,  held  that  all  the  statements  in 
the  indictment  with  reference  to  the  society  might  be  rejected  as 
surplusage,  if  there  was  enough  on  the  face  of  the  indictment  to 
show  that  an  offence  was  committed  without  any  reference  to  the 
society  or  its  rules,  which  appeared  to  be  the  case.  The  making 
of  the  declaration  was  then  proved,  and  it  refeiTed  to  the  cer- 
tificate, which  was  put  in  ;  and  Erskine,  J.,  allowed  the  persons 
whose  names  purported  to  be  signed  to  it,  to  prove  that  their 
names  were  forgeries,  as  it  might  go  to  show  that  the  declaration 
was  wilfully  false,  {q) 


(o)  Beg.  V.  Hall,  8  C.  &  F.  858,  lit- 
tledalc,  tf. 

ip)  Bex  r.  Wylde,  6  C.  &  P.  380, 
Park,  J.  A.  J.  The  correctness  of  this 
decision  seems  questionable.  In  the  case 
of  summary  convictions  there  is  no  statute 
which  requires  magistrates  to  take  down 
the  evidence  in  writing,  and  therefore 
what  a  party  says  in  an  examination  be- 
fore a  magistrate  on  such  an  occasion 
may  be  proved  by  parol,  whether  any 
person  took  it  down  or  not.  Robinson  v, 
Vaughton,  8  C.  &  P.  252,  Alderson,  B. 
Inasmuch,  therefore,  as  all  the  defendant 
said  might  have  been  proved  by  parol,  it 
is  difficult  to  see  how  the  deposition  being 
put  in  conld  prevent  other  matters  not 
contained  in  it  from  being  proved  by 
parol.  The  distinction  between  depositions 


in  felony  and  in  summary  convictions 
was  not  noticed  in  this  case,  nor  was  any 
reference  made  to  Bex  v.  Harris,  R.  & 
M.  C.  C.  R.  388.  And  the  decision  in 
the  text  appears  at  variance  with  the  or- 
dinary practice  of  cross-examining  a 
witness  m  cases  of  felony  as  to  other 
statements  made  by  him  before  the  com- 
mitting magistrate,  after  his  deposition 
has  been  put  in  and  read.  C.  S.  G. 

(a)  Beg.  V.  Boynes,  1  C.  &  K.  66.  The 
declaration  mentioned  the  name  of  the 
society,  and  that  the  prisoner  had  *  for- 
warded to  the  said  society  a  certificate  as 
required  by  the  24th  rule  of  the  said 
society.'  Quoert  whether  this  was  not 
sufficient  evidence  against  the  prisoner 
when  connected  with  the  24th  rule, 
proved  to  have  been  examined  with  the 
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The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  falsely  swearing  that  the  signa-  a  signature  of 
ture  to  a  paper  was  not  his  signature.     On  a  trial  in  a  county  the  priuonor 
court  the  paper  was  produced,  and  the   prisoner  swore   that  he  e^^Uon 
never  signed  it:  the  judge  directed  him  to  write  his  name  on  a  in  which  the 
piece  of  paper  ;  which  he  did,  and  the  judge  compared  it  with  the  perjury  wu 
signature  to  the  disputed  document     Wightman,  J.,  inclined  to  *!i!l?!iJ^** 
think  that  the  jury  nnght  look  at  and  compare  the  two  signatures.  ^"*""**^- 
The  signing  of  the  name  by  the  prisoner  during  his  examination 
on  oath  formed  in  fact  part  of  the  transaction  out  of  which  the 
charge  arose  ;  and  the  counsel  for  the  prisoner  not  objecting,  the 
paper  was  handed  to  the  jury,  (r) 

An  indictment  alleged  that  the  prisoner  falsely  swore  in  a  neacription  of 
county  court  that  the  words  J.  S.  were  written  by  J.  S.  at  the  a  house, 
house  of  M.  P.  in  the  parish  of  St.  Mellon's,  in  the  county  of  O. 
The  proof  by  the  judge's  notes  was  that  the  prisoner  swore  as 
allegeidy  except  that  he  did  not  describe  M.  P.'s  house  as  in  the 
parish  of  St.  Mellon's;  but  Bolfe,  B.,  held  that  the  allegation 
might  well  he  made  out  by  showing  that  M.  P.'s  house  was  in  that 
parish,  (a) 

Upon  an  indictment  against  Moreau  for  perjury  alleged  to  have  The  award  of 
been  committed  in  an  affidavit  in  a  cause  wherein  Moreau  was  ?"  arbitrator 
plaintiff,  and    Encontre   defendant,   by  deposing  that    Encontre  ^biTon  m^ 
owed  him  501.,  evidence  is  not  admissible  that  the  cause  and  all  indictment  for 
matters  in  dispute  were,  after  the  making  of  the  affidavit,  referred  v^njoj  in  an 
by  consent,  and  an  award  made  that  Encontre  owed  nothing  to  JefOTe -Oie    * 
Moreau ;  because  the  decision  of  the  arbitrator  in  respect  of  that  cauae  was  re- 
fact  is  no  more  than  a  declaration  of  his  opinion,  and  there  is  no  ^«^^  *o  ^^i™- 
instance  of  such  a  declaration  of  opinion  being  received  as  evidence 
of  a  fact  against  a  party  to  be  affected   by  proof  of  it  in  any 
criminal  case.  (Q 

Where  perjury  is  assigned  upon  the  evidence  of  a  witness  ex-  CouTietion 
amined  before  magistrates  on  the  hearing  of  an  information,  the  ^^^'^  justices, 
conviction  is  not  admissible  in  evidence  on  the  trial  of  the  indict-  ][^^vL 
ment  for  perjury,  as  it  is  irrelevant  to  the  matter  in  issue,  (u) 

Where  a  coiint  alleged  perjury  to  have  been  committed  before  Count  for 
magistrates  in  examining  a  charge  of  feloniously  receiving  stolen  v^^"J  <">  • 
silks,  knowing  them  to  have  been  stolen,  and  it  appeared  that  the  ^^^^^^ 
evidence  was  given  upon  the  hearing  of  an  information,  under  the  goods  not 
17  Geo.  3,  c.  56,  for  having  possession  of  silks  suspected  to  have  ropported  by 
been  purloined  or  embezzled  ;  Patteson,  J.,  held  that  the  count  ^^on 
was  not  supported,  as  the  evidence  was  given  upon  the  specific  hearing  an 
charge  contained  in  the  information,  (v)  information 

The  jury  may  infer  the  corrupt  motive  of  the  defendant  from  ^^^^ 
the  circumstances  of  the  case,  (w)  and  in  order  to  show  that  the  c.  66.  ' 
defendant  swore  wilfully  and  corruptly  what  was  not  true,  evidence  Bridence  of 


transcript,  of  the  alleffations  in  the  in- 
dictment f  See  Reg.  v.  Westley,  ante,  p. 
S7- 

(r)  R^.  V.  Taylor,  6  Cox,  C.  C.  58. 
Ab  to  comparison  of  handwriting  by 
court  and  jniy  see  pott.  Evidence, 

it)  Beg.  r.  Withers,  4  Cox,  C.  C.  17. 

(Q  Reg.  V.  Moreau,  11  Q.  B.  1028. 
The  real  objection  in  this  case  was  that 
the  finding  of  the  arbitrator  was  not  ne- 
cessarily inconsistent  with  the  fact  of  60L 


being  dne ;  as  it  might  proceed  on  the 
absence  or  loss  of  the  only  evidence  that 
ever  existed  of  the  debt,  and  it  rather 
seems  that  the  prisoner  was  not  examined 
on  the  reference. 

(tt)  Reg.  V,  Goodfellow,  MSS.  C.  S.  G. 
and  C.  &  M.  569.  See  Rex  v,  Dowlin, 
5  T.  R.  311. 

(v)  Reg.  V,  Goodfellow,  supra. 

(to)  Rex  V.  Knill,  5  B,  &  Aid.  929, 
anU,  p.  76. 
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may  be  given  of  expressions  of  malice  used  by  the  defendant  to- 
wards the  person  against  whom  he  gave  the  false  evidence,  {x)  The 
evidence  appears  to  have  been  received  in  this  case  without 
objection. 

The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  perjuiy  on  the  hearing  of  an  in- 
formation  against  Blackburn  -  for  trespassing  in  pursuit  of  game  ; 
the  occupier  of  the  land  and  two  of  his  men  swore  that  they  saw 
Blackburn  on  the  land  on  a  particular  Sunday  morning.  The 
prisoner  was  called  by  Blackburn  as  a  witness,  and  swore  that 
Blackburn  lodged  with  him,  and  that  he  never  was  absent  from 
his  lodgings  on  any  Sunday  morning  during  the  whole  time  that 
they  lodged  together,  .which  included  the  Sunday  on  which  the 
alleged  ofifence  was  committed.  Pollock,  C.  B.,  was  of  opinion 
that  the  attention  of  the  prisoner  ought  to  have  been  called  to  the 
particular  day  on  which  the  transaction  took  place  as  to  which  he 
was  asked  to.  speak ;  and  that  a  general  allegation,  such  as  had 
been  made  in  this  case,  including  all  Sundays  between  two  fixed 
dates,  was  not  sufficiently  precise  upon  which  to  found  an  indict- 
ment for  perjury,  and  directed  an  acquittal,  {y) 

An  indictment  for  perjury  chai'ged  that  prisoner  swore  on  a 
plaint  in  the  County  Court  for  ^he  price  of  coals  obtained  on  credit 
at  diflferent  times,  in  which  it  was  a  material  question  whether  or 
not  the  prisoner  had  received  any  coals  on  credit  from  P.,  either 
on  account  of  himself  or  A.,  '  that  he  had  never  received  any  coals 
on  credit  from  P.,  either  on  account  of  himself  or  A.*  Held,  that 
the  allegation  in  the  indictment  was  not  too  general,  although  no 
specific  instance  was  averred  in  which  the  prisoner  had  received 
coals  on  credit  from  P.  At  the  trial  the  prisoner  was  asked  three 
or  four  times  by  the  advocate  and  judge  whether  he  did  at  any 
time,  either  on  his  own  account  or  that  of  A.,  have  any  coals  on 
credit  from  P.,  to  which  the  prisoner  always  answered,  / 1  did  not.' 
Held,  that  the  prisoner  s  attention  was  sufficiently  called  to  the 
subject  so  as  to  found  a  charge  of  perjuiy  upon  the  answer,  al- 
though no  distinct  transactions  on  credit  were  suggested  to  him 
during  his  examination,  (z) 


(x)  Rexr.  Munton,  3  C.  &  P.  498, 
Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.  3  Stark.  Evid. 
860,  citing  1  Hawk.  c.  69,  s.  2.  Rex  t\ 
Melling,  5  Mod.  349.  Reg.  r.  Muscott, 
10  Mod.  19^. 

(y)  Reg.  V.  Stolady,  1  F.  &  F.  618. 
This  case  is  very  unsatisfactorily  re- 
ported ;  no  date  is  given,  or  anythijig 
more  than  is  above  stated.  As  the  proof 
of  the  offence  was  on  *  a  particular  Sun^ 
day  morning,'  the  prisoner,  if  present, 
mtLst  have  had  his  attention  drawn  to 
that  particular  date  ;  and,  if  absent,  still 
the  aate  woul^d  have  been  known  to 
Blackburn  from  the  summons,  and,  as  he 
called  the  prisoner  as  his  witness,  he  no 
doubt  had  communicated  the  day  to  him, 
80  thatthegroundof  the  decision  really  did 
not  exist.  But  supposing  the  decision  to 
be  as  reported,  it  is  very  confidently  sub- 
mitted that  it  is  erroneous.  Suppose  a 
man  called  t9  prove  an  aXtbi  swears  that 
he  and  the  prisoner  were  in  Paris  during 
all  the  month  in  which  the  offence  was 


committed,  can  it  be  the  law  that  he  is 
not  euUty  of  perjury  because  he  is  not 
asked  as  to  the  particular  day  ?  If  a 
man  swears  that  he  was  not  absent  from 
church  on  any  Sunday  in  January,  is  not 
that  as  precise  a  swearing  as  to  each  and 
every  Sunday  as  if  he  were  asked  as  to 
each  in  succession?  An  information, 
which  charges  the  defendant  with  killing 
ten  deer  between  the  1st  of  July  and  the 
10th  of  September,  without  lowing  the 
particular  days  on  which  they  were 
killed,  is  good.  Rex  v.  Chandler,  1  I^. 
Raym.  681.  1  Salk.  878.  And  where,  on 
a  similar  information,  the  evidence  was 
that  the  defendant  did,  within  such  a 
time  and  such  a  time,  steal  a  deer,  so 
that  the  time  was  left  as  uncertain  in  the 
evidence  as  in  the  information,  it  was 
held  sufficient.  Reg.  r.  Simpson,  10 
Mod.  R.  248.     C.  S.  G. 

(2)  R.  r.  London,  12  Cox,  C.  C.  50, 
per  Bovill,  C.  J.,  •  We  ar«  all  of  opinion 
that  this  conviction  was  good.    The  first 
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The  defendant,  although  peijury  be   assigned  on   his  answer,  Defence. 
affidavit,  or  deposition  in  writing,  may  prove  that  an  explanation 
was  afterwards  given  qualifying  or  limiting  the  first  answer,  (a) 

Thus   where  the  perjury  was  assigned   upon    an   answer    in  General  ex- 
chanceiy,  in  which  the   defendant  had   sworn  that  she  had  re-  preBsiona  in  an 
ceived   no  money;   the  defendant  proved  that,  upon  exceptions  p^i^^by 
taken  to  this  answer  for  the  insufficiency  thereof,  she  had  put  another 
in  another  answer,  which   explained   the  generality  of  the  first  answer. 
answer,  and  stated  that  she  had  received  no  money  before  such  a 
day ;  and  it  was  held,  upon  a  trial  at  bar,  that  nothing  could  be 
assigned  as  peijunr  which  wieis  explained  by  the  second  answer, 
because  the  second  answer  clearly  showed  that  that  which  at  firat 
appeared  to  be  perjury  was  xiot  perjury.  (5) 

Where  an  indictment  for  perjury  contains  several  assignments  Evidence  for 
of  perjury,  and  no  evidence  is  adduced  upon  one  of  the  assign-  *^®  defendant. 
ments,  the  defendant  is  not  entitled  to  give  any  evidence  to  show 
that  the  matter,  charged  by  such  assignment  to  be  false,  was  in 
fact  true,  (c) 

The  crime  of  perjury  is  complete  at  the  time  when  an  affidavit  I*  ^  no  de- 
is  sworn ;    it   is  no  defence,  therefore,  that  the  affidavit  cannot,  affidavH  utn- 
through  certain  omissions  in  the  jural,  be  received  in  the  Court  for  admissible  by 
which  it  is  sworn.     Upon  an  indictment  for  perjury,  in  an  affidavit  reason  of  a 
relating  to  the  service  of  a  petition  upon  a  bankrupt,  it  appeared  ^*^®^*^^®  J*^™*- 
that  the  affidavit  was  signed  with  the  mark  of  the  defendant,  and 
the  jurat  did  not  state  either  where  it  was  sworn,  or  that  the  affi- 
davit waa  read  over  to  the  party,  and  it  was  proved  by  a  clerk 
in   the   Master's  office    in  Southampton  Buildings  that  in  cases 
where* th^  party  swearing  the   affidavit   cannot  write,  the  jurat 
ought,  after,  stating  the  place  where  it  was  sworn,  to  state  that  the 
witness  to  the  mark  of  the  deponent  had  been  first  duly  sworn, 
that  he  had  ttuly,  distinctly,  and  audibly  read  over  the  affidavit  to 
the  deponent,  and  saw  the  mark  affixed ;  and  that  no  affidavit  would 
be  received  which  did  not  contain  this  form  of  jurat  when  the 
party  could  not  write.     Littledale,  J.,  *  The  omission  of  the  form 
directed  by  this  and  other  Courts  to  be  used  in  the  jurat  of  affida- 
vits may  be  an  objection  to  their  being   received  in  the  Court, 
whoee  rules  and   regulations  the  party  has  neglected  to  comply 
with  ;  but  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  perjury  is  complete  at  the 
time  the  affidavit  is  sworn,  and  although  it  cannot  be  used  in  the 
Court  for  which  it  is  prepared,  that  nevertheless  perjury  may  be 
assigned  upon  it.'  (d)     So  where  an  affidavit  when  sworn  had  been 


question  b  upon  the  form  of  the  indict- 
ment, that  is  sufficient  in  our  opinion. 
The  second  point  is  whether  the  attention 
of  the  prifloner  was  sufficiently  caUed  to 
the  truisaction  he  was  heing  questioned 
abont,  and  we  are  aU.  of  opinion  it  was 
amply  called  to  it,  even  if  the  second 
point  had  been  reserved  for  ns  ; '  ct  per 
w  iUes,  J.,  '  We  do  not  intend  to  over- 
rale  what  Pollock,  C.  B.,  said,  *<  that  the 
attention  of  a  witness  oucht  to  be  called 
to  the  point  upon  which  his  answer  is 
supposed  to  be  erroneons,  before  a  chane 
for  peijnzy  can  be  founded  npon  it/"  !& 
Gnsves  in  his  last  edition  of  '  Bnssell  on 
Crimes^'  makes  some  observations  on  B» 

Toil.  lu. 


r.  Stolady,  which  are  in  accordance  with 
the  jud^^ent  of  the  Lord  Chief  Jus- 
tice. 

(a)  8  Stark.  Evid.  860. 

(h)  Rex  V,  Carr,  1  Sid.  418.  2  Kehl. 
576.  3  Stark.  Evid.  860.  The  reporter 
adds,  '  at  which  unexpected  evidence  and 
resolution  the  counsel  for  the  prosecution 
were  surprised.' 

(c)  Rex  V.  Hemp,  5  C.  &  P.  468. 

(d)  Rex  V,  Hailey,  R.  &  M.  N.  P.  C. 
94.  1  C.  &  P.  258.  See  Rex  v.  Cross- 
ley,  anU^  p.  44,  and  Reg.  .v.  Phillpotts, 
arUe^  ^  15,  that  it  is  peijury  as  soon  as 
the  evidence  is  given,  whatever  may  after- 
wards occur. 
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[book  v. 


So  it  is  no 
defence  tliat 
the  affidavit 
has  not  been 
used  for  the 
purpose  for 
which  it  vas 
made. 


Or  that  it  has 
a  defective 
title. 


marked  by  the  judge's  clerk  with  his  initials,  but  through  mistake 
not  then  presented  to  the  judge  for  his  signature,  but  some  days 
afterwards  it  was  signed  by  the  judge ;  Alderson,  B.,  m  the  pre- 
sence of  the  other  Barons  of  the  Exchequer,  expressed  a  clear 
opinion  that  perjury  might  be  assigned  upon  the  affidavit,  although 

the  iudge's  signature  was  omitted,  (e)  ^  .,..,.    j  r    j     i. 

Upon  an  indictment  for  perjury,  it  appeared  that  the  defendant 
had  Ifiled  a  bill  in  chancery  for  an  injunction,  and  had  made  the 
affidavit,  on  which  the  perjury  was  assigned,  in   support  of  the 
allegations  in  that  bill.    The  indictment  averred  the  bill  to  have 
been  filed  and  the  affidavit  exhibited  in  support  of  it ;  and  it  stated 
the  matters  assigned  as  perjury  to  be  material  to  the  questions 
arising  on  the  bill ;  but  it  did  not  contain  any  statement  that  a 
motion  had  been  made  for  an  injunction,  and  it  did  not  appear  by 
the  evidence  that  any  such  motion  had  in  i^i  been  made.    It  was 
submitted  that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  an  acquittal.  By  the 
practice  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  an  injunction  could  not  be 
obtained  except  for  want  of  an  answer,  or  on  the  msufiiciency  of 
the  answer,  or  on  evidence  disproving  the  answer,  in  none  of  which 
cases  is  the  affidavit  of  the  plaintiflf  admissible ;  or  else  ^  parte 
before    the  time   allowed  to  the   defendant  for  answering   haa 
elapsed.     In  the  last  case,  and  in  that  only,  could  the  plamtiffs 
affidavit  be  used.     The  averment,  therefore,  that  the  perjury  was 
assigned  on  the  matter  material  to  the  bill  was  not  true ;  it  could 
only  be  material  to  an  application  of  a  peculiar  nature,  and  it  did 
not  appear,  and  was  not  alleged,  that  such  an  application  was  evOT 
made      It  was  answered  that  the    objection,  if  tenable  at  ail, 
amounted  to  this,  that  perjury  could  not  be  assigned  upon  an 
affidavit  which  had  not  been  used.     Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.,  [  I  do 
not  think  the  averment  or  proof,  the  absence  of  which  is  objected 
to  can  be  necessary.     The  statements  in  the  affidavit  are  material 
to'the  matters  contained  in  the  bill,  which  is  for  an  injimction ; 
and  it  may  well  have  been  filed  in  anticipation  of  a  contemplated 
motion  for  an  injunction,  on  which  it  might  have  been  used.    Can 
it  make  any  difference  that  it  afterwards  turns  out  that  the  motion 
is  not  made  1     The  crime,  if  any,  is  the  same,  morally,  in  each 
ca^e  •  and  I  certainly  shall  not,  where  the  objection  is  open  here- 
after' hold  it  necessary  to  give  proof  of  a  fact  which  does  not  vary 
the  conduct  of  the  party  in  taking  the  oath  in  question.'  (/)    And 
it  has  been  since  held  that  an  affidavit  sworn  for  the  purpose  of 
being  used  in  a  cause,  but  wliich  is  neither  used  nor  filed,  is  never- 
theless the  subject  of  perjury,  (gr)  ^  .,_  .  ^v     j  r    j     ^ 
Where  an  indictment  for  perjury  alleged  that  the  defendant 
produced  before  a  Master  in  Chancery  an  affidavit,  'entitled,  in 
the  said  Court  of  Chancery,  and  in  the  said  suit  therein  at  the  suit 
of  the  said  E.  J.  C,  and  also  in  the  said  suit  therein  at  the  suit  of 
the  said  Commissionera  of  Charitable  Donations  and  Bequests  in 
Ireland,'  and  the  affidavit,  when  produced,  appeared  to  be  entitled 
*  between  the  Commissioner  of  Charitable  Donations  and  Bequests 
in  Ireland,  against  J.  E.  D.,  &c.  (naming  the  other  defendants), 
and.  between  E.  J.  C.  and  J.  E.  D.,  the  Commissioners  of  Chan- 
re)  Bill  V.  Bament,  8  M  &  W.  817.               f  S^^Ts  "^G^^^*^'  ^'  ^"  ^  ^' 
(/)  Ilex  V,  WWite,  M.  &  M.  271.   The       1846,  MS9.  C.  S.  G. 

defendant  was  acquitted. 
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table  Donations  and  Bequests  in  Ireland,  and  others*  It  was 
objected  that  this  afiSdavifc  was  not  one  on  which  perjury  could  be 
assigned,  as  there  was  no  such  suit  as  that  in  which  the  Commis- 
sioner of  Charitable  Bequests  were  plaintiffs  ;  and  the  affidavit 
was  improperly  entitled,  as  the  names  of  all  the  defendants  were 
not  stated,  and  therefore  the  affidavit  was  not  admissible  in 
the  Court  of  Chancery.  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  'The  courts  are 
quite  right  in  not  receiving  affidavits  which  are  not  properly  en- 
titled ;  but  I  do  not  think  the  question  whether  there  be  perjury 
or  not  depends  on  the  rule  as  to  entitling  being  strictly  complied 
with;  (h) 

Where  perjuiy  was  charged  to  have  been  committed  in  an  affi-  Affidavit 
davit  of  service  of  notice  of  an  application  for  leave  to  issue  ]^^°^^^o*it*' 
execution  against  a  shareholder  in  a  joint  stock  company,  and  the 
affidavit  was  produced,  but  the  notice  was  not  annexed  to   it; 
Cockbum,  C.  J.,  held  that  the  affidavit  was  inadmissible,  (i) 

On  an  indictment  for  perjury  alleged  to  have  been  committed  Where  perjury 
on  the  trial  of  A.  Poole,  for  an  indecent  assault,  it  appeared  that  ^f^  ^  ^^^ 
the  prisoner  had  sworn  that  Poole  had  assaulted  her  at  a  certain  mitted  on 
time  and  place,  but  on  cross-examination  she  had  admitted  that  trial  for  an 
certain  liberties  had  been  taken  without  resistance ;  whereon  the  ^^<l«^/^* 
judge  directed  an  acquittal.     Poole  and  others  were  called  to  prove 
that  no  such  assault  could  have  been  committed  at  the   time 
alleged ;  and  it  was  held  that  the  prisoner  was  entitled  to  prove 
what  her  conduct  was  immediately  after  the  alleged  assault ;  that 
she  had  made  immediate  complaint;  and  that  all  the  evidence 
which  was  admissible  on  the  trial  of  the  assault  was  admissible  for 
the  purpose  of  showing  that  the  prisoner  was  not  guilty,  (j) 

If  any  one  distinct  assignment  of  perjury  be  proved,  the  de-  Verdict. 
fendant  ought  to  be  convicted,  (k) 

In  a  case  of  a  prosecution  against  T.  Reilly  for  suborning  one  Proof  upon  a 
Macdaniel  to  commit  perjury,  it  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the  P««ecution 
crown  that  the  bare  production  of  the  record  of  MacdanieFs  con-  tbn  of  peiiury. 
viction  was  of  itself  sufficient  evidence  that  he  had,  in  fact,  taken 
the  false  oath  as  alleged  in  the  indictment.     But  it  was  insisted, 
for  the  prisoner,  that  the  record  was  not  of  itself  sufficient  evidence 
of  the  fact ;  that  the  jury  had  a  right  to  be  satisfied  that  such 
conviction  was  right ;  that  Reilly  had  a  right  to  controvert  the 
guilt  of  Macdaniel ;  and  that  the  evidence  given  on  MacdanieFs 
trial  ought  to  be  submitted  to  the  consideration  of  the  present 
jury ;  and  the  Recorder  obliged  the  counsel  for  the  crown  to  go 
through  the  whole  case  in  the  same  manner  as  if  the  jury  had  been 
charged  to  try  Macdaniel.  (I) 


(A)  Reg.  V,  Christian,  C.  &  M.  388. 

(i)  E^  V,  Hadson,  1  F.  &  F.  56. 

( j)  R^.  V,  Harrison,  9  Cox,  C.  C.  503. 

(i>)  B^  V.  Bhodes,  2  Lord  Raym. 
886,  887.  8  Stark.  Evid.  860.  And  see 
ComiMumoa  v.  Martin,  2  Black.  Rep. 
790.  B^.  V.  Virrier,  12  Ad.  &  K  817. 
Beg.  vTGardiner,  ante,  p.  52.  In  Rex 
vTNicholb,  Gloncester  Sum.  Ass.  1838, 
perjnzT  was  alleged  to  have  been  com- 
mitted by  the  defendant  in  eTidence  given 
on  a  trial  for  larceny,  in  which  he  denied 
having  been  at  a  particular  house  on  a 


particular  occasion,  and  denied  having 
had  a  conversation  with  certain  persons 
there,  and  the  indictment  contained  many 
distinct  assignments  on  the  going  to  the 
house,  and  the  conversation,  upon  all  of 
which  evidence  was  given ;  and  Patte- 
son,  J.,  directed  the  jury  simplv  to  con- 
sider whether  the  defendant  had  been  to 
the  house,  and  if  they  were  satisfied  that 
he  had,  to  convict  hmi,  which  the/ did. 
MSS.  C.  S.  G. 

(0  ReiUy'8  case,  1  Leach,  454.    See 
voL  1,  p.  183. 
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Where  an 
indictment 
contained  four 
connts,  and 
the  Tonire  and 
▼erdict  spoke 
of  *the  perjury 
and  misde- 
meanor afore- 
said/ and 
there  was  a 
judgment  for  a 
sin^e  teqn  of 
imprisonment, 
it  was  held 
right. 


Of  Perjury. 


[book  V- 


One  judgment 
on  several 
counts. 


Punishment  of 
perjury  and 
subornation  of 
perjury. 


The  first  count  assigned  perjury  on  an  affidavit  of  the  defendant^ 
which  alleged  that  the  defendant  did  not  retain  or  employ  W.  U. 
to  act  as  attorney  for  him  and  J.  I.,  or  for  either  of  them,  in  and 
about  the  business  mentioned  in  the  said  W.  U.'s  bill  of  costs ; 
and  that  he,  the  defendant,  never  retained  or  employed  the  said 
W.  XJ.  to  act  as  attorney  or  agent  for  him  in  any  cause  or  manner 
whatever.     The  second  count  assigned  perjury  on  the  statement 
in  the  affidavit  as  follows : — *  that  he  the  said  defendant  did  not 
retain  or  employ  (meaning  that  he  the  defendant  did  not  alone,  or 
jointly  with   the   said  J.  I.,  retain  or  employ)  W.  U.  to  act  as 
attorney  for  him  and  J.  I.'    The  third  count  was  the  same  as  the 
first,  and  the  fourth  as  the  second.     The  plea  was,  that  the  de- 
fendant was  not  guilty  of  the  premises  in  the  indictment  specified. 
The  venire  was  *  to  recognize  whether  the  defendant  be  guilty  of 
the  perjury    and   misdemeanor  aforesaid,   or  not  guilty.'      The 
verdict  was   that  the  defendant   *  is  guilty  of  the  perjury  and 
misdemeanor  aforesaid,*  and  the  judgment  that  the  defendant 
'  be  imprisoned  and  kept  to  hard  labour  for  ten  calendar  months/ 
It  was  urged  that  the   venire,  the  verdict  and  judgment,  were 
uncertain  for  not  showing  to  which  of  the  counts  they  referred. 
That  they  were  in  the  singular  number,  speaking  of  '  the  perjury 
and  misdemeanor  aforesaid,'  and  that  this  could  only  mean  one 
perjury  and  misdemeanor ;  and  that  as  four  were  alleged  in  the 
indictment,  it  was  uncertain  which  of  them  the  jury  was  sum- 
moned  to  try,   and  of  which  of  them  the  defendant  was  found 
guilty ;  but  the  Courts  of  Queen's  Bench  and  Exchequer  Chamber 
held  that  *  misdemeanor  *  was  noraen  collectivum,  and  meant '  the 
misconduct  aforesaid.'      The   consequence    was  that   the   venire 
applied  to  all  the  counts  of  the  indictment,  and  that  the  defendant 
had  been  found  guilty  by  the  verdict  on  all  the  counts,  (tti) 

Where  on  an  indictment  for  perjury  containing  several  counts 
the  judgment  was  that  the  prisoner  for  the  offence  charged  upon 
him  in  and  by  each  and  every  count  be  imprisoned  for  the  space 
of  eight  calendar  months  now  next  ensuing ;  it  was  held  by  the 
Couit  of  Exchequer  Chamber  that  the  judgment  was  good,  on  the 
ground  that  it  meant  that  the  prisoner  was  to  be  imprisoned  for 
the  same  period  of  eight  months  for  each  offence,  (n) 

The  punishment  of  perjury  and  subornation  of  perjury,  at 
common  law,  has  been  various,  being  anciently  death ;  afterwards 
banishment,  or  cutting  out  the  tongue ;  then  forfeiture  of  goods,  (o) 
At  the  present  time  it  is  fine  and  imprisonment,  at  the  discretion 
of  the  court,  (p)  to  which,  as  we  have  already  seen,  the  2  Geo.  2, 


(m)  Byalls  v,  Tlie  Queen,  11 Q.  B.  781. 
Rex  V.  Powell,  2  B.  &  Ad.  75,  was  recog- 
nized as  good  law  by  both  courts. 

(n)  King  v.  Reg.  14  Q.  B.  81. 

(o)  4  Black.  Ck)m.  138. 

ip)  i  Black.  Com.  188.  Rex  v.  Nueys 
aod  Galey,  1  Black.  R.  416.  Rex  v. 
Lookup,  8  Burr.  1901.  In  this  last  case 
the  form  of  the  sentence  was  that  the 
defendant  'should  be  set  iu  and  upon 
the  pillory  at  C.  cross,  for  an  hour  be- 
tween the  hours  of  twelve  and  two,  and 
that  he  should  afterwards  be  transported 
to  some  of  his  Maje8ty*8  colonies  or  plan- 


tations in  America,  for  the  space  of  seren 
years ;  and  be  now  remanded  to  the 
custody  of  the  marshal,  to  be  by  him  kept 
in  safe  custody,  in  execution  of  toe 
judgment  aforesaid,  and  until  he  ahaJl  be 
transported  as  aforesaid.'  The  1  Vict, 
c.  28,  abolishes  the  punishment  of  the 
pillory  in  all  cases,  'provided  that 
nothing  herein  contained  snail  extend,  or 
be  construed  to  extend,  in  any  manner  to 
change,  alter,  or  affect  any  punishment 
whatsoever,  which  may  now  be  by  law 
inflicted  in  respect  of  any  offence  except 
only  the  punishmexit  of  piUosj.* 


CHAP.  I.]  Judgment  101 

a  25,  (g)  superadds  a  power  for  the  Court  to  order  the  offender  to 

be  sent  to  the  bouse  of  con-ection  for  a  term  not  exceeding  seven 

years,  or  to  be  transported  for  the  same  period  ;  (?')  and  makes  it 

felony,  without  benefit  of  clergy,  to  return  or  escape  within  the 

time.     If  the  prosecution  proceeds  upon  the  5  Eliz.  c.  9,  that 

statute,  as  we   have   seen,  («)   inflicts  the   penalty  of  perpetual 

infamy,   and  a  fine  of  40Z.  on  the  suborner ;  and,  in  default  of 

payment,  imprisonment  for  six  months,  and  to  stand  with  both 

ears  nailed  to  the  pilloiy  ;  (t)  and  punishes  perjury  itself  with  six  . 

months  imprisonment,  perpetual  infamy,  and  a  fine  of  20i.,  or  to 

have  both  ears  nailed  to  the  pillory. 

The  3  Geo.  4,  c.  114,  enacts,  that  'whenever  any  person  shall  8 Geo.  4, 
be  convicted  of  any  of  the  offences  hereinafter  specified  and  set  ^^^^  ^^*^ 
forth,  that  is  to  say  (inter  alia),  of  wilful  and  corrupt  perjury,  or 
of  subornation  of  perjury,  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  for  the 
Court  before  which  any  such  offender  shall  be  convicted,  or  which 
by  law  is  authorized  to  pass  sentence  upon  any  such  offender,  to 
award  and  order  (if  such  court  shall  think  fit)  sentence  of  impri- 
sonment with  hard  labour,  for  any  term  not  exceeding  the  term 
for  which  such  court  may  now  imprison  for  such  offences,  either 
in  addition  to  or  in  lieu  of  any  other  punishment  which  may  be 
inflicted  on  any  such  offenders  by  any  law  in  force  before  the 
passing  of  this  Act ;  and  every  such  offender  shall  thereupon 
suffer  such  sentence,  in  such  place,  and  for  such  time  as  aforesaid, 
as  such  court  shall  think  fit  to  direct/     See  vol.  1,  p.  78. 

Upon  a  conviction  for  perjury  at  the  Chester  Assizes,  after  the  judgment  in 
entry  of  the  verdict  the  record  proceeded,  '  it  is  therefore  ordered  <^  of  pe^- 
that  the  said  L.  K.  be  transported  to  the  coast  of  New  South  ^'"^' 
Wales,  or  some  one  or  other  of  the  islands  adjacent,  for  and 
during  the  term  of  seven  yeai-s ;'  and  upon  a  writ  of  error  the 
following  errors  were  relied  upon  ;  that  the  judgment  was  eiTone- 
ous  in  form,  being,  *  it  is  ordered  ;*  whereas  it  should  have  been 
'  it  is  considered ; '  that  it  was  bad  in  substance,  being  a  judg- 
ment of  transportation  only,  whereas  the  2  Geo.  2,  c.  25,  s.  2, 
enacts  that  judgment  of  transportation  maybe  pronounced,  besides 
the  punishment  that  might  before  be  inflicted ;  that  the  place, 
to  which  the  prisoner  was  to  be  transported,  ought  not  to  have 
been  fixed  by  the  Court,  the  power  of  appointing  that  being  given 
to  the  King  in  council  by  the  56  Geo.  3,  c.  27 ;  and  that  at  all 
events  the  appointment  of  the  place  was  bad,  being  to  one  or 
other  of  various  places,  and,  therefore,  uncertain.  And  the  Court 
of  King's  Bench  held  that  by  the  2  Geo.  2,  c.  25,  s.  2,  two  things 
were  required  to  be  done  by  the  Court  before  which  the  party  was 
tried ;  an  order  for  transportation  is  to  be  made,  and  thereupon 
judgment  is  to  be  given ;  and  here  the  Court  had  made  an  order 
not  followed  up  by  a  judgment.  Inasmuch,  therefore,  as  no 
judgment  had  been  entered  in  the  Court  below,  and  the  Court  of 
Kii^s  Bench  had  no  power  to  supply  the  deficiency,  as  the 
punishment  was  discretionary,  that  Court  awarded  a  procedendo, 

(q)  Anie,  p.  25.  25  July,  1864,  vol.  1,  p.  73. 

(r)  Penal  aervitade  for  any  term  not         («)  AnU,  p.  23. 
exceeding  seven  and  not  less  than  five         (t)  See  note  (p),  supra, 
yean,  if  the  offence  was  committed  after 
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The  court  may 
require  the 
prisoner  to 
find  sureties 
for  his  good 
behaviour 
after  the  ex- 
piration of  his 
iiaprisonment. 


Conviction  for 
perjury  inca- 
pacitated the 
offender  from 
giving  evi- 
dence. 


An  indictment 
for  perjury 
will  not  lie 
under  the 
7  Geo.  4, 
c.  67,  8.  71, 
against  an 
insolvent 
debtor  for 
omissions  of 
property  in 
his  schedule. 


Indictment  for 
a  false  answer 
to  the  third 
question  under 
the  Reform 
Act. 


commandiDg  the  Court  below  to  proceed  to  give  judgment  on  the 
conviction,  {x) 

The  Court  may  also  adjudge  the  defendant  to  give  surety  to 
keep  the  peace  and  be  of  good  behaviour  for  a  reasonable  time,  to 
be  computed  from  and  after  the  expiration  of  the  term  of  his 
imprisonment,  himself  in  a  sum  named  in  such  judgment,  with  two 
sufficient  sureties,  each  in  a  sum  therein  also  mentioned,  and  may 
adjudge  the  defendant  to  be  further  imprisoned  until  such  security 
be  given ;  and  such  sentence  does  not  amount  to  perpetual  impri- 
sonment, as  in  default  of  sureties  being  given  the  defendant  would 
be  entitled  to  be  discharged  at  the  expiration  of  the  term  during 
which  the  sureties  were  required,  {y) 

A  consequence  of  a  conviction  for  perjury,  though  it  formed  no 
part  of  the  judgment,  was,  that  the  offender  was  incapacitated 
from  giving  evidence  in  a  court  of  justice,  {z)  But  a  pardon 
restored  his  competency ;  except  in  the  case  of  a  conviction  for 
perjury  or  subornation  of  perjury  on  the  5  Eliz.  c.  9,  (a)  which 
provides  that  the  offender  shall  never  be  admitted  to  give  evidence 
m  courts  of  justice  until  the  judgmient  be  reversed ;  and,  therefore, 
the  King's  pardon  would  not  in  such  case  make  him  a  competent 
witness.  (6)  But  by  the  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  80,  s.  1,  a  person  is  com- 
petent as  a  witness  though  he  has  been  convicted  of  a  crime  or 
offence,  (c) 

The  following  cases  may  be  introduced  in  this  place. 

An  indictment  for  perjury,  alleged  to  have  been  committed  in 
the  Insolvent  Debtors  Court,  stated  that  the  defendant  gave  in 
his  schedule  on  oath  that  the  same  contained  a  true  and  correct 
account  of  all  his  debts,  credits,  &c.,  and  then  went  on  to  state 
that  certain  persons,  whose  names  were  set  out,  were  debtors  to 
the  defendant  at  the  time  of  giving  in  his  schedule,  and  that  they 
were  omitted  in  the  schedule.  It  was  objected  that  no  indictment 
for  perjury  would  lie  on  such  omissions ;  that  the  offence  of  wil- 
fully making  such  omissions  was  made  punishable  as  a  misde- 
meanor by  the  7  Geo.  4,  c.  57,  s.  70,  and  the  offence  of  perjury 
created  by  sec.  71  only  applied  to  positive  affirmations  contained 
in  the  schedule.  Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.,  *I  think  the  legislature 
contemplated  the  particular  case  of  omissions,  and  provided  for 
them  in  the  seventieth  section,  the  debts  omitted  being  compre- 
hended under  the  terms  "effects  or  property"  there  used.  The  Act 
then  goes  on  in  the  seventy-first  section  to  make  other  falsehoods 
in  the  oath  of  the  party  punishable  as  perjury.  I  therefore  think 
the  defendant  must  be  acquitted.'  (d!) 

Upon  an  indictment  against  the  defendant  under  the  2  Will.  4, 
c.  45,  s.  58,  (e)  for  giving  a  false  answer  to  the  question  whether  he 
had  the  same  qualification  to  rote  as  that  for  which  he  was  regis- 
tered, it  appeared  that  the  defendant  had  occupied  a  house  at  the 


{x)  Rex  V.  Ken  worthy,  IB.  &  C.  711. 

(y)  I^eg.  V.  Dunn,  12  Q.  B.  1026,  de- 
cided on  the  authority  of  Rex  v.  Hart, 
80  How.  St.  Tr.  1131,  1194,  and  1344, 
where  the  judges,  in  answer  to  a  question 
from  the  House  of  Lords,  delivered  their 
unanimous  opinion  that  in  all  cases  of 
misdemeanor  the  Court  might  give  sen- 
tence in  that  form. 

(2)  Gilb.  Ev.  126.     BuU  N.  P.  291. 


4  Black.  Com.  138.  2  Hawk.  P.  C.  c.  46, 
s.  101. 

(a)  Ante,  p.  24. 

{b)  1  Phil,  on  Evid.  21,  and  tlie  au- 
thorities there  cited. 

(c)  See  this  Act,  post.  Evidence, 

(d)  Rex  V.  Mudie,  1  M.  &  Rob.  128. 
S.  C.  as  Rex  v.  Moody,  6  C.  &  P.  23. 

{e)  This  enactment  is  now  repealed, 
see  35  &  86  Vict.  c.  83,  sched. 
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time  of  the  registration,  for  which  he  was  on  the  register  as  a 
voter,  but  he  had  left  it  before  the  election,  and  the  landlord's 
agent  had,  before  the  election,  given  the  key  of  the  house  to 
another  person,  who  had  put  horses  into  the  stable  and  beer  into 
the  cellar,  but  the  rent  of  such  person  did  not  commence  till  after 
the  election ;  it  was  held  that  the  defendant  must  be  acquitted,  as 
there  was  not  evidence  as  to  the  determination  of  the  defendant's 
tenancy.  (/) 

Upon  an  indictment  against  the  defendant  under  the  2  Will.  4,  Although  a 
c.  45,  8.  58,  (g)  for  falsely  answering  that  he  had  the  same  qualifica-  ||^n  ^^^jj^^^ 
tion  for  which  his  name  was  originally  inserted  in  the  register  of  property  ho 
voters,  it  appeared  that  the  defendant  at  the  time  of  the  registra-  rented  at  the 
tion  was  occupying  a  house  at  Tumham  Green,  as  tenant  to  Mr.  J^^^" 
Kay,  at  the  rent  of  60?.  per  annum,  but   he  left  that  house  at  cannot  vote, 
Lady  Day  following,  and  in  April  commenced  the  occupation  of  still  he  ought 
another  house  at  Turnham  Green,  as  tenant  to  Mr.  L.,  at  a  rent  ^?*^  ^  ^^^' 
of  50Z.  and  upwards  per  annum,  and  he  continued  in  the  occupa-  faige  answer 
tion  of  this  house  from  April  till  the  time  of  the  election.     The  to  the  question 
defendant  had  been  told  that  he  had  no  right  to  vote  before  he  did  ^^'^^^  ^l 
so,  but  he  said  that  he  believed  he  had  a  right  to  vote,  and  that  c.  45,  if  he  ' 
he  had  been  so  informed  by  a  committee  of  two  of  the  candidates,  hondfde 
and  that  their  opinion  was  suflScient  to  warrant  him  in  voting.     It  ^^®^^  ^®  ^ 
was  held  that  the  nature  of  the  qualification  being  the  same,  did  yote. 
not  give  the  party  a  right  to  vote,  merely  because  it  fell  within 
the  general  terms  of  the  description  which  he  had  given  to  the 
revising  barrister.      The  identity  of  the  qualification  must  con- 
tinue ;  and  if  a  voter  ceased  to  occupy  the  premises  in  respect  of 
which  he  was  registered,  he  thereby  ceased  to  have  a  right  to 
vote ;  and  it  was  no  answer  to  say  that,  although  he  had  ceased  to 
occupy  those  premises,  he  had  entered  upon  the   occupation  of 
other  premises  of  equal  value.      It  had  been  urged  that  if  the 
statement  of  the  defendant  was  untrue,  he  made  it  under  the  ad- 
vice of  a  committee ;  but  that  made  very  little  difference,  for  if  a 
party  made  a  statement  which  he  knew  to  be  untnie,  the  opinion 
of  an  election  committee  (which  generally  had  a  pretty  strong  bias 
one  way  or  the  other)  did  not  alter  the  character  of  the  ofience. 
But  still  the  term  '  same  qualification  '  was  undoubtedly  an  equi- 
vocal  expression,  and  almost  necessarily  implied   something   of 
opinion  as  to  a  matter  of  law,  and  the  jury  ought  not  to  convict  a 
person  of  a  misdemeanor,  who  possessed  property  of  equal  value 
to  that  which  he  held  at  the  time  of  the  registration,  if  he  had 
acted  bovdjide,  and  had  been  guided  in  his  conduct  in  a  matter  of 
law  by  persons  who  were  conversant  with  the  law,  and  who  had 
told  him  that  he  possessed  the  same  qualification  for  which  his 
name  was  originally  inserted  in  the  register  of  voters,  (jjg) 


if)  Bex  V.  Harris,  7  C.  &  P.  263,  Lord 
Denman,  C.  J. 

<p)  See  note  (A),  next  page. 

^)  R«g.  V.  Dodaworth,  8  C.  &  P.  218. 
2  Moo.  k  Bobu  72,  Lord  Denman,  C.  J. 
In  Keg.  V.  Irving,  2  M.  &  Rob.  75, 
note  (a),  the  same  points  aroee,  and 
Bosanqaet,  J.,  was  decidedly  of  opinion 
that  in  point  of  law  the  qualification  was 
not  the  mane^  but  said  that  if  the  answer 
was  given  by  the  prisoner  under  a  bond 


Jidc  belief  that  he  still  retained  his  quali- 
fication, he  should  be  acquitted.  In  the 
same  note  the  learned  reporters  advert  to 
the  case  where  a  voter  is  registered  for 
*  land,'  described  as  in  his  own  occupa- 
tion, or  for  *  freehold  houses,'  in  some 
specified  street,  and  after  the  registration 
he  sells  part  of  the  land  which  was  in  his 
own  occupation  at  the  time  of  the  re^s- 
tration,  or  some  of  the  houses  of  wmch 
he  then  possessed  the  freehold ;  in  each 
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Mode  of 
putting  qneS' 
tions  at  an 
election. 


Wilfully. 


Indictment 


The  '  same  quaKfication '  in  the  2  &  3  Will.  4,  c.  45,  s.  58,  Qi) 
means  the  same  identical  property.  If  therefore  a  party  who  is 
registered  for  a  borough  as  a  10/.  householder  gives  up  the  house 
in  respect  of  which  he  is  registered,  and  takes  another  of  superior 
value  within  the  same  borough  after  the  egistration  and  before 
the  election,  he  loses  his  vote,  and  if  before  and  at  the  time  of  the 
election  a  new  tenant  has  taken  possession  of  the  house  that  the 
voter  has  left,  and  is  paying  rent  for  it,  the  fact  that  a  few  articles 
of  the  voter's  furniture  remain  in  the  house,  and  that  the  voter 
retains  one  of  the  two  keys  of  it,  will  make  no  diflference.  (i) 

So  a  voter  in  a  borough  who  is  registered  as  a  lOZ.  house- 
holder in  respect  of  a  house  in  Eldon  Place,  loses  his  vote,  if  after 
the  registration  and  before  the  election  he  removes  to  another 
house  in  Eldon  Place,  although  the  house  to  which  he  removes  is 
in  every  respect  within  the  description  contained  in  the  register, 
and  both  houses  are  of  the  same  size  and  value,  {j)  If  therefore 
in  such  a  case  the  party  at  an  election  states,  in  answer  to  the 
question  put  to  him,  that  he  has  the  same  qualification  for  which 
his  name  was  inserted  in  the  register,  he  is  indictable  under  the 
2  &  3  Will  4,  c.  45,  s.  58.  {k) 

In  a  register  of  a  borough  the  word  '  PenkhuU,*  which  denoted 
a  portion  of  the  borough,  was  put  at  the  head  of  several  names, 
including  that  of  the  defendant,  who  was  on  the  register  in  respect 
of  a  house  in  Eldon  Place,  and  it  was  held  that  if  there  was  no 
other  Eldon  Place  in  the  borough,  it  was  not  necessary  for  the 
deputy  returning  officer,  in  putting  the  third  question  under  the 
Reform  Act,  to  add  the  word  'Penkhull'  as  part  of  the  de- 
scription. (J) 

On  an  indictment  under  the  2  &  3  Will.  4,  c.  45,  for  giving  a 
false  answer  at  the  poll  at  an  election  of  members  of  Parliament 
for  a  borough,  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  returning  officer  should 
himself  put  the  questions  to  the  voters  under  sec.  58.  But  it  is 
sufficient  if  the  town  clerk  do  it  in  his  presence  and  by  his  direc- 
tion ;  neither  is  it  necessary  to  show  that  the  agent  wno  required 
the  questions  to  be  put  was  expressly  appointed  by  the  candidate ; 
it  is  sufficient  to  show  that  he  has  acted  as  agent  for  the  can- 
didate, (m) 

The  word  '  wilfully '  in  an  indictment  on  the  2  &  3  Will.  4, 
c.  45,  s.  58,  for  giving  a  false  answer  at  the  poll,  should  be  con- 
strued in  the  same  way,  and  supported  by  the  same  sort  of  evi- 
dence, as  in  an  indictment  for  perjury.  To  be  untrue  is  not 
enough  ;  for  to  be  wilful  it  must  have  been  false  to  the  know- 
ledge of  thq  pai*ty  at  the  time ;  and  if  he  really  misconstrues  the 
facts,  or  misconstrues  the  law,  he  would  iiot  be  guilty  of  the 
offence,  {n)  "  • 

An  indictment  under  the  same  sec.  against  a  voter  for  giving  a 
false  answer  at  the  poll,  which  stated  that  at  a  certain  election  for 


case,  however,  retaining  enough  in  point 
of  value  to  confer  a  qualification,  and  in- 
timate a  doubt  whether  such  a  party 
could  truly  answer  the  question  in  the 
afltoiative.     C.  S.  G. 

{Ji)  This  section  is  now  repealed,  see 
86  &  86  Vict.  c.  83. 

(i)  Reg.  r.  Bowler,  C.  &  M.  659,  Pat- 


teson,  J. 

(f)  Reg.  v.  Ellis,  C.  &  M.  664,  Patte- 
son,  J. 

(k)  Ibid.    See  supra,  note  (h), 

(m)  Reg.  t;.  Spalding,  C.  &  M.  668, 
Patteson,  J. 

(n)  Reg.  V,  £lli^  mpra.  See  tuproj 
note  {h). 
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a  member  of  Parliament  for  the  borough  of  Stoke-upon-Trent,  the 
defendant  appeared  as  a  voter^  and  tendered  his  vote  as  such,  and 
that  he  gave  a  false  answer  that  he  had  the  same  qualifica- 
tion for  which  he  was  put  on  the  register,  whereas  in  truth  he 
had  not^  appears  to  be  bad,  because  it  states  all  the  matters 
by  way  of  recital,  and  neither  states  the  writ  nor  the  precept 
for  holding  the  election,  nor  that  the  defendant's  name  was  on 
the  register.  (0) 

Where  on  the  trial  of  an  indictment  on  the  2  &  3  Will.  4,  c.  45,   The  descrip- 
s.  58,  against  the  defendant  for  giving  a  false  answer  to  the  ques-   **®^  ^°  ^^^ 
tion,  *  Have  you  the  same  qualification  for  which  your  name  was   h^J^  ™r  ^ 
originally  inserted  in  the  register  of  voters  now  in  force  for  the    the  party  is 
city  of  Bristol  ? '  the  sherifiF*s  deputy  stated  that  on  the  defendant   "*°*  indictable, 
tendering  his  vote  he  had  asked  him  the  question  as  set  out  in  the 
indictment,  but  did  not,  at  the  end  of  the  question,  read  from  the 
register  the  line  in  which  his  name  and  qualification  were  inserted, 
•Lucy  William,  House,  Lodge  Street*     Wight  man,  J.,  held  that 
the  defendant  must  be  acquitted,  as  the  particular  qualification 
ought  to  have  been  read  over,  {p) 

The  first  four  counts  of  an   indictment  upon  5  &  6  Will.  4,   An  indictment 
c.  76,  8.  34,  stated  that  the  defendant,  upon  deliverine:  in  a  voting  !°r  °^^^°«  * 

•      ii  r        1  M'lt    t  ,  .      1        ..o    false  answer 

paper,  m  the  name  of  a  burgess  entitled  to  vote  at  the  election,  to  the  ques- 

was  asked  by  the  presiding  officer  the  three  questions  in  the  terms  tions  under  the 

of  the  Act,  and  then  alleged, '  to  which  questions  (each  of  the  two  ^  ^^  ^^:  ^* 

first)  the  defendant  then  and  there  falsely  and  fraudulently  an-  at  a  municipal 

swered,  "  I  am ; "  '  and  Williams,  J.,  after  consulting  Patteson,  J.,  election  must 

held  that  these  four  counts  were  bad  for  omitting  the  word  *  wil-  ^f  that  the 

fully!     *  Wilfully  to  make  a  false  answer  to  the  question'  pro-  «l^/tt%* 

posed  was  the  definition  of  the  offence  by  the  legislature  itself,  and  made  the 

it  was  a  safe  and  certain  inile  that  the  words  of  the  statute  must  be  ^^^  answer. 
pursued.  (5) 

The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  falsely  answering  a  question  at  a  A  father  and 

municipal  election  under  the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  7G,  s.  34,     The  pri-  ^^  ^^  **»« 

soner's  father,  William  Goodman,  had  been  a  burgess  of  St.  Alban's,  ^^r^ence 

and  those  names  remained   on  the  overseer's  lists;  but  he  had  and  the  son  ' 

been  absent  from  home  for  a  considerable  time  ;  and  the  prisoner,  ^*^*^  **  * 

whose  name  was  also  William,  resided  in  the  same  house,  and  SecUo^^ 
paid  the  parish  rates,  &c.  At  a  municipal  election  the  prisoner 
offered  to  vote,  and  being  asked, '  Are  you  the  person  whose  name 
appears  as  "  William  Goodman  "  on  the  burgess  roll  now  in  force,' 
answered  *  Yes.'  There  was  only  one  William  Goodman  on  the  roll. 
Wightman,  J.,  held  that  there  was  no  case  against  the  prisoner,  (r) 

Upon  an  indictment  against  the  defendant  for  a  misdemeanor,  indictment 

in  falsely  swearing  that  he  bondjide  had  such  an  estate  in  law  or  for  £aiseiy 

equity  of  the  annual  value  of  300Z.,  above  reprises,  as  qualified  ^^canJig  to  a 

him  to  be  a  member  of  Parliament  for  a  borough ;    a  surveyor  tosit^M'^^" 

stated  that  the  fair  annual  value  of  the  property  was  about  200Z.  member  of 

a  year,  but  another  witness  stated  that  it  was  badly  let,  and  be-  Parliament. 

(0)  R^.  r.  Bowler,  C.  &  M.  559,  per  (p)  Reg.  v,  Lucy,  C.  &  M.  510.     This 

PatteMD,  J.     The  defendant  was  acquit-  enactment  is  now  repealed,  see  35  &  36 

ted  in  this  case.  In  Reg.  v,  Ellis,  C.  &  M.  Vict.  c.  S3,  schcd. 

564,  the  indictment  vras  in  a  similar  form,  (q)  Reg.  v.  Bent,  1  Den.  C.  C.  R.  157 

the  defendant  convicted,  and  the  judg-  2  C.  &  E.  179.     The  abore  section  is  in 

ment  arrested  in  the  Queen's  Bench,  no  part  repealed  by  35  &  36  Vict.  c.  33. 

cause  being  shown.  (r)  Reg.  v,  Goodman,  1  F.  &  F.  502. 
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lieved  it  was  worth  more  than  300Z.  a  year,  and  that  he  told  the 
defendant  so,  and  that  he  did  not  think  that  the  defendant  had  any 
reason  to  believe  that  the  qualification,  in  point  of  value,  was  not 
sufficient.  It  was  held  that  the  juiy  must  be  satisfied,  beyond  all 
doubt,  that  the  property  was  not  of  the  value  of  300i.  a  year,  and 
that,  at  the  time  the  defendant  made  the  statement,  he  ^ew  that 
it  was  not  of  that  value,  (s) 
Indictment  The  first  count  of  an  indictment  upon  the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  62, 

ffi8tert^*or*'  ^'  -^^J  charged  that  the  defendant,  being  a  justice  of  the  peace,  did 
administering  unlawfully  administer  to  and  receive  from  J.  Huxtable  a  certain 
an  oath  con-  voluntary  oath  touching  certain  matters  and  things  whereof  the 
5^6*wm  4  defendant  had  not  jurisdiction  or  cognizance  by  any  statute.  The 
c.  62,  s.  13.  '  second  and  third  counts  slightly  varied,  and  the  fourth  count 
negatived  the  proviso  in  sec.  13.  There  were  other  counts 
charging  the  defendant  with  administering  oaths  to  two  other 
persons.  The  defendant  had  made  a  complaint  to  the  bishop 
against  two  clergymen,  who  officiated  in  his  parish,  that  one  had 
played  at  thimble-rig,  and  that  both  had  neglected  the  duties  of 
the  parish.  The  bishop  intimated  that,  before  he  could  call  on  the 
clergymen  to  answer  the  complaint,  the  defendant  must  either 
bring  before  him  the  persons  who  proved  the  charges,  or  obtain 
statements  in  writing  of  the  facts.  The  defendant  obtained  state- 
ments from  the  three  persons  mentioned  in  the  indictment,  and 
swore  them  before  himself,  as  a  justice  of  the  peace,  to  the  truth 
of  the  statements.  The  bishop  had  before  appointed  a  day  for 
hearing  the  charges,  and  had  summoned  the  clergymen  to  attend ; 
but  on  finding  that  the  depositions  had  been  thus  sworn,  he  de- 
clined to  look  at  them ;  he  went,  however,  into  the  charges  on 
other  evidence.  It  appeared  that  the  defendant  was  ignorant  of 
the  statute  rendering  the  administering  voluntaiy  oaths  illegal  It 
was  contended,  that  the  enacting  part  of  the  statute  must  be  con- 
strued with  reference  to  the  preamble ;  that  the  enacting  clause, 
which  prohibits  'any  justice  of  the  peace,  or  other  person,*  from 
administering  oaths,  other  than  in  matters  over  which  jurisdiction 
was  given  by  statute,  if  taken  by  itself,  would  render  unlawful  the 
taking  of  many  oaths  which  could  be  administered  by  the  common 
law,  that  the  enactment  construed  together  with  the  proviso  was 
still  too  stringent,  and  that  the  enactment  and  proviso  must  be 
governed  by  the  preamble.  Coleridge,  J.,  in  summing  up,  said, 
he  was  of  opinion  that  the  enacting  part  of  the  statute  was  not 
governed  by  the  preamble  ;  that  he  considered  the  enacting  part 
of  the  section  and  the  proviso  preserved  to  justices  of  the  peace  all 
the  jurisdiction  they  had,  as  well  at  the  common  law  as  by  statute, 
to  administer  oaths ;  and  that  the  inquiry  before  the  bishop  was 
clearly  a  matter  in  respect  of  which  the  defendant  had  no  juris- 
diction, either  at  common  law,  or  by  statute.  He  directed  the 
jury,  that,  if  they  were  satisfied  the  defendant  did  administer  the 
oaths,  they  should  find  him  guilty.  The  jury  found  the  defendant 
'guilty  of  inadvertently  administering  an  oath  or  oaths;'  and 
Coleridge,  J.,  held  that  that  was  a  verdict  of  guilty,  {t) 

(«)  Rex  V.  De  Bcauvoir,  7  C.  &  P.  17,  c.  26  ;  37  &  38  Vict  c.  ^Q, 
Lord  Denman,  C.  J.     A  property  quali-  {€)  Reg.  v,  Nott,  C.  &  M.  288.     See 

fication  for  a  member  of  parliament  is  the  section,  an^  p.  80. 
not  now  necessary,  see  21  &  22  Vict. 
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But  the  judgment  waa  afterwards  arrested  upon  the  ground  The  sulwtMice 
that  the  indictment  did  not  in  any  count  show  what  the  nature  of  of  the  oath 
the  oath  was.     There  ought  to  have  been  a  distinct  allegation  of  ™^  ^  ^®* 
the  subject-matter  of  the  oath,  showing  affirmatively  that  it  was 
out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  magistrate.  The  question  was  matter 
of  law  for  the  Couit,  and  though  it  was  not  necessary  to  set  out 
the  whole  of  the  oath,  still  the  facts  should  have  been  so  stated  as 
to  enable  the  Court  to  form  its  opinion  upon  the  question  whether 
the  oath  was  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  magistrate  or  not.  (u) 

Where  a  prisoner  was  indicted  for  making  a  false  declaration  The  5  &  6 
before  a  justice  in  pursuance  of  the  rules  of  a  benefit  society,  Will.  4,  c.  62, 
which  required  a  loss  by  fire  in  certain  cases  to  be  verified  by  such  f*  ^'/^]u!!^. 
a  declaration ;  it  was  objected  that  the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  62,  s.  18,  tions. 
did  not  extend  to  any  declarations  except  those  mentioned  in  the 
preamble  of  that  section ;  but  Erskine,  J.,  held  that  the  section 
ext-ended  to  all  declarations  generally,  {y) 

The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  swearing  a  false  declaration  under  Declaration  in 
the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  62,  s.  18,  that  he  had  done  no  act  to  en-  s^Pi^rtofan 
cumber    certain   lands,  and   that  he  was   in  possession  of  those  a^bu^Sing^ 
lands,  and  in  the  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits  thereof.     The  society. 
declaration  was  duly  sworn  and  made  in  support  of  an  application 
to  a  building  society  in  1861,  for  an  advance  of  150Z.     The  mort- 
gage deed  of  1861  to  the  building  society  was  produced,  but  the 
attesting  witness  was  not  called  to  prove  it     The  original  con- 
veyance of  the  property  to  the   prisoner  was  put  in.      It  was 
objected  that  the  declaration  was  confirmatory  of  the  mortgage 
deed,  and  as  that  was  not  proved,  it  was  not  shown  that  the  matter 
sworn  was  material.     It  was  answered  that  the  declaration  was 
made  to  confirm  the  original  conveyance,  and  not  the  mortgage, 
which  was  executed  after  the  declaration.     Byles,  J.,  'I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  objection  is  fatal.     The  preamble  of  the  6  &  6 
Will.  4,  c.  62,  s.  18,  {w)  must  be  read  with  the  enacting  part ;  and 
as  the  deed,  which    rendered  the  declaration    necessary,  is  not 
proved,  this  indictment  cannot  be  sustained.'  {x) 

The  prisoner  was  indicted  under  the  6  &  6  Will.  4,  c.   62,  s.  ^  dedamtion 
12,  (y)  for  making  a  false  declaration  before  a  justice  for  the  p^^^n^^rok  r* 
borough  of  Liverpool  that  she  had  lost  the  pawn  ticket  of  certain  Act  must  be 
goods  pledged  by  her.   The  clerk  to  the  justice  could  only  speak  to  proved  to 
the  handwriting  of  the  justice  on  the  declaration,  and,  from  the  ^ewiSiin 
great  number  of  these  declarations,  he  could  not  remember  when  the  juriadic- 
or  where  it  was  made.  It  was  contended  that  there  was  no  evidence  tion  of  the 
that  the  declaration  had  been  made  before  the  justice  acting  as  J^^**^®- 
such  or  even  within  the  borough  ;  and  Gurney,  B.,  held  that  the 
objection  was  good.     The  justice  might  at  all  events  have  proved 
that  he  had  never  taken  such  a  declaration  out  of  the  borough,  (z) 


(«)  Reg.  r.  Nott,  4  Q.  B.  768.  In  the 
aigument  it  was  contended  that  the  de- 
fendant on  the  finding  of  the  jury  had 
been  gnilty  of  no  offence,  and  Lord  Den- 
man,  C.  J.,  said,  'If  the  statute  in  terms 
create  an  offence,  all  persons  are  bound 
to  Imow  it.  But  Ml  a  statute  enacts 
aomethiog,  without  in  terms  making  it 
an  offence,  and  you  would  conyict  a  per- 
son of  misdemeanor  in  haying  disobeyed 
such  anemactmenty  aie  70a  not  bouna  to 


show  that  the  disobedience  was  wilful, 
and  in  the  nature  of  a  contempt  V  But 
no  opinion  was  pronounced  upon  this 
point.     See  vol.  1,  p.  192. 

(v)  Reg.  V.  Boynes,  1  C.  &  K.  Q^.  See 
this  case,  arUet  p.  94. 

(w)    Ante, -p.  31. 

{x)  Reg.  V.  Cox,  9  Cox,  C.  C.  301. 

(y)  Ante,  p.  30. 

(z)  Reg.  V.  Morgan,  1  Cox,  C.  C.  109. 
No  case  was  cited,  and  this  decision  re- 
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The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  having  at  Stroud,  in  the  county 
of  Gloucester,  made  a  false  declaration  before  K  O.  Hallewell,  a 
justice  of  the  peace,  that  he  had  lost  a  pawnbroker's  ticket.  It 
was  opened  that  the  prisoner  told  the  pawnbroker  that  he  had  lost 
the  ticket,  and  the  pawnbroker  told  him  he  must  make  a  declsr 
ration  of  the  loss  before  a  magistrate,  and  for  that  purpose 
handed  the  prisoner  a  copy  of  the  ticket  and  a  fonn,  to  be  filled 
up  according  to  the  Act ;  the  prisoner  paid  for  the  form,  saying  he 
would  go  to  a  magistrate  ;  he  returned  the  same  day  with  the  form 
properly  filled  up,  and  with  his  name  and  that  of  Mr.  Hallewell 
attached  ;  but  Mr.  Hallewell  was  not  able  to  recollect  the  fact  of 
the  declaration  having  been  made,  and  therefore  was  not  present ; 
but  the  pawnbroker  identified  the  declaration.  But  there  was 
only  one  witness  to  prove  that  the  prisoner  had  not  lost  the  dupli- 
cate. Piatt,  B., '  As  regards  the  proof  of  the  declaration  having 
been  made  by  the  prisoner,  I  think  there  may  be  sufficient  evi- 
dence to  support  the  indictment,  if  you  can  bring  home  to  him  a 
knowledge  of  its  contents  ;  but  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  falsity  of 
that  declaration  must  be  proved  by  the  oaths  of  two  witnesses  as 
in  a  case  of  perjury,  otherwise  there  would  be  but  oath  against 
oath.'  (a) 


quires  reconsideration.      Sec   the  next 
case,  and  the  note  to  it. 

(a)  Reg.  V,  Browning,  3  Cox,  C.  C. 
487.  The  ruling  of  the  learned  Baron 
was  riglit  on  both  points  ;  though  an  idle 
doubt  nas  been  raised  on  the  first  point. 
If  a  man  in  writing  admitted  that  he  had 
made  a  declaration  before  a  justice  under 
the  Act,  no  doubt  can  exist  that  such 
writing  would  be  sufficient  evidence 
against  him  ;  and  in  this  case  the  pri- 
soner produced  a  declaration  in  the  form 
under  the  Act,  sicmed  by  himself  and 
the  justice,  and  dealt  with  it,  and  ob- 
tained the  goods  by  it,  as  a  valid  decla- 
ration ;  and  it  is  perfectly  clear  that  this 


was  abundant  evidenca  that  he  had  made 
that  declaration  in  the  manner  and  with 
the  formalities  described  in  it.  In  Rex  v. 
Spencer,  1  C.  &  P.  260,  anie^  p.  85,  Lord 
Tenterden,  C.  J.,  said,  *  The  courts  al- 
ways give  credence  to  the  signature  of 
the  magistrate  or  commissioner  ;  and  if 
his  sifoiature  to  the  jurat  is  proved,  that 
is  sufficient  evidence  that  the  party  was 
duly  sworn  ;  and  if  the  place  at  which 
it  was  sworn  is  mentioned  in  the  jurat, 
that  is  sufficient  evidence  that  it  was 
sworn  at  that  place.'  And  see  Rex  v. 
James,  and  BricKell  v.  Hulse,  anfe,  p.  92, 
and  Reg.  v,  Westley,  Bell,  C.  C.  193, 
ante,  p.  87. 
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CHAPTER  THE  SECOND. 


OF  CONSPIRACY,  (a) 

The  conspiriDg  to  obstruct,  prevent,  or  defeat  the  course  of  Descriptions 
public  justice;  (&)  to  injure  the  public  health,  as  by  selling  un-  of  conspiracy 
wholesome  provisions ;  (c)  or  to  effect  any  public  mischief  (d)  as  by 
raising  the  price  of  the  public  funds  by  illegal  means ;  (e)  are 
offences  punishable  by  indictment  And  it  appears  that  an  indict- 
ment lies,  not  only  wherever  a  conspiracy  is  entered  into  for  a 
corrupt  or  illegal  purpose,  but  also  where  the  conspiracy  is  to  effect 
a  legal  purpose  by  the  use  of  unlawful  means ;  and  this,  although 
such  purpose  be  not  effected.  (/)  And  it  is  laid  down  in  a  book 
of  great  authority  that  all  confederacies  whatsoever  wrongfully  to 
prejudice  a  third  person  are  highly  criminal  at  common  law ;  as 
where  divers  pei-sons  confederate  together  by  indirect  means  to 
impoverish  a  third  person,  or  falsely  and  maliciously  to  charge  a 
man  with  being  the  reputed  father  of  a  bastard  child,  or  to  main- 
tain one  another  in  any  matter,  whether  it  be  true  or  false,  {g) 
The  conspiracy  or  unlawful  agreement,  though  nothing  be  done  in 
prosecution  of  it,  is  the  gist  of  the  offence.  (A)  The  nature  of  con- 
spiracy therefore,  requires  that  more  than  one  person  should  be 
concerned  in  it.  In  many  cases  an  agreement  to  do  a  certain 
thing  has  been  considered  as  the  subject  of  an  indictment  for  a 
conspiracy,  though  the  same  act,  if  done  separately  by  each  indi- 
vidual without  an^  agreement  amongst  themselves,  would  not 
have  been  illegal,  (i)  It  has  been  said  that  perhaps  few  things  are 
left  so  doubtful  in  the  criminal  law,  as  the  point  at  which  a  com- 
bination of  several  persons,  in  a  common  object,  becomes  illegal,  (j) 


(a)  The  Acts  relating  to  trade  disputes 
will  be  foond  at  the  end  of  this  chapter. 

(6)  Rex  V.  Mawbey,  6  T.  R.  619,^  aeq. 
4  Black.  Com.  1S6.  1  Hawk.  P.  C.  c. 
72,8.  2. 

(c)  Beg.  V,  Mackarty,  2  Lord  Baym. 
1179.  2  East,  P.  C.  c.  18,  s.  5,  p.  823. 
4  Black.  Com.  162.  And  see  the  remarks 
upon  Beg.  v.  Mackarty  in  6  £ast,  133, 
141. 

(i£)  See  R.  v.  Boolton,  12  Cox,  G.  C.  87. 

(e)  Bex  V.  De  Beronger,  3  M.  &  S.  67. 

(/)  Bex  V.  Journeymen  Tailors  of  Cam- 
bridge,  8  Mod.  11.  Reg.  v.  Best,  2  Lord 
Baym.  1167.  6  Mod.  185.  1  East,  P.  C. 
c  11,  8.  11,  p.  462.  Bat  an  advni  will 
not  lie  for  a  conspiracy  unless  it  be  put 
in  execution,  9  Co.  67.  W.  Jones,  93. 
Savile  v.  Boberts,  1  Lord  Baym.  878. 
And  see  8  Mod.  820,  that  conspiring  to 
do  a  lawfdl  act,  if  for  an  unlawf ol  end,  is 


indictable.    See  post,  p.  110,  note  (Q. 

ig)  1  Hawk.  P.  C.  c.  72,  s.  2.  It  is  not 
necessary  in  an  indictment  for  conspiring 
to  charge  a  man  with  being  the  father  of 
a  bastard  child,  to  state  that  the  charge 
was  false,  Reg.  v.  Best,  post,  p.  119. 

(A)  Beg,  V.  Best,  2  Lord  Raym.  1167. 
Rex  V,  Soragg,  2  Burr.  993.  Rex  v, 
Rispal,  8  Burr.  1320.  Per  TindaL  C.  J., 
O'Connell  v.  Reg.  11  CL  &  F.  166,  post, 
p.  141. 

(t)  By  Grose,  J.,  in  Rex  v.  Mawbey, 
6  T.  R.  636.  And  see  Rex  v.  The  Jour- 
neymen Tailors  of  Cambridge,  8  Mod.  11 
Reg.  p,  Rowlands,  17  Q.  B.  671,  post. 
See  the  new  Act,  38  &  39  Vict.  c.  86,  s.  8, 
post,  p.  161,  as  to  when  an  agreement  or 
combination  by  several  in  furtherance  of 
a  trade  dispute  is  not  indictable. 

(j)  8  Chit  dim.  L.  1189. 
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It  appears,  however,  to  have  been  holden  that  if  such  persons  ille- 
gally concur  in  doing  an  act  they  may  be  guilty  of  conspiracy, 
though  they  were  not  previously  acquainted  with  each  other.  Qc) 
It  has  been  laid  down  that  conspiracy  is  '  a  crime  which  consists 
either  in  a  combination  and  agreement  by  persons  to  do  some 
illegal  act,  or  a  combination  and  agreement  to  effect  a  legal  pur- 
pose by  illegal  means.'  (I)  And  also  that  '  the  crime  of  conspiracy 
is  complete  if  two,  or  more  than  two,  should  agree  to  do  an  illegal 
thing  ;  that  is,  to  effect  something  in  itself  unlawful,  or  to  effect, 
by  unlawful  means,  something  which  in  itself  may  be  indifferent, 
or  even  lawful.*  (m) 

Amongst  the  most  flagrant  instances  of  conspiracies  against  the 
public  justice  of  the  kingdom,  may  be  mentioned  a  case  in  which 
the  defendants  were  charged  with  a  conspiracy,  in  causing  a  man 
to  be  executed  for  a  robbery,  which  they  knew  he  was  innocent  of, 
with  intent  to  get  into  their  possession  the  reward  offered  by  Act 
of  Parliament,  {n)  And  it  would  have  been  equally  a  conspiracy, 
though  the  defendants  had  failed  in  their  infamous  design,  and  the 
man  had  been  acquitted.  Indeed  one  of  the  more  ancient  descrip- 
tions of  conspiracy  is  '  a  consultation  and  agreement  between  two 
or  more  to  appeal,  or  indict  an  innocent  person  falsely  and  mali- 
ciously of  felony,  whom  accordingly  they  cause  to  be  indicted  or 
appealed ;  and  afterwards  the  party  is  lawfully  acquitted  by  the 
verdict  of  twelve  men.'  (o)  But  of  this  description  it  is  observed, 
that  the  lawful  acquittal  of  the  party  grieved  does  not  appear  to 
be  required  in  order  to  make  the  offenders  guilty  of  conspiracy,  {p) 
The  description  of  conspirators  in  the  old  statute,  33  Edw.  1,  st  2 
(sometimes  cited  as  21  Edw.  1),  is  '  that  conspirators  be  they  that 
do  confeder  or  bind  themselves  by  oath,  covenant,  or  other  alliance, 
that  every  of  them  shall  aid  and  bear  the  other  falsely  and  mali- 
ciously to  indict,  or  cause  to  indict,  or  falsely  to  move  and  maintain 
pleas ;  and  also  such  as  cause  children  within  age  to  appeal  men  of 
felony,  whereby  they  are  imprisoned  and  sore  grieved  ;  and  such  as 
retain  men  in  the  countiy  with  liveries  of  fees  for  to  maintain  their 
malicious  enterprizes ;  and  this  extendeth  as  well  to  the  takers  as 


(k)  By  Ijord  Mansfield  in  the  case  of 
the  prisoners  in  the  King's  Bench,  Hil. 
T.  26  Geo.  3.  1  Hawk.  P.  C.  n.  72,  s.  2, 
in  the  notes.     See|>09^,  p.  149. 

(Z)  Per  Aldcrson,  B.   Keg.  v.  Vincent, 

0  C.  &  P.  91,  and  in  Rex  v.  Seward,  1  A. 
&  £.  713.  Lord  Denman,  G.  J.,  said,  'An 
indictment  for  conspiracy  ought  to  show 
either  that  it  was  for  an  unlawful  pur- 
pose, or  to  effect  a  lawful  purpose  by  un- 
lawful means  ; '  but  in  Beg.  v.  Peck,  9  A. 
&  £.  686,  the  learned  Chief  Justice,  upon 
this  dictum  being  cited,  said,  *  1  do  not 
think  the  antithesis  very  correct;'  and 
in  Reg.  v.  Einff,  7  Q.  B.  782,  the  same 
learned  Chief  Justice  said,  *  The  words 
'*  at  least "  should  accompany  that  state- 
ment. '   In  Rex  9.  Jones,  I  B.  &  Ad.  845, 

1  K.  ft  M.  78,  howeyer,  several  learned 
judges  gave  a  similar  definition  of  the 
crime  of  conspiracy.  And  see  an^,  p. 
109,  note  (/).  C.  S.  G.  See  R.  t?.  Bunse, 
12  Cox,  C.  C.  816. 

(m)  Per  Tindal,  0.  J.,  delivering  the 


opinion  of  all  the  judges  in  O'Connell  v. 
Reg.,  11  CI.  &  F.  155,  post,  p.  141. 

\n)  Rex  V.  Macdaniel,  1  Leach,  45. 
And  see  Post  180.  See  also  aiUe,  voL  1, 
p.  662.  It  should  seem  that  the  only 
objection  to  this  being  treated  as  a  con- 
spiracy was  that  which  might  arise  from 
its  being  considered  as  a  crime  of  the 
highest  degree  (i.  «.,  murder,  in  which 
the  misdemeanor  would  be  meiged. 

(o)  3  Inst.  143.     4  Black.  Com.  136. 

(jp)  1  Fawk.  P.  C.  c.  72,  8.  2.  In  the 
case  of  Rex  v.  Spragg,  2  Burr.  998,  Serjt 
Davy  said,  'There  is  a  distinction  be- 
tween a  writ  of  conspiracy  and  an  in- 
dictment for  conspiracy.  In  an  action 
the  damage  is  the  gist  of  the  action ;  and 
therefore  the  writ  and  declaration  must 
charge  ''that  he  was  indicted  and  sus- 
tained damage  ; "  but  that  is  not  neoes- 
saiy  in  an  indictment,  which  is  for  an 
offence  against  the  public  And  this  diB- 
tinction  explains  Lord  Coke's  meaning  in 
8  Inst  143.' 
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to  the  ^vers,  and  to  stewards  and  bailiffs  of  great  lords,  who  by 
their  seigniority,  office,  or  power,  undertake  to  bear  or  maintain 
quarrels,  pleas,  or  debates,  that  concern  other  parties  than  such  as 
touch  the  estate  of  their  lords  or  themselves.'  From  which  defini- 
tion of  conspirators  it  is  said  that  it  seems  clearly  to  follow  that  not 
only  those  who  actually  cause  an  innocent  man  to  be  indicted, 
and  also  to  be  tried  upon  the  indictment,  whereupon  he  is  law- 
fully acquitted,  are  properly  conspirators,  but  that  those  also  are 
guilty  of  this  offence,  who  barely  conspire  to  indict  a  man  falsely 
and  maliciously,  whether  they  do  any  act  in  prosecution  of  such 
conspiracy  or  not ;  for  the  words  of  the  statute  seem  expressly 
to  include  all  such  confederacies  under  the  notion  of  conspiracy, 
whether  there  be  any  prosecution  or  not.  (g)  But  it  is  also  said 
that  since  it  does  not  appear  to  have  been  solemnly  resolved 
that  persons  offending  by  a  false  and  malicious  accusation  against 
another  are  indictable  upon  this  statute,  it  seems  to  be  more  safe 
and  advisable  to  ground  an  indictment  for  such  offence  upon  the 
common  law  than  upon  the  statute,  (r) 

A  conspiracy  of  this  kind  appears,  therefore,  to  consist  in  the  The  false 
unlawful  agreement  to  injure  a  person  by  a  false  charge ;  though  diarge  need 
it  be  in  no  way  prosecuted.     Aiid  whether  the  conspiracy  be  to  ^^J^  ^"*®" 
charge  a  temporal  or  an   ecclesiastical  offence   on  an  innocent 
person,  it  is  the  same  thing,  (a) 

A  conspiracy  to  indict  a  person  for  the  purpose  of  extorting 
money  from  him  is  a  misdemeanor,  whether  the  charge  be  or  be 
not  false,  {t) 

It  seems  not  to  be  any  justification  of  a  confederacy  to  carry  The  oonfede- 
on  a  false  and  malicious  prosecution,  that  the  indictment  or  appeal  ?fy  to  make 
which  was  preferred,  or  intended  to   be  preferred  in  pui-suance  ^"^^^^ 
of  it,  was  insufficient,  or  that  the  court  wherein  the  prosecution  equally  crimi- 
was  carried  on  or  designed  to  be  carried  on  had  no  jurisdiction  ^t  ^^^^ 
of  the  cause,  or  that  the  matter  of  the  indictment  did  import  inM^intcnded 
no  manner  of  scandal,  so  that  the  party  grieved  was,  in  truth,  in  to  be  instituted 
no  danger  of  losing  either  his  life,  liberty,  or  reputation.     For  were  defective. 
notwithstanding  the  injury  intended  to  the  party  against  whom 
such  a  confederacy  is  formed  may  perhaps  be  inconsiderable,  yet 
the  association  to  pervert  the  law,  in  order  to  procure  it,  seems  to 
be  a  crime  of  a  very  high  nature,  and  justly  to  deserve  the  resent- 
ment of  the  law.  (u)     Therefore,  on  an  indictment  for  wickedly 
and  unlawfully  conspiring  to  accuse  another  of  taking  hair  out  of  a 
bag,  without  alleging  it  to  be  an  unlawful  and  felonious  taking,  it 
was  said  by  Lord  Mansfield  that  the  gist  of  the  offence  wa^  the 
unlawful  conspiracy  to  do  an  injury  to  another  by  a  false  charge, 
and  that  whether  the  conspiracy  be  to  charge  a  man  with  criminal 
acts,  or  such  only  as  may  affect  his  reputation,  it  is  sufficient,  {v) 

It  is  observed  that  it  appears  not  only  from  the  words  of  the  But  the  con- 
statute,  but  also  from  the  plain  reason  of  the  thing,  that  no  con-  federacy  must 
federacy  whatsoever  to  maintain  a  suit  can  come  within  the  words  ^aJ^^is^and 

(q)  I  Hawk.  P.  C.  c.  72,  8.  2.  be  true  or  false  is  material  on  the  ques- 

(r)  Ibid.  tion  whether  the  prosecution  was  oond 

(s)  Ueg.  V,  Best,  2LordKayni.  1167.  otmaldfioU,    Ibidt 

1  Solk.  174.  (u)  1  Hawk.  P.  C.  c.  72,  s.  8. 

(t)  Bex  •.  Hollingberry,  4  B.  &  C.  329.  (v)  Rex  v.  Bispal,  Black.  R.  868.     8 

6  D.  &  B.  345.     S.  P.  Beg.  v.  Jacobs,  Burr.  1820.    And  see  Pippet  v,  Hean, 

1  Cox,  C.  C.  173 ;  but  wheUier  the  charge  5  B.  &  A.  684,  anU^  p.  58,  note  (n). 
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Conspiracy  to 
pervert  the 
course  of 
justice,  by 
producing  a 
false  certificate 
of  a  highway 
being  in  re- 
pair. 


Aliment  of 
the  counsel 
for  the  prose* 
cution. 


of  the  33  Edw.  1,  stat.  2,  unless  it  be  both  false  and  malicious,  {w) 
And  several  persons  may  lawfully  meet  together  and  consult  to 
prosecute  a  guilty  person,  or  one  against  whom  there  is  probable 
cause  of  suspicion  ;  but  not  to  prosecute  one  that  is  innocent,  right 
or  wrong,  {x)  And  associations  to  prosecute  felons,  and  even  to 
put  the  laws  in  force  against  political  offenders,  are  lawful  {y) 

It  has  been  held  that  a  certificate  by  justices  of  the  peace  that 
an  indicted  highway  is  in  repair,  is  a  legal  instrument,  recognized 
by  the  courts  of  law,  and  admissible  in  evidence  after  conviction, 
when  the  court  is  about  to  impose  a  fine ;  and  that,  consequently, 
it  is  illegal  to  conspire  to  pervert  the  course  of  justice  by  producing  a 
false  certificate  in  evidence  to  influence  the  judgment  of  the  court 
The  indictment  stated  that  a  highway  was  indicted  as  being  out  of 
repair,  and  a  plea  of  not  guilty,  but  that  it  was  intended  to  apply  to 
withdraw  the  plea  and  plead  guilty ;  that  two  justices  of  the  county, 
and  two  other  persons,  conspired  to  pervert  the  course  of  justice 
and  impose  on  the  court  by  producing  a  false  certificate  from  the 
two  defendants,  who  were  justices,  that  the  road  was  in  repair,  and 
that  they  did  so.  There  was  a  verdict  against  the  two  justices, 
and  a  rule  was  obtained  to  arrest  the  judgment.  Upon  showing 
cause  against  this  rule  the  counsel  for  the  prosecution  went  at 
large  into  a  discussion  of  the  doctrine  and  nature  of  conspiracies. 
He  said  that  it  follows  from  the  very  nature  of  the  offence  of  con- 
spiracy that  there  is  no  charge  of  any  specific  crime,  but  it  consists 
wholly  in  the  unlawful  combination  ;  and  this  will  appear  fully  by 
adverting  to  the  several  sorts  of  conspiracy  to  be  found  in  the 
Books.  1.  Where  the  subject-matter  is  neither -maium  pro/iz6i- 
txLTa,  nor  malum  in  se,  as  referred  to  the  individual ;  but  the 
criminality  in  law  arises  wholly  from  the  cwispiracy.  Such  as  an 
agi-eement  to  maintain  each  other,  right  or  wrong ;  (z)  or  a  combi- 
nation amongst  labourers  or  mechanics  to  raise  their  wages,  (a) 
So  where  several  conspired  to  hiss  at  the  Birmingham  Theatre, 
Lord  Mansfield  held  it  indictable,  although  each  might  have  done 
so  separately,  (b)  So  a  combination  between  officers  in  the  service 
of  the  East  India  Company  to  resign  their  commissions  Avas  held 
an  illegal  act ;  and  consequently  a  resignation  tendered  under 
those  circumstances  was  held  not  to  be  a  determination  of  the  ser- 
vice, (c)  2.  Where  the  subject-matter  is  not  malum  prohibitum., 
as  referred  to  the  individual,  though  m^lum  in  se  ;  but  the  crimi- 
nality in  law  arises  from  the  conspiracy,  such  as  a  malicious  com- 
bination against  a  trader  to  ruin  him  in  his  trade,  {d)  So  the 
taking  up  dead  bodies,  even  though  for  the  purpose  of  science  in 
dissecting  them,  is  now  held  an  indictable  offence  pet*  se ;  {e)  yet 
formerly  it  was  not  so  considered,  but  even  then  it  was  held  that 
an  indictment  lay  for  conspiracy  to  do  so.  (/)     A  false  indictment 


(w)  1  Hawk.  P.  C.  c.  72,  a.  7. 

{x)  Reg.  V.  Best,  1  Solk.  174.  Aud 
see  1  Hawk.  P.  C.  c  72,  s.  7. 

(y)  Rex  V.  Murray,  1  Chit.  Bum's  Just. 
817.  Matth.  Dig.  90.  Abbott,  C.  J., 
Guililhall,  1823. 

(?)  9  Co.  66. 

(a)  8  Mod.  10  ;  but  see  Rag.  t;.  Row- 
lands, 17  Q.  B.  671,  post,  p.  171. 

(6)  Anon.,  B.  R.  18  or  19  G«o.  8. 


(c)  4  Burr.  2472. 

{d)  1  Stra.  144.  1  Lev.  125.  Rex  v. 
Eccles,  1  Jjeach,  274,  porf,  p.  124.  Reg. 
t'.  Rowlands,  17  Q.  B.  671,  post,  p.  171. 

(c)  Rex  V,  Lynn,  2  T.  R.  733. 

(/)  Rex  V,  Young,  cited  in  2  T.  R.  733. 
Tiiis  was  an  indictment  for  a  conspiracy 
to  prevent  the  burial  of  a  corpse.  And 
see  a  precedent  for  such  a  conspiracy, 
2  Chit  Crim.  L.  86. 
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is  no  crime  as  referred  to  the  individual,  ig)  but  a  conspiracy  for 
that  purpose  subjects  the  oflfenders  to  the  villanous  judgment,  (h) 
The  private  slanaer  of  another  by  an  individual  is  not  indictable ; 
but  conspiring  to  charge  another  with  slanderous  matter  is  so,  (i) 
though  no  legal  charge  be  actually  preferred,  {j)  And  in  this  latter 
case  it'was  held  that  the  Quarter  Sessions  had  jurisdiction  over 
conspirators.  It  is  the  same  with  private  immorality,  which  is  only 
indictable  when  coupled  with  a  conspiracy.  Qc)     So  two  or  more 
joining  to  do  legal  acts  with  a  corrupt  intent  may  be  indicted.  (Z) 
And  private  deceits,  coupled  with  a  conspiracy,  are  indictable  on 
that  account,  (m)     3.  The  third  head  of  conspiracy  is  where  the 
subject-matter  is  malum  prohibitum,  as  referred  to  the  individual, 
and  the  criminality  in  law  is  thereby  aggravated  if  executed.     Of 
this  nature  is  the  bare  attempt  to  subvert  religion,  {n)  or  public 
justice  ;  and  the  latter  will  apply  to  both  descriptions  of  counts  in 
the  indictment.     Such  also  is  the  endeavour  to  dissuade  witnesses 
from  giving  evidence,  (o)  or  the  preparation  of  witnesses,  (p)  or 
the  tampering  with  jurors,  {q)  Such  are  public  frauds  in  trade,  (r) 
or  public  cheats,  (a)  or  deceit  or  collusion  in  the  King's  courts,  or 
any  consent  thereto,  {t)     4.  Where  there  is  a  bare  conspiracy  un- 
executed, {u)  or  where  the  conspiracy  by  the  execution  merges  in 
a  higher  offence,  (v)    And  he  then  argued  that  the  offence  charged 
against  the  defendants  fell  within  the  principles  of  the  above  cases. 
In  giving  his  judgment  in  this  case,  Ashhurst,  J.,  said,  '  The  prin-  Opiniona  of 
cipal  question  is,  whether  a  conspiracy  to  pervert  the  course  of  ^^^  judges. 
justice  by  producing  in  evidence  a  false  certificate  be  or  be  not  a 
crime  ?  It  seems  to  me  that  a  greater  offence  can  hardly  be  stated 
than  that  of  obstructing  or  perverting  the  course  of  justice,  on 
which  the  lives  and  properties  of  all  the  subjects  depend.'    And 
Grose,  J.,  said, '  It  is  laid  down  in  some  of  the  cases  that  an  attempt 
to  persuade  another  not  to  give  evidence  in  a  court  of  justice  is  in- 
dictable ;  then  it  cannot  be  doubted  but  that  an  attempt  to  mislead 
the  court  by  misrepresentation  is  equally  criminal.     The  course  of 
justice  is  perverted  if  the  certificate  of  the  justices  be  false.     If 
they  agree  to  certify  that  a  road  is  in  repair  for  the  purpose  of  per- 
verting  the  course  of  justice  it  is  a  crime  and  indictable  ;  and  it  is 
not  necessary  that  they  should  know  at  the  time  of  such  agreement 
that  the  road  is  out  of  repair ;  it  is  sufficient  that  they  did  not 
know  that  the  fact  which  they  certified  to  be  true  was  true.'     And 
Lawrence,  J.,  said,  'The  question  is,  whether  a  conspiracy  to  do  an 
act  from  which  the  public  may  receive  any  damage  be  or  be  not 


(g)  1  Ed.  8,  Stat.  2,  c  11.  2  Black. 
Bep.  1328,  9. 

(A)  Ibid.  See  as  to  the  judgment, 
pok,  p.  158. 

(t)  1  Lev.  62.     1  Vent.  304. 

0)  1  Salk.  174.  1  Stra.  198.  3  Burr. 
1320. 

{k)  1  Salk.  382,  652.  3  Burr.  1434, 
1878.  2  Lord  Baym.  1031.  4  St.  Tr. 
515. 

{I)  Rex  V,  Bobinson,  1  Leacb,  37.  8 
Mod.  321.     1  WUs.  41.    8  Burr.  1489. 

(m)  6  Mod.  42,  801.  2  Burr.  1127. 
2  Stra.  866. 

(«)  Fifc^.  66. 

(o)  1  Hawk.  P.  C.  c  21,  s.  15.  2  Stra. 

VOL.  in. 


904.  And  see  Rex  v.  Steventon,  2  East, 
B.  362. 

ip)  Hob.  271.  8  Inst.  106.  2  Show.  1. 

(5)  1  Saund.  800.  1  Lord  Baym.  148. 
1  Burr.  510.  Bex  «.  Jolliffe,  4  T.  B.  285. 
Co.  Lit.  167. 

(r)  1  Sess.  Cas.  217.  Comb.  16.  1 
Sid.  409.     1  Ventr.  13. 

{s)  5  St.  Tr.  486.  1  Latch.  202.  1 
Boll.  Bep.  2.  2  Lord  Baym.  866.  1 
Barnard.  330. 

(t)  8  Edw.  1,  c.  29.    2  Inst.  212,  217. 

(m)  1  Lev.  62,  125.  1  Vent.  304.  3 
Butt.  1820.  1  Lord  Baym.  879.  1  Salk. 
174.     1  Stra.  198.     T.  Baym.  417. 

(r)  1  Lord  Baym.  711. 
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A  coDflpiracy 
to  defeat  an 
infonnation. 


A  conspiracy 
to  cause  a 
penon,  who 
had  been 
bound  oyer  to 
prosecute,  not 
to  do  so. 
If  the  neces- 
sary effect  of 
a  conspiracy 
be  to  defeat 
the  ends  of 
justice,  it  must 
be  taken  that 
that  was  the 
object  of  the 
conspiracy. 


indictable  ?  At  first  I  thought  this  a  very  doubtful  case^  because 
it  struck  me  that  this  was  an  act  by  which  the  public  would  not 
suffer,  as  the  court  of  the  assizes  were  not  bound  to  receive  the  cer- 
tificate of  the  defendants,  it  not  being  on  oath.  But  on  examina- 
tion it  appears  that  the  practice  of  receiving  the  certificates  of 
magistrates  respecting  the  state  of  roads,  has  existed  as  far  as  the 
memory  of  living  persons  extends,  and  the  Books  carry  it  still  fur- 
ther back.  I  have  not  been  able  to  discover  how  or  when  the 
practice  of  receiving  these  certificates  arose ;  but  a  practice  that 
has  been  adopted  in  the  courts  at  least  as  long  back  as  the  reign  of 
Charles  the  First,  goes  a  great  way  to  show  what  the  law  is  upon 
the  subject.  And  this  is  not  the  only  instance  of  receiving  certifi- 
cates in  evidence ;  certificates  of  bishops  with  respect  to  marriages 
are  received  ;  the  customs  of  London  are  certified  by  the  recorder  ; 
so  formerly  were  certificates  received  from  the  captain  of  Calais  ; 
and  in  Cro.  Eliz.  502,  this  court  said  that  they  would  give  credit 
to  the  certificates  of  the  judges  in  Wales  respecting  the  prac- 
tice of  their  court,  and  that  the  custom  of  the  court  is  a  law  in 
that  court.'  (w) 

Where  one  brother  had  executed  a  conveyance  of  land  to  another 
for  the  avowed  object  of  giving  the  latter  a  colourable  qualification 
to  kill  game,  and  to  get  rid  of  an  information  then  pending  against 
him,  it  seems  to  have  been  considered  as  quite  clear  that  they  were 
both  guilty  of  an  indictable  conspiracy,  (a) 

A  count  alleged  that  C.  Staden,  J.  James,  and  J.  Broome  had 
been  committed  for  trial  for  having,  by  cheating  and  false  pre- 
tences, obtained  from  W.  Hamp  3006.,  and  that  W.  Hamp  had  been 
bound  by  recognizances  to  prosecute  them ;  and  that  W.  Hamp, 
W.  Watkins,  and  W.  Probert,  intending  to  defeat  the  due  course 
of  law,  did  agree  amongst  themselves  and  with  the  wife  of  the  said 
J.  Broome  that  W.  Hamp  should  not  attend  to  prosecute  or  give 
evidence,  and  should  receive,  in  consideration  thereof,  400Z.  from 
the  said  wife  of  J.  Broome ;  and  then  alleged  that  W.  Hamp  did 
receive  the  400Z.  The  three  following  counts  alleged  the  object  to 
be  to  defeat  and  obstruct  the  due  course  of  law.  The  prefatory 
averments  were  proved,  and  the  wife  of  J.  Broome  proved  that, 
prior  to  the  trial  for  cheating  Hamp,  she  met  the  now  defendants 
at  a  tavern ;  they  said  that  they  were  sorry  to  carry  on  the  prose- 
cution ;  and  if  she  would  give  them  500i.  they  would  not  do  so ; 
and  after  some  conversation  it  was  arranged  that  a  cheque  for  400Z. 
should  be  given,  and  it  was  given,  and  W.  Hamp  thereupon  told 
her  that  they  would  not  further  prosecute  her  husband.  W.  Hamp 
had  been  bound  by  recognizances  in  600Z.  to  prosecute.  For  the 
defendants  it  was  alleged  that  J.  Broome  had  such  influence  over 
W.  Hamp  that  the  latter  had  made  an  affidavit  exculpating  J. 
Broome  from  any  participation  in  the  fraud,  and  that  he  was  thus 
placed  in  the  dilemma  that,  if  he  did  not  prosecute,  he  forfeited 
his  recognizances,  and,  if  he  did  prosecute,  he  miffht  be  indicted 
for  perjury ;  and  that  Probert,  who  was  his  guardian,  in  order  to 
extricate  his  ward  from  this  position,  had  been  a  party  to  the 
compromise,  but  without  any  intention  to  do  wrong,  or  to  obstruct 


{w)  Bex  V.  Mawbey,  6  T.  K.  619  to 
638. 


(x)  Doe  dem.  Boberts  v,  Roberts,  2  B. 
&  A.  867. 
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the  course  of  justice.  But  Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.,  held  that,  if  the 
necessary  effect  of  the  agreement  was  to  defeat  the  ends  of  justice, 
that  must  be  taken  to  be  the  object ;  and  the  jury  were  directed 
to  say,  on  the  first  and  second  counts,  whether  the  defendants  did 
agree  not  to  prosecute  as  therein  alleged  \  and  on  the  third  and 
fourth  counts  whether  they  conspired  to  obstruct  and  defeat  the 
ends  of  justice.  If  they  did  so  agree  and  conspire,  whatever  might 
be  their  private  reasons,  it  was  the  duty  of  the  jury  to  convict  the 
defendants,  (jf) 

Where  the  plaintiff  had  been  arrested  for  382.  at  the  suit  of  Conspiracy  by 
Cohen,  and  Blake  had  become  bail  for  her,  and  some  proceedings  a  bail  and 
had  been  taken  against  him  as  bail,  and  Blake,  Cohen,  Swaysland,  ^J^  Purity 
and  Solomon  went  to  the  plaintiff's  lodgings,  and  Blake  said  he  from  the 
must  have  his  money  or  the  plaintiff  must  go  to  gaol,  and  stated  defendant, 
that  Swaysland  and  Solomon  were  ofiicers,  which  was  not  the  fact ; 
and  the  plaintiff  being  frightened,  delivered  to  Blake  a  watch  and 
other  articles,  and  Swaysland  and   Solomon  wrote  two   papers, 
which  were  signed  by  the  plaintiff  and  Blake,  and  which  papers 
stated  that  the  articles  were  deposited  with  Blake  as  a  security, 
and  ^that  he  should  be  at  liberty  to  sell  them  within  forty-two 
days  unless  he  was   paid   in   the   meantime ;   Lord    Lyndhurst, 
C.  B.,  held  that,  as  the   defendants    all    acted    in  concert,  they 
were  guilty  of  a  conspiracy,  for  which  they  might  all  have  been 
indicted,  (z) 

It  has  been  held  to  be  an  indictable  offence  to  conspire  on  a  Oonspiiecy  to 
particular  day  by  false  rumours  to  raise  the  price  of  the  public  »»»  **»«  v^^ 
government  funds,  with  intent  to  injure  the  subjects  who  should  f^g  ^^^^ 
purchase  on  that  day,  and  that  the  indictment  was  well  enough  pArticnlar  day 
without  specifying  the  particular  persons  who  purchased  as  the  ^  ^»^  rn- 
persons  intended  to  be  injured,  and  that  the  public  government  ^^"^^ 
funds  of  this  kingdom  might  mean  either  British  or  Irish  funds, 
which  since  the  Union  were  each  a  part  of  the  United  Kingdom. 
After  argument  in  arrest  of  judgment,  Lord  EUenborough,  C.  J., 
said,  '  I  am  perfectly  clear  that  there  is  not  any  ground  for  the 
motion  in  arrest  of  judgment.     A  public  mischief  is  stated  as  the 
object  of  this  conspiracy ;  the  conspiracy  is  by  false  rumours  to  raise 
the  price  of  the  public  funds  and  securities,  and  the  crime  lies  in 
the  act  of  conspiracy  and  combination  to  effect  that  purpose,  and 
would  have  been  complete,  although  it  had  not  been  pursued  to  its 
consequences,  or  the  parties  had  not  been  able  to  carry  it  into 
effect     The  purpose  itself  is  mischievous ;  it  strikes  at  the  price  of 
a  vendible  commodity  in  the  market,  and  if  it  gives  a  fictitious 
price  by  means  of  false  rumours,  it  is  a  fraud  levelled  against  all 
the  public,  for  it  is  against  all  such  as  may  possibly  have  anything 
to  do  with  the  funds  on  that  particular  day.*   Bayley,  J.,  *  It  is  not 
necessary  to  constitute  this  an  offence  that  it  should  be  prejudicial 
to  the  public  in  its  aggregate  capacity,  or  to  all  the  King  s  subjects, 
but  it  is  enough  if  it  be  prejudicial  to  a  class  of  the  subjects. 
Here  then  is  a  conspiracy  to  effect  an  illegal  end,  and  not  only  so, 

(y)  Reg.  V.  Hamp,  6  Cox,  C.  C.  167.  and  not  conspire,  and  on  its  being  said 
LoidC^pbeU,  C.  J.,  held  that  tbe  facts  that  this  count  did  not  charge  a  con- 
did  not  snpport  cbnnts  chaiging  a  con-  spiracy,  Lord  Campbell  said,  *  Nothing 
ratracy  to  ODtain  money  from  the  wife  of  turns  on  that.  Conspire  is  nothing : 
f.  Broome,  with  intent  to  cheat  him  of  it.  agreement  is  the  thing. 
The  fint  count  had  only  the  word  'agree*         {z)  Bloomfield  v,  Blake,  6  C.  &  P.  75. 
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but  to  effect  it  by  illegal  means,  because  to  raise  the  funds  by  false 
rumours  is  by  illegal  means.  And  the  end  is  illegal,  for  it  is  to 
create  a  temporary  rise  in  the  funds  without  any  foundation,  the 
necessary  consequence  of  which  must  be  to  prejudice  all  those  who 
become  purchasers  during  the  period  of  that  fluctuation.'  Dampier, 
J., '  I  own  I  cannot  raise  a  doubt,  but  that  this  is  a  complete  crime 
of  conspiracy  according  to  any  definition  of  it.  The  means  used 
are  wrong,  they  were  false  rumours ;  the  object  is  wrong,  it  was  to 
give  a  false  value  to  a  commodity  in  the  public  market,  which  was 
iujurious  to  those  who  had  to  purchase.'  (a) 

In  the  argument  upon  the  foregoing  case  an  authority  was 
cited  where  the  defendants  being  acquitted  of  all  but  conspiring 
to  impoverish  the  farmers  of  the  excise,  it  was  objected  that  there 
was  no  offence ;  but  the  Court  held  it  well,  because  the  informa- 
tion showed  that  the  excise  was  parcel  of  the  revenue  of  the 
crown,  and  so  the  impoverishment  of  the  farmers  of  excise  tended 
to  prejudice  the  revenue  of  the  crown.  (6) 

It  seems  that  parties  may  be  guilty  of  a  conspiracy  to  raise  the 
price  of  oil  by  making  fictitious  sales,  (c) 

A  conspiracy  to  obtain  money  by  procuring  from  the  lords  of 
the  treasury  the  appointment  of  a  person  to  an  office  in  the  customs 
is  a  misdemeanor  at  common  law.  The  counsel  for  the  defendant 
proposed  to  argue  that  the  indictment  was  bad  on  the  face  of  it, 
as  it  was  not  a  misdemeanor  at  common  law  to  sell  or  to  purchase 
an  office  like  that  of  a  coast  waiter,  and  that,  however  reprehensible 
such  a  practice  might  be,  it  could  only  be  made  an  indictable 
offence  by  Act  of  Parliament.  But  Lord  Ellenborough,  C.  J., 
said,  '  If  that  be  a  question  it  must  be  debated  on  a  motion  in 
arrest  of  judgment,  or  on  a  writ  of  error.  But  after  reading  the 
case  of  Rex  v.  Va/ughan,  (d)  it  will  be  very  difficult  to  argue  that 
the  offence  charged  in  the  indictment  is  not  a  misdemeanor.'  And 
Grose,  J.,  in  passing  sentence,  likewise  observed  that  there  could 
be  no  doubt  that  the  indictment  was  sufficient,  and  that  the  offence 
charged  was  clearly  a  misdemeanor  at  common  law.  (e) 

Precedents  are  to  be  met  with  in  the  Books  of  indictments  for 
conspiracies  to  commit  riots.  (/)  And  in  one  case,  it  was  said 
by  a  learned  judge,  with  respect  to  premeditated  and  systematic 
tumults  at  a  theatre,  that  '  the  audience  have  ceiiiainly  a  right  to 
express  by  applause  or  hisses  the  sensations  which  naturally  pre- 
sent themselves  at  the  moment ;  and  nobody  has  ever  hindered, 
or  would  ever  question,  the  exercise  of  that  right.  But  if  any  body 
of  men  were  to  go  to  the  theatre  with  the  settled  intention  of 
hissing  an  actor  or  even  of  damning  a  piece,  there  can  be  no  doubt 
that  such  a  deliberate  and  preconcerted  scheme  would  amount  to 
a  conspiracy,  and  that  the  persons  concerned  in  it  might  be 
brought  to  punishment.'  (g) 


(a)  Rex  v.  De  Bereiiger,  8  M.  &  S.  67. 
R.  V,  Gumey,  11  Cox,  C.  C.  414. 

(6)  Bex  V.  Starling,  1  Sid.  174. 

(c)  Rex  V.  Hilbers,  2  Chitty  Rep.  168. 
This  was  a  motion  for  a  criminal  infor- 
mation for  a  conspiracy  to  raise  the  price 
of  oil  by  making  fictitious  sales,  and  the 
court  held  that  it  must  appear  that  two 
combined  together,  as  it  was  no  offence 


for  an  individual  separately  to  endeavour. 

(d)  4  BuiT.  2494.    Vol.  1,  p.  809. 

(«)  Rex  V.  Follman,  2  Campb.  229. 

(/)  2  Chit.  Crim.  L.  606,  note  (a). 
See  Rex  v.  Vincent,  9  p.  &  P.  91. 

(g)  By  Mansfield,  C.  J.,  in  Clifford  v. 
Brandon,  2  Camp.  869.  Gregory  v.  The 
Duke  of  Bmnswick,  6  M.  &  G.  958.  8 
C.  B.  481.     1  C.  ft  K.  24. 
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Where  some  of  the  counts  of  an  indictment  charged  the  de-  Gonspinciea 
fendant  with  conspiring  to  cause  a  great  number  of  persons  to  ^  ®^°^*®  ^' 
meet  together  for  the  purpose  of  exciting  discontent  and  dis-  aiMffectiMi. 
affection  in  the  minds  of  the  subjects  of  the  Queen,  and  for  the 
purpose  of  exciting  the  said  subjects  to  hatred  and  contempt  of 
the  government  and  constitution,  and  it  appeared  that  a  large 
number  of  persons  had  assembled  at  meetings,  at  which  violent 
speeches  hstid  been  made  respecting  the  government  and  constitu- 
tion and  the  people's  charter,  Alderson,  B.,  told  the  jury,  'The 
purpose  which  the  defendants  had  in  view,  as  stated  by  the  prose- 
cutors, was  to  excite  disaffection  and  discontent,  but  the  defendants 
say  that  their  purpose  wajs  by  reasonable  ai'gument  and  proper 
petitions  to  obtain  the  five  points  mentioned  by  their  learned 
counseL  If  that  were  so,  I  think  it  is  by  no  means  illegal  to  peti- 
tion on  those  points.  The  duration  of  Parliaments  and  the  extent 
of  the  elective  franchise  have  undergone  more  than  one  change  by 
the  authority  of  Parliament  itself;  and  with  respect  to  the  voting 
by  ballot,  persons  whose  opinions  are  entitled  to  the  highest 
respect  are  found  to  differ.  There  can  also  be  no  illegality  in 
petitioning  that  members  of  Parliament  should  be  paid  for  their 
services  by  their  constituents ;  indeed,  they  were  so  paid  in 
ancient  times,  and  they  were  not  required  to  have  a  property 
qualification  till  the  reign  of  Queen  Anne,  and  are  now  not  re- 
quired to  have  it  in  order  to  represent  any  part  of  Scotland  or  \he 
English  Universities/  And  the  learned  Baron  directed  the  jury 
to  say  whether  they  were  satisfied  that  the  defendants  conspired 
to  excite  disaffection,  and  if  they  were  to  find  them  guilty  of 
conspiracy.  (A) 

Several  cases  have  occurred  in  which  the  conspiring  and  con-  Conspiring  to 
triving,  by  sinister,  means,  to  marry  a  pauper  of  one  parish  to  a  ™*"J  paupers 
settled  inhabitant  of  another,  in  order  to  bring  a  charge  upon  it,  charge  a 
have  been  considered  as  indictable  offences,  {i)  It  is  observed  pariab. 
respecting  a  conspiracy  of  this  kind,  that,  considering  the  offence 
is  a  prostitution  of  the  sacred  rites  of  marriage,  for  corrupt  and 
mercenary  purposes,  and  that,  by  artful  and  sinister  means,  per- 
sons are  seduced  into  a  connection  for  life  without  any  inclination 
of  their  own,  and  contrary  to  that  freedom  of  choice  which  is 
peculiarly  required  in  forming  so  close  an  union,  and  on  which  the 
happiness  of  them  both  so  entirely  depends ;  and  this  for  the  sake 
of  some  gain  or  saving  to  others  who  bring  about  such  marriage ; 
in  this  light  it  seems  a  fit  ground  for  criminal  cognizance^  not 
only  as  being  a  great  oppression  upon  the  parties  themselves  more 
immediately  interested,  but  as  an  offence  against  society  in  general, 
being  an  abuse  of  that  institution  by  which  society  is  best  con- 
tinued and  legal  descents  preserved,  and  a  perversion  of  the  pur- 
poses for  which  it  was  ordained,  (j)  But  where,  upon  an  indict- 
ment against  parish  officers  for  a  conspiracy  of  this  kind,  it  appeared 
that  a  man  of  one  parish  having  gotten  a  woman  with  child  belong- 
ing to  another,  the  defendants  had  agreed  with  the  man  (who  was 

(A)  Reg  V,  Vincent,  9  C.  &  P.  91.  See  ( t )  Rex  v.  Tarrant,  4  Burr.  2106.  Rex 

O'Connefi*.  Reg.,  11  CI.  ft  F.  155,  past.  v.  Herbert,  1  East,  P.  C.  c  U,  s.  11, 

Since  this  case  &e  Ballot  Act  has  passed  p.  461.    Rex  v,  Compton,  Cald.  246.    8 

(see  85  ft  36  Vict  c.  38) ;  and  the  property  Mod.  320. 

Slification  of  members  of  Parliament         (;')  1  Easti  P.  C.  c.  11 ,  s.  ll,  p.  461. 
been  abolished  by  21  ft  22  Yict.  c.  26. 
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of  the  age  of  29),  with  the  approbation  of  his  father,  to  give  him 
two  guineas  if  he  would  marry  the  woman,  and  that  he  afterwards 
married  her  on  such  condition,  and  received  the  money  jErom  the 
defendants  immediately  after  the  marriage ;  and  it  was  also  sworn, 
both  by  the  man  and  the  woman,  that  they  were  willing  to  marry 
at  the  time ;  Buller,  J.,  directed  an  acquittal,  notwithstanding  the 
proof  of  the  money  having  been  given  to  procui-e  such  consent ; 
and  this  after  the  putative  father  had  been  taken  up  under  a 
magistrate's  waiTant,  and  was  in  custody  of  the  overseers.  And 
that  learned  judge  held  it  necessary,  in  support  of  such  an  indict- 
ment, to  show  that  the  defendants  had  made  use  of  some  violence, 
threat,  or  contrivance,  or  used  some  sinister  means  to  procure  the 
marriage  without  the  voluntary  consent  or  inclination  of  the  parties 
themselves ;  and  that  the  act  of  marriage,  being  in  itself  lawful,  a 
conspiracy  to  procure  it  could  only  amount  to  a  crime  by  the 
practice  of  some  undue  means.  (&) 

In  a  case  where  the  indictment  stated  the  marriage  to  have 
been  procured  by  threats  and  menaces  against  the  peace,  &c.,  it 
was  holden  to  be  sufficient,  without  averring  in  terms  that  the 
marriage  was  against  the  will  or  consent  of  the  parties,  though 
that  must  be  proved.  (J) 
Bex  V.  Seirard.       And  it  has  since  been  held  that  an  indictment  does  not  lie  for 

conspiracy  merely  to  exonerate  one  parish  from  the  charge  of  a 
pauper  and  to  throw  it  on  another,  nor  for  conspiring  to  cause  a 
male  pauper  to  marry  a  female  pauper  for  that  pui*pose,  it  not 
being  stated  that  the  conspiracy  was  to  effect  such  marriage  by 
force,  threats,  or  fraud,  or  that  it  was  so  effected  in  pursuance  of 
the  conspii*acy.  (m)  An  allegation  in  such  an  indictment  that  a 
poor  unmarried  woman  in  a  parish  was  with  child  is  not  equivalent 
to  an  allegation  that  she  was  chargeable  to  such  parish,  (n)  And 
it  has  been  doubted  whether  an  allegation  that  the  defendants 
conspired  together  for  the  purpose  of  exonerating,  is  equivalent  to 
an  allegation  that  they  coDspired  to  exonerate,  (o) 

Upon  an  indictment  for  conspiring  together,  and  giving  the 
husband  money  to  marry  a  poor  helpless  woman,  who  was  an  Iti- 
habitant  of  B.,  in  order  to  settle  her  in  the  parish  of  A.,  where  the 
husband  was  settled,  judgment  was  arrested,  because  it  was  not 
averred  that  she  was  last  legally  settled  in  R  (p)  But  it  is  ob- 
served, that  it  seems  to  be  perfectly  immaterial  where  the  woman's 
settlement  was,  if  it  were  not  in  A,  provided  that  fact  distinctly 
appeared,  (q)  It  is  further  said,  however,  that  it  is  usual  to  aver 
the  settlements  of  the  parties  in  their  respective  parishes,  and 
also  that  the  woman  was  chargeable  to  her  own  parish  at  the 
time,  though  this  latter  has  never  been  adjudged  to  oe  necessary, 
nor  seems  to  be  required  according  to  the  general  rules  which 
govern   the    offence  of  conspiracy,  (r)      It  should  seem  that  in 

{k)  Rex  V.  Fowler,  1  East,  P.  C.  c  11,  Taunton,  J.,  ibid, 

p.    461.     And  the  learned  judge  said  (v)  Per  Williams,  J.,  ibid,  citing  Bex 

that  this  point  had  been  so  ruled  several  v.  Nield,  6  East,  417.     But  see  £ex  v. 

times  by  several  judges.  Ridcway,  6  B.  &  Aid.  627,  where  Rex  v, 

(0  Kex  V,  Parkhouse,  1  East,  P.  G.  c.  Kield  was  doubted  by  Lord  Tenterden, 

11,  s.  11,  p.  462,  BuUer,  J.  C.  J. 

(m)  Rex  V.  Seward«  1  A.  &  E.  706.  (p)  Rext;.  Edwards,  8  Hod.  320. 

8  N.  &  M.  667.  (g)  1  East,  P.  C.  c.  11,  a.  11,  p.  462. 

(n)  Per   Lord  Denman,  0.  J.,  and  (r)  Id.  ibid. 
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such  cases  both   the  purpose  and  the  means  used  are  clearly 
unlawful. 

Conspiring  to  let  a  pauper  land  to  the  intent  that  he  may  gain 
a  settlement  is  illegal,  (s) 

CJonspiring  to  charge  a  man  with  being  the  father  of  a  bastard  Conspiracy  to 
child,  with  intent  to  extort  money  from  him,  is  indictable ;  and  ^^J^belng^o 
where  the  object  is  stated  to  be  to  extort  money,  it  is  immaterial  father  of  & 
whether  the  woman  is  or  is  not  pregnant,  (t)     And  conspiring  to  bastard  child. 
make  such  a  charge,  though  without  any  intent  to  extort  money, 
is  indictable ;  and  it  is  not  necessary  to  state  in  the  indictment 
that  the  charge  was  false,  or  that  the  child  was  likely  to  be 
chargeable.     The  court  doubted  upon  the  objection  that  the  charge 
was  not  stated  to  be  false,  but  ultimately  they  held  the  indictment 
to  be  sufficient,  as  the   defendants  were  at  least  charged  with 
conspiring  to  accuse  the  prosecutor  of  fornication,  and  although 
that  was  spiritual  defamation,  conspiring  to  do  it  was  a  temporal 
offence,  (it) 

The  frauds  practised  by  swindlers  may  sometimes  be  indictable  Congplrades 
as  conspiracies.  In  a  case  which  has  been  mentioned  in  a  former  ^  *  .  .^  ' 
part  of  this  work,  (v)  where  the  prisoner  had  been  acquitted  upon  ^J*^^^ 
a  charge  of  forgery,  he  was  afterwards  indicted  with  two  of  his  dulent  accept- 
associates  for  a  conspiracy  to  defraud.  The  indictment  charged  anceofabiU 
that  the  defendants  Hevey,  Beatty,  and  M'Carty,  fraudulently  and  "^^  «ch«^«- 
unlawfully  conspired  that  Beatty  should  write  his  acceptance  to  a 
certain  paper-writing,  purporting  to  be  a  bill  of  exchange,  &c.  (the 
tenor  of  which  was  set  out)  in  order  that  Hev^ey  might,  by  such 
acceptance,  and  by  the  name  M'Carty  being  indorsed  on  the  back 
thereof,  negotiate  the  said  paper-writing  as  a  good  bill  of  exchange, 
truly  drawn  at  Bath,  by  one  Jer.  Connell,  for  Smith  and  Co.,  as 
partners  in  the  business  of  bankers,  under  the  style  of  Bath  Bank, 
as  persons  well  known  to  them  the  said  defendants,  and  thereby 
fraudulently  to  obtain  from  the  King's  subjects  goods  and  monies  ; 
that  Beatty,  in  pui'suance  of  such  conspiracy  and  agreement,  did 
fraudulently  and  unlawfully  turite  his  acceptance  to  the  said  paper- 
writing  to  the  tenor  following,  viz.,  'Accepted,  20  Nov. — 81, 
R.  B.,'  well  knowing  the  firm  of  Smith  and  Co.  to  be  fictitious ; 
that  the  defendants  procured  the  indorsement '  B.  M'Carty '  to  be 
written  on  the  same,  and  that  the  said  Hevey,  in  pursuance  of 
such  fraudulent  conspiracy,  did  utter  the  said  paper-writing  to  one 
S.  Read,  as  and  for  a  good  bill  of  exchange,  truly  drawn,  &c.,  and 
accepted  by  the  said  Beatty  as  a  person  able  to  pay  the  said  sum 
of  SOL,  in  order  to  negotiate  the  same,  and  by  'means  thereof  did 
fraudulently  obtain  a  gold  watch,  value  twelve  guineas,  and 
71.  88.  in  money;  whereas,  in  truth,  at  the  time  of  drawing, 
accepting,  and  uttering  the  said  bill,  there  were  no  such  persons 
as  Smith  and  Co.  in  the  business  of  bankers  at  Bath,  and  the  said 
Beatty  was  not  of  sufficient  ability  to  pay  the  said  SOL,  they, 
the  defendants,  well  knowing  the  same,  &c.,  whereby  they  de- 
frauded the  said  S.  Read  of  the  said  goods  and  monies.  The  facts 
so  charged  being  fully  proved,  the  defendants  were  convicted,  (w) 

{$)  Per  ew.  Bex  v.  Edwards,  8  Mod.  (v)  Vol.  2,  p.  630. 

820.  {to)  Rex  v,  Hevey,  2  East,  P.  C.  c.  19, 


n  Bex  V,  Armstrong,  1  Ventr.  804.      s.  6,  p.  858,  note  (a).  Anonymous,  1782. 
jsv.  62.     Sid.  68.  MSS.  Bayley,  J.,  Rose.  Cr.  Eyid.  368. 

(w)  lU^  V.  Best,  2  Lord  Raym.  1167. 
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In  one  case  the  defendants  were  convicted  on  an  indictment 
which  charged  them  with  a  conspiracy  to  cause  themselves  to  be 
believed  persons  of  large  property  for  the  purpose  of  defrauding 
tradesmen,  {x) 

Where  in  an  action  for  slander  it  appeared  that  certain  brokers 
were  in  the  habit  of  agreeing  together  to  attend  sales  by  auction, 
and  that  one  of  them  only  should  bid  for  any  particular  article, 
and  that  after  the  sale  they  should  have  a  meeting  consisting  of 
themselves  only,  at  another  place,  to  put  up  to  sale  among  them- 
selves, at  a  fair  price,  the  goods  that  each  had  bought  at  the 
auction,  and  that  the  diflFerence  between  the  price  at  which  the 
goods  were  bought  at  the  auction,  and  the  fair  price  at  this 
private  resale,  should  be  shared  among  them  ;  Gumey,  B.,  was  of 
opinion  that,  as  owners  of  goods  had  a  right  to  expect  at 
an  auction  that  there  would  be  an  open  competition  from  the 
public,  if  a  knot  of  men  went  to  an  auction  upon  an  a^^e- 
ment  among  themselves  of  the  kind  that  had  been  described, 
they  were  guilty  of  an  indictable  oflfence,  and  might  be  tried  for 
a  conspiracy,  (y) 

A  mock  auction,  with  sham  bidders,  who  pretend  to  be  real  bid- 
ders, for  the  purpose  of  selling  goods  at  prices  grossly  above  their 
worth,  is  an  oflfence  at  common  law  ;  and  persons  aiding  or  abet- 
ting such  a  proceeding  may  be  indicted  for  a  conspiracy  with 
intent  to  defraud,  {z) 

Where  an  indictment  alleged  that  a  certain  joint  stock  com- 
pany had  been  established,  the  capital  of  which  was  to  consist  of 
2,000  shares,  and  charged  the  defendants  with  conspiring  to  fabri- 
cate a  great  number  of  other  shares  in  addition  to  the  said  2,000, 
and  it  appeared  that  the  company  had  not  been  legally  esta- 
blished ;  Abbott,  C.  J.,  was  of  opinion  that  if,  in  point  of  fact,  a 
combination  to  the  eflfect  stated  in  the  indictment  were  made  out, 
such  conduct,  in  point  of  law,  constituted  an  oflFence  punishable  in 
a  criminal  way,  notwithstanding  the  original  imperfection  of  the 
company's  formation,  (a) 

The  selling  unwholesome  provisions  is,  as  we  have  seen,  an  in- 
dictable oflFence ;  and  the  following  case  of  bartering  bad  and 
unwholesome  wine  appears  to  have  been  treated  as  a  conspiracy. 
The  indictment  charged  that  the  defendants,  falsely  and  deceit- 
fully intending  to  defraud  Thomas  Chowne  of  divers  of  his  goods, 
&c.,  together  deceitfully  bargained  with  him  to  barter,  sell,  and 
exchange  a  certain  quantity  of  pretended  wine,  as  good  and  true 
new  Portugal  wine,  of  him  the  said  Fordenborough,  for  a  certain 
quantity  of  hats  of  him  the  said  Chowne ;  and  that,  upon  such 
bartering,  &c.,  the  said  Fordenborough  pretended  to  be  a  mer- 
chant of  London,  and  to  trade  as  such  in  Portugal  wines,  when, 
in  fact,  he  was  no  such  merchant,  nor  traded  as  such  in  wines ; 
and  the  said  Mackarty,  on  such  bartering,  &c.,  pretended  to  be  a 
broker  of  London,  when,  in  fact,  he  was  not,  and  that  the  said 
Chowne,  giving  credit  to  the  said  fictitious  assumptions,  per- 
sonating, and  deceits,  did  barter,  sell,  and  exchange  to  Forden- 
borough, and  did  deliver  to  Mackarty,  as  the  broker  between  the 


(»)  Rex  V.  Roberts,  1  Campb.  899. 
Lord  EUenborough,  C.  J.  See  Reg.  v, 
Whitehonae,  6  Cox,  C.  C.  88,  post. 


{y)  Levi «.  Levi,  6  C.  &  P.  289. 
(z)  R.  V,  Lewis,  11  Cox,  C.  C.  404. 
(a)  Rex  V.  Mott»  2  C.  ft  P.  621. 
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said  Chowne  and  Fordenborough,  for  the  use  of  Fordenborough,  a 
certain  quantity  of  hate,  of  a  certain  value,  for  so  many  hogsheads 
of  the  pretended  new  Portugal  wine ;  and  that  Mackarty  and 
Fordenborough,  on  such  bartering,  &c.,  affirmed  that  it  was  true 
new  Lisbon  wine  of  Portugal,  and  was  the  wine  of  Fordenborough, 
when,  in  fact,  it  was  not  Portugal  wine,  nor  was  it  drinkable  or 
wholesome,  nor  did  it  belong  to  Fordenborough,  to  the  great  deceit 
and  damage  of  the  said  Chowne,  and  against  the  peace,  &c.  (&)  It 
is  observea  of  this  indictment,  which  was  for  a  cheat  at  common 
law,  that  though  it  did  not  charge  that  the  defendants  conspired 
eo  noTThine,  yet  it  charged  that  they  together,  &c.,  did  the  acts 
imputed  to  them,  which  might  be  considered  to  be  tantamount,  (c) 
The  case  was  considered  as  one  of  doubt  and  difficulty,  but  it 
seems  that  judgment  was  ultimately  given  for  the  crown,  on  the 
ground  that  the  offence  was  conspiracy,  (d) 

A  count  alleged  that  the  prisoners  unlawfully  did  conspire  by  Conspincy  to 
divers  unlawful  and  fraudulent  devices  and  contrivances,  and  by  9^*  ^J  * 
divers  false  pretences,  unlawfully  to  win  from  A.  Rhodes  the  sum  ^^  ^^^ 
of  2Z.  10«.  of  his  money,  and  unlawfully  to  cheat  him  of  the  same ; 
the  prisoners  and  Rhodes  were  in  a  public  house,  and^  in  concert 
with  the  other  two  prisoners,  J.  Dewhurst  placed  a  pen-case  on 
the  table,  and  left  the  room  to  get  writing-paper.    Whilst  he  was 
absent  the  other  prisoners,  Hudson  and  Smith,  were  alone  with 
Rhodes,  and  Hudson  took  up  the  pen-case,  and  took  the  pen  from 
it,  placing  a  pin  in  the  place  of  it,  and  put  the  pen  he  had  taken 
out  under  the  bottom  of  Rhodes'  drinking-glass,  and  Hudson  then 
proposed  to  Rhodes  to  bet  Dewhurst,  when  he  returned,  that  there 
was  no  pen  in  the   pen-case.     Rhodes   was   induced  by  Hudson 
and  Smith  to  stake  fifty  shillings  in  a  bet  with  Dewhurst  that 
there  was  no  pen  in  the  pen-case,  which  money  Rhodes  placed  on 
the  table,  and  Hudson  snatched  up  to  hold.     The  pen-case  was 
then  turned  up  into  Rhodes'  hand,  and  another  pen  with  the  pin 
fell  into  his  hand,  and  then  the  prisoners  took  his  money.     It  was 
contended,  on  a  case  reserved,  that  this  was  a  mere  deceit  not  con- 
cerning the  public,  and  that  there  was  no  false  pretence  on  which 
any  of  the  prisoners  could  have  been  convicted  of  obtaining  money 
by  false  pretences.     The  prosecutor  intended  to  cheat  Dewhurst, 
and  was  a  party  to  the  fraud,  and  could  not  maintain  this  indict- 
ment.    Pollock,  C.  B.,  '  We  are  all  of  opinion  that  the  conviction 
is  good.     The  expression  "  by  false  pretences  '*  used  in  the  count 
is  not  to  be  construed  in  the  technical  sense  contended  for  by  the 
counsel  for  the  prisoners.     We  think   that  there  was  abundant 
evidence  of  a  conspiracy  to  cheat     Though  it  be  an  ingredient  in 
that  conspiracy  to  induce  the  man  who  is  cheated  to  think  that 
he  is  cheating  some  one  else,  that  does  not  prevent  those  who  use 
that  device  from  being  amenable  to  punishment.'  {e) 

Where  a  woman,  living  in  the  service  of  her  master,  conspired  Conapiracy  to 

(6)  Reg.  V.  Mackarty,  2  Lord  Baym.  have  been   good.'     Blackbam,  J.,    'If 

1179.    2  East,  P.  C.  c.  18,  a.  5,  p.  828.  proof  was  given  of   an    agreement  by 

{c)  2  East,  P.  C.  c.  18,  s.  5,  p.  824.  fraudnlent  deyicea  to  obtain  the  money, 

(d)  2  East,  ibid.     And  see  vol.   2,  which   is   the  substance  of  the   third 
p.  519.  count,  is  there  not  evidence  for  the  jury  ?' 

(e)  B^.  •.  Hudson,  Bell,  G.  G.  263.      See  the  case  on  another  point,  voL  1, 
Channel!,  B.,  'If  the  count  had  omitted      p.  610. 

the  woids  " by  false  pretences,"  it  would 
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with  another  man  that  he  should  personate  her  master^  and  in  that 
character  should  solemnize  a  marriage  with  her>  which  was  accord- 
ingly done,  for  the  purpose  of  afterwards  raising  a  specious  title  to 
the  property  of  the  master ;  the  gist  of  the  indictment  was  for  the 
conspiracy,  and  the  conviction  was  founded  on  that  ground.  And 
it  was  considered  in  this  case  that,  though  no  actual  injury  was 
proved,  yet  it  was  the  province  of  the  jury  to  collect,  from  all  the 
circumstances  of  the  case,  whether  there  was  not  an  intention  to 
do  a  future  injury  to  the  person  whose  name  was  assumed.  (/) 

And  a  conviction  has  taken  place  upon  an  indictment,  which 
charged  that  M.  A  Wrench  was  a  person  of  ill-fame  and  bad 
character,  and  a  common  prostitute,  and  that  W.  B.  Serjeant  was 
an  infant  within  the  age  of  21  years,  and  that  M.  A.  W.  and 
P.  D.  and  S.  J.,  intending  to  defraud  the  said  W.  B.  S.  of  his 
property,  conspired  for  the  purpose  aforesaid  to  procure  a 
marriage  to  be  solemnized  between  the  said  W.  B.  S.  and  the 
said  M.  A.  W.,  by  means  of  a  false  oath  to  be  taken  by  the  said 
M,  A.  W.,  and  bv  divers  false  pretences,  and  without  the  consent 
of  the  mother  of  the  said  W.  B.  S.,  his  father  being  dead,  and  that 
the  said  M.  A.  W.  and  P.  D.  and  S.  J.,  in  pursuance  of  the  said 
conspiracy,  did  prevail  on  the  said  W.  B.  S.  to  consent  to  marry 
the  said  M.  A  W.,  and  by  means  of  such  persuasion,  and  by 
means  of  a  false  oath  taken  by  the  said  M.  A.  W.,  in  order  to 
obtain  a  license  for  the  solemnization  of  marriage  between  the  said 
W.  B.  S.  and  the  said  M.  A.  W.,  did  cause  the  said  W.  B.  S.  to 
marry  the  said  M.  A.  W.,  and  a  marriage  by  such  license  was  ac- 
cordingly solemnized  between  them,  without  the  leave  of  the 
mother  of  the  said  W.  B.  S.,  who  then  was  such  infant  as  afore- 
said, ig) 

The  seduction  of  a  young  woman  may  be  attended  with  such 
circumstances  as  to  be  indictable  as  a  conspiracy.  A  case  is  re- 
ported where  Lord  Grey  and  others  were  charged,  by  an  infor- 
mation at  common  law,  with  conspiring  and  intending  the  ruin  of 
the  Lady  Henrietta  Berkeley,  then  a  virgin  unmarried,  within  the 
age  of  eighteen  years,  one  of  the  daughters  of  the  Earl  of  Berke- 
ley (she  being  under  the  custody,  &c.,  of  her  father),  and  soliciting 
her  to  desert  her  father,  and  to  commit  whoredom  and  adultery 
with  Lord  Grey,  who  was  the  husband  of  another  daughter  of  the 
Earl  of  Berkeley,  sister  of  the  Lady  Hemietta,  and  to  live  and 
cohabit  with  him ;  and,  further,  the  defendants  were  charged,  that 
in  prosecution  of  such  conspiracy,  they  took  away  the  Lady  Hen- 
rietta at  night  from  her  father's  house  and  custody,  and  against 
his  will,  and  caused  her  to  live  and  cohabit  in  divers  secret  places 
with  Lord  Grey,  to  the  ruin  of  the  lady  and  to  the  evil  example, 
&c.  The  defendants  were  found  guilty,  though  there  was  no 
proof  of  any  force,  but,  on  the  contrary,  it  appeared  that  the  lady, 
who  was  herself  examined  as  a  witness,  was  desirous  of  leaving 
her  father's  house,  and  concurred  in  all  the  measures  taken  for  her 
departure  and  subsequent  concealment.     It  was  not  shown  that 


(/)  Rex  v.  Taylor,  1  Leach,  87.  2 
East,  P.  a  c.  20,  8.  0,  p.  1010.  See 
Wade  V,  Broughton,  8  Vea.  k  B.  172, 
that  persons  conspiiing  to  procure  the 
marriage  of  a  female  for  the  sake  of  her 


fortune   may   be   indicted   for  a   con- 
spirs 

852. 


spiracy. 
ig)  Bex  V.  Seijeant,  R.  ft  M.  K.  P.  B. 
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any  artifice  was  used  to  prevail  on  her  to  leave  her  father's  house ; 
bat  the  case  was  put  upon  the  ground  that  there  was  a  solicitation 
and  enticement  of  her  to  unlawful  lust  by  Lord  Grey,  who  was 
the  principal  person  concerned,  the  others  being  his  servants,  or 
persons  acting  by  his  command,  and  under  his  control,  (h) 

A  count  charged  that  the  piisoners  did  between  themselves  con-  A  conspiracy 
spire,  combine,  confederate,  and  agree  together  knowingly  and  de-  *??^^* 
signedly  to  procure,  by  false  representations,  false  pretences,  and  aScit  con^* 
other  fraudulent  means,  J.  C,  a  poor   child,  under  the    age  of  nection  with 
twenty-one  years,  to  wit,  of  the  age  of  fifteen  years,  to  have  illicit  *  "'^^ 
carnal  connection  with  a  man  whose  name  is  to  the  jurors  unknown, 
and,  upon  a  case  reserved,  the  judges  were  unanimously  of  opinion 
that  this  count  charged  an  indictable  offence  at  common  law.  (i) 

A  count  alleged  that  the  prisoners  unlawfully  conspired,  &c.,  to 
solicit,  persuade  and  procure,  and  in  pursuance  of  the  said  con- 
spiracy did  unlawfully  solicit,  incite,  and  endeavour  to  procure 
L.  ML,  an  unmarried  girl,  within  the  age  of  eighteen  years,  to  be- 
come and  be  a  common  prostitute,  and  to  commit  whoredom  and 
fornication  for  lucre  and  gain  with  men ;  and  it  was  urged,  in 
arrest  of  judgment,  that  the  count  was  bad,  as  it  did  not  aver  that 
the  girl  was  chaste ;  the  fact  of  a  loose  woman  committing  forni- 
cation was  not  punishable  by  law  ;  but  it  was  held  that  the  count 
was  good,  as  it  charged  a  conspiracy  to  bring  about  an  illegal  con- 
dition of  things,  (f) 

An  indictment  has  been  held  to  lie  against  several  persons  for  Conspiracy  to 
conspiring  to  carry  away  a  young  female  under  the  age  of  twenty-  ^^  *^*y 
one  from  the  custody  of  her  parents  and  instructoi*s,  and  after-  female  under 
wards  to   marry  her   to   one    of  the   offenders,  contrary  to   the  the  age  of 
provisions  of  the  4  &  5  Ph.  &  M.  c.  8,  ss.  3  &  4,  and  also  for  ^t^oSX 
conspiring  to  commit  the  capital  felony  (under  the  3  Hen.  7,  c.  2,  consent  of  her 
s.  1)  of  taking  away  an  heiress  against  her  will,  and  afterwards  parents. 
marrying  her  to  one  of  the  defendants.    The  young  lady,  who 
was  the  heiress  of  a  gentleman  of  large  fortune,  and  was  only 
fifteen  years  of  age,  had  been  placed  under  the  care  of  some  ladies 
at  Liverpool,  for  the  purpose  of  finishing  her  education,  and  was 
induced  to  leave  their  house  by  means  of  a  fictitious  letter,  fabri- 
cated by  the  defendants,  who   conveyed  her   to  Gretna  Green, 
where  she  was  induced  by  means  of  false  representations  to  go 
through  the  ceremony  of  a  Scotch  marriage,  and  to  consent  to  be- 
come the  wife  of  one  of  the  defendants  :  and  the  defendants  were 
convicted,  (k) 

A  case  is  reported  where  several  persons  were  convicted  on  an  Conspiracy  to 
indictment  which  charged  them  with  conspiring  to  impoverish  impoyensha 
one  H.  B.,  a  taUor,  and  to  prevent  him,  by  indirect  means,  from  ^^ 


(A)  Bex  V,  Lord  Grey,  3  St.  TrL  519. 
1  East,  P.  C.  c.  11, 8.  10,  p.  460.  See  also 
Bex  V.  BekvB],  8  Burr.  1434. 

(i)  Beff.  V.  Hears,  2  Den.  C.  C.  79. 
The  indictment  also  contained  two 
counts  framed  to  charge  an  attempt  to 
commit  the  oiTence  created  b^  the  12  &  18 
Vict  c  76 ;  bat  no  opuuon  was  ex- 
prasnd  as  to  these  counts.  See  yoL  1, 
p.  877. 

01  Keg,  V.   Howell,  4  F.  &  F.  160, 


Bramwell,  B.,  and  the  Becorder. 

(k)  Bex  V.  Wakefield,  2  Lew.  1.  The 
maniage  being  in  Scotland,  an  indict- 
ment for  felony  under  the  3  Hen.  7,  c.  2, 
8.  1,  could  not  have  been  supported,  and 
there  was  no  evidence  to  support  an  in- 
dictment under  the  4  &  5  Ph.  &  M.  c.  8, 
8.  4.  See  YoL  1,  pw  885.  An  indictment 
was  preferred  upon  the  4  ft  5  Ph.  k, 
M.  c.  8,  8.  3,  but  no  judgment  giveu 
upon  it 
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canying  on  his  trade,  if)  This,  however,  appears  to  have  been 
considered  as  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade,  and  so  far  a  con* 
spiracy  to  do  an  unlawful  act  affecting  the  publia  (m) 

If  traders  conspire  to  defeat  their  creditors  by  disposing  of  their 
goods  in  contemplation  of  bankruptcy,  they  are  guilty  of  a  con- 
spiracy at  common  law.  {n) 

So  if  bankers  combine  to  deceive  and  defraud  their  shareholders 
by  publishing  false  balance  sheets,  they  are  indictable  for  a  con- 
spiracy, (o) 

Where  the  prisoners  were  indicted  for  a  conspiracy  to  cheat  one 
Edwards,  and  the  case  was  that  the  prisoners  had  made  fedse  repre- 
sentations as  to  the  amount  of  profits  of  a  business  carried  on  by 
one  of  them,  and  thereby  induced  Edwards  to  enter  into  partner- 
ship with  one  of  them ;  it  was  held,  that  they  were  liable  to  be 
indicted  for  the  conspiracy,  although  no  action  might  lie  for  the 
false  representation,  as  it  was  not  in  writing,  so  as  to  satisfy  the 
9  Geo.  4,  c.  14,  s.  16.  (j?) 

An  indictment  will  not  lie  for  conspiring  to  commit  a  civil  tres- 
pass upon  property,  by  agreeing  to  go,  and  by  going  into,  a  pre- 
serve for  hares,  the  property  of  another,  for  the  purpose  of  snaring 
them,  though  it  be  alleged  to  be  done  in  the  night-time,  and  that 
the  defendants  were  armed  with  offensive  weapons,  for  the  purpose 
of  opposing  resistance  to  any  endeavours  to  apprehend  or  obstruct 
them.  And  Lord  EUenborough,  C.  J.,  in  pronouncing  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court,  said,  '  I  should  be  sorry  that  the  cases  in  con- 
spiracy against  individuals,  which  have  gone  far  enough,  should  be 
pushed  still  farther.  I  should  be  sorry  to  have  it  doubted  whether 
persons  agreeing  to  go  and  sport  upon  another  s  ground,  in  other 
words,  to  commit  a  civil  trespass,  should  be  thereby  in  peril  of  an 
indictment  for  an  offence  which  would  subject  them  to  infamous 
punishment.'  (9)  It  may  be  observed  that  it  was  not  stated  in  the 
indictment  that  the  weapons  were  dangerous,  nor  that  the  defend- 
ants conspired  to  go,  &c.,  with  strong  hand. 

But  this  case  is  overmled  by  Reg.  v.  Rowlands,  if)  where  Lord 
Campbell,  C.  J.,  said,  'I  have  no  doubt  whatever  that  it  was 
wrongly  decided.  Going  into  the  prosecutor's  close  against  his  will, 
armed  with  offensive  weapons  for  the  purpose  of  opposing  any 
persons  who  should  endeavour  to  apprehend,  obstruct,  or  prevent 
them,  would  in  itself  be  an  indictable  offence ;  and  conspiring  to 
commit  such  an  offence  must  be  an  indictable  conspiracy.' 

It  is  now  settled  that  persons  may  be  guilty  of  a  conspiracy  to 
defraud  another  in  the  fraudulent  sale  of  a  horse.    Thus  where  the 


(0  Rex  V.  Eccles,  1  Leach,  274. 

{in)  By  Lord  EUenborough,  C.  J.,  in 
Pex  V.  Turner,  13  East,  228.  See  per 
Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.,  Reg.  v.  Rowlands, 
17  Q.  B.  671. 

(n)  Reg.  V.  Hall,  1  F.  &  F.  83,  Wat- 
son, B. 

(0)  Reg.  V,  Esdaile,  1  F.  &  F.  218. 

( p)  Reg.  r.  Timothy,  1  F.  &  F.  89, 
Channell,  B. 

(9)  Kex  r.  Turner,  18  East,  228,  281. 
But  gn.  as  to  that  which  u  reported  in 
this  case  (p.  280)  to  hare  been  said  by 
Lord  EUenborough  in  the  course  of  the 


ar^ment,  viz.  that  *aU  the  cases  in  con- 
spiracy proceed  upon  the  ground  that  the 
ODJect  of  the  combination  is  to  be  effected 
by  some  falsity.'  The  facts  stated  in  this 
case  would  constitute  an  offence  wiUiin 
the  9  Geo.  4,  c.  69,  vol.  1,  p.  621, 
and  it  is  conceived  that  a  conspiracy  to 
commit  an  offence  within  that  statute 
would  bo  indictable,  although  not  carried 
into  effect  See  Rex  v.  Wakefield,  supra. 
See  also  the  observations  on  this  case  in 
Deac.  Game  L.  176.  0.  S.  G. 
(r)  17  Q.  B.  671. 
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defendants  conspired  to  make  a  false  representation  that  horses  cheat  in  the 
were  the  property  of  a  private  person  and  not  of  a  horse  dealer,  ^®  ^*  * 
and  were  quiet  to  ride  and  drive,  and  thereby  induced  a  gentleman 
to  buy  them  at  a  large  price,  they  were  held  to  have  been  rightly 
convicted  on  a  count  which  charged  them  with  conspiring  by 
false  pretences  and  subtle  means  to  cheat  the  gentleman  of  his 
money.  («) 

An  indictment  against  Brown  and  Carlisle  for  conspiracy  alleged  A  conspiracy 
that  one  Sibson  sold  to  Brown  a  mare  for  39/.,  and  that  the  pri-  p^^^J^Jhe*"^ 
Boners,  whilst  the  said  sum  was  unpaid,  conspired  by  false  and  price  of  a 
fraudulent  representations  that  the  said  mare  was  unsound  of  her  horse  by 
wind,  and  that  she  had  been  examined  by  a  veterinary  surgeon,  who  ^i^m/Sat 
had  pronounced  her  a  roarer,  and  that  Brown  had  sold  her  for  27^.  it  was  on- 
to induce  Sibson  to  receive  a  much  less  sum  in  payment  for  the  sound. 
said  mare  than  Brown  had  agreed  to  pay  Sibson  for  the  same,  and 
thereby  to  cheat  Sibson  of  a  large  part  of  the  said  sum  agreed  to 
be  paid  for  the  said  mare.     The  mare  had  been  sold  by  Sibson  to 
Brown  for  the  price  as  alleged,  and  Sibson  had  agreed  to  trust 
Brown  for  the  price  till  after  a  fair.    The  prisoners  afterwards  con- 
spired to  send  a  false  account  of  the  mare  to  Sibson,  and  thereby 
to  get  him  to  forego  part  of  the  agreed  price  ;  and,  in  pursuance  of 
this  conspiracy,  they  sent  a  letter  to  Sibson,  stating  that  the  mare 
was  unsoimd  of  her  wind  and  had  been  examined  by  a  veterinary 
sui^on,  and  he  had  pronounced  her  a  roarer.     In  consequence  of 
this  letter  Sibson  saw  Carlisle,  who  stated  that  he  had  examined 
the  mare  and  that  she  was  unsound,  which  he  knew  to  be  false. 
Sibson  afterwards  saw  Brown,  who  told  him  that  he  had  sold  the 
mare  for  271.  only  (which  was  false),  and  persuaded  him  to  receive 
that  sum  in  satisfaction  of  his  claim,  but  no  receipt  or  other  dis- 
charge was  given.   It  was  contended  that  no  indictable  offence  had 
been  proved  or  charged  ;  for  that  the  facts  proved  and  alleged  did 
not  and  could  not  alter  the  position  of  Sibson,  as  the  payment  of  a 
smaller  sum  was  no  satisfaction  of  the  larger  sum,  for  which  he  had 
sold  the  mare,  and  he  might  afterwards  enforce  the  payment  of  the 
residue:     But,  upon  a  case  reserved,  it  was  held  that  the  indict- 
ment was  sustainable,  and  that  the  facts  given  in  evidence  did 
sustain  it.     The  substance  of  the  charge  is  that  the  prisoners  con- 
spired to  use  unlawful  means,  namely,  false  representations,  to 
induce  the  prosecutor  to  forego  a  part  of  his  claim ;  and  there  is 
no  force  in  the  argument  that,  because  the  prisoners  did  not  by 
means  of  their  false  representations  alter  the  right  of  the  prosecu- 
tor to  his  full  claim,  the  indictment  is  not  sustainable  ;  since  in  no 
case  where  a  chaoge  is  made  in  the  possession  of  a  chattel  through 
a  fraud  is  the  property  altered.     It  is  not  necessaiy  that  the  fraud 
should  be  successful.    The  offence  here  charged  and  proved  comes 
within  the  legal  definition  of  a  conspiracy.  (Q 

An  indictment  cannot  be  supported  for  a  conspiracy  to  deprive  An  indictment 
a  man  of  the  office  of  secretary  to  an  illegal  unincorporated  trading  ^^(^g^^*^'^ 
company.     Lord  £llenborough,  C.  J.,  said  that  the  society  being  deprire  a  man 
certainly  ill^al,  to  deprive  an  individual  of  an  office  in  it  could  of  the  office 
not  be  treated  as  an  injury :  and  that  when  the  prosecutor  was  ^  ^^^ 

(f)  Beg.  V.  Eenrick,  6  Q.  B.  49.    See         (0  Reg.  v,  Carlisle,  Deara.  C.  C.  837 ; 
this  case^  mUe^  vol  2,  p.  657.  Beg.  v.  Bead,  6  Cos,  C.  C.  184. 
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secretary  to  the  society,  instead  of  having  an  interest  which  the 
law  would  protect,  he  was  guilty  of  a  crime,  {v) 

The  prisoner,  a  foreigner,  was  indicted  for  conspiring  at  Bamfi- 
gate  with  the  owner,  the  master,  and  the  mate  of  a  idiip,  to  cast 
away  the  ship,  with  intent  to  prejudice  the  underwriters.  The  ship 
was  a  Prussian  merchant  vessel,  named  the  Alma,  and  arrived  at 
Bamsgate,  and  afterwards  sailed  thence,  and  she  was  in  six  days' 
time  scuttled  and  sunk  by  the  prisoner  and  others.  The  prisoner 
was  apprehended,  and  made  statements  implicating  himself,  the 
captain,  and  the  mate.  He  said  that  the  mate  had  said  in  Rams- 
gate  that  the  ship  would  never  reach  her  place  of  destination,  and 
spoke  of  the  making  away  of  the  ship  in  an  unlawful  manner ;  and 
when  the  prisoner  said, '  Then  we  had  better  sink  her  here  at  once 
on  the  bar,'  the  mate  replied  that  was  too  close  to  land  to  make 
away  with  the  ship  in  an  unlawful  manner,  or  to  sink  her. 
Martin,  B.,  told  the  jury,  'The  ship  was  a  foreign  ship,  and  she 
was  sunk  by  foreigners  far  from  the  English  coast,  and  so  out  of 
the  jurisdiction  of  our  courts.  But  the  conspiracy  in  this  country 
to  commit  the  offence  is  criminal  by  our  law.  And  this  case  does 
not  raise  the  point  which  arose  in  Meg.  v.  Bernard,  1  F.  &  F.  240, 
as  to  a  conspiracy  limited  to  a  criminal  offence  to  be  committed 
abroad.  For  here,  if  the  prisoner  was  party  to  the  conspiracy  at 
all,  it  was  not  so  limited  ;  for  it  was  clearly  contemplated  that  the 
ship  might  be  destroyed  off  the  bar  at  Bamsgate,  which  would  be 
within  the  jurisdiction.  The  offence  of  conspiracy  would  be  com- 
mitted by  any  persons  conspiring  together  to  commit  an  unlawful 
act  to  the  prejudice  or  injury  of  others,  if  the  conspiracy  was  in 
this  country,  although  the  overt  acts  were  abroad.  .  .  .  The 
question  is,  was  it  agreed  by  and  between  the  prisoner  and  any 
other  person  at  Bamsgate  that  the  ship  should  be  desti'oyed, 
whether  at  sea  or  in  p»ort  V  {v) 

A  partnership,  consisting  of  the  prisoner  and  L.  carried  on  busi- 
ness abroad.  The  prisoner  gave  notice  under  the  articles  of  part- 
nership to  dissolve  the  partnership.  An  account  of  the  partnership 
property  had  to  be  taken  on  the  dissolution,  and  upon  such  account, 
after  payment  of  partnership  liabilities,  the  partnership  assets  were 
to  be  divided  between  the  prisoner  and  L.  The  prisoner  agreed 
with  W.  and  P.  to  forge  documents,  and  to  make  false  entries  in 
the  partnership  books  and  accounts,  so  as  to  make  it  appear  that 
debts  existed  and  were  owing  which  did  not  exist,  so  as  to  reduce 
the  amount  devisable  between  the  partners  on  the  dissolution,  with 
intent  to  cheat  and  defraud  L.  Held,  that  the  prisoner  was  rightly 
convicted  of  conspiring  with  W.  and  P.  to  defraud  L.  (w) 

Where  complaint  was  made  before  a  magistrate  that  certain 
members  of  the  House  of  Lords  had  conspired  to  deceive  the 
House  by  stating  that  a  charge  of  falsehood  contained  in  a  petition 
presented  to  the  House  was  false,  though  they  knew  it  to  oe  true, 
in  order  to  prevent  the  prayer  of  the  petition  from  being  granted, 
to  the  injury  of  the  petitioner : — Held,  that  the  complaint  did  not 
charge  an  indictable  offence,  as  an  agreement  by  members  of  either 


(m)  Rex  V,  Stratton,  cor.  Lord  Ellen- 
borough,  C.  J.,  1  Campb.  649,  in  the 
notes.  See  Reg.  v.  Hunt,  8  G.  &  P.  642, 
vol.  2,  p.  866. 


!: 

22. 


v)  Reg.  ©.  Kohn,  4F.  &F.  68. 

w)  R.  V.  Warburton,  40  L.  J.  M.  C. 
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House  to  make  defamatoiy  speeches  there  could  not  be  the  subject 
of  an  indictment,  {x) 

The  Trade  Union  Act,  1871,  and  the  Act  amending  the  law  of  Combinations 
conspiracy  in  trade  disputes  are  noticed  post,  p.  169.  amongst 

We  have  seen  that  from  the  nature  of  conspiracy  it  is  an  offence  ^"^^^c 
which  cannot  be  charged  as  having  been  committed  by  one  person 
only.  (^)     And  upon  this  ground  it  has  been  holden  that  no  prose-  More  tlian 
cution  for  a  conspiracy  can  be  maintained  against  a  husband  and  ^^^  PI™*'* 
wife  only,  because  they  are  esteemed  but  one  person  in  law,  and  ™Mpired? 
presumed  to  have  but  one  will,  {z)      But  husband,  wife,   and 
another  may  be  convicted  of  a  conspiracy,  (a)     So  if  all  the  de- 
fendants who  are  prosecuted  for  a  conspiracy  be  acquitted  but  one, 
and  the  conspiracy  be  not  stated  as  having  been  had  with  persons 
unknown,  the  acquittal  of  the  rest  is  the  acquittal  of  that  one 
also.  (6)     But  if  two  persons  be  indicted  for  a  conspiracy,  and  one 
only  of  them  appear  and  take  his  trial,  he  may  be  found  guilty, 
though  the  other  defendant  be  absent,  and  has  not  pleaded ;  (o) 
and  this,  although  the  other  conspirator  named  in  the  indictment 
was  dead  before  the  indictment  was  preferred,  (cZ)  or  after  pleading 
not  guilty,  {e) 

All  the  counts  of  an  indictment  alleged  that  Thompson,  Tillot-  ^  verdict 
son,  and  Maddock  conspired,  &c.,  '  with  divers  other  persons  to  the  ^  pdlty  and 
jurors  aforesaid  unknown  ; '  the  jury  stated  their  opinion,  upon  the  that  the  third 
evidence,  to  be  that  Thompson  had  conspired  with  either  Tillotson  «>Mpir^  ^^ 
or  Maddock,  but  that  they  did  not  know  with  which.    No  evidence  ^Jhen  but 
was  given  of  participation  by  any  other  party ;  and  thereon  the  with  which 
judge  directed  a  verdict  of  not  guilty,  as  to  Tillotson  and  Maddock,  ^^  v^  ^^^ 
and  a  verdict  of  guilty  as  to  Thompson ;  and  it  was  held  that  as  ^    "*^' 
Tillotson  and  Maddock  had  been  acquitted,  the  verdict  could  not 
be  supported  against  Thompson.  (/) 


(x)  Ex  parU  Wason,  38  L.  J.  Q.  B. 
302. 

(y)  ArUe,  p.  109. 

(«)  1  Hawk.  P.  C.  c  72,  s.  8. 

(a)  Reg.  r.  Whitehouse,  6  Cox,  C.  C. 
38,  Piatt,  B. 

{b)  1  Hawk.  P.  C.  c.  72,  a,  8.  3  Chit. 
Ciim.  L.  1141. 

{c)  Rex  V,  Kinnersley,  1  Str.  198. 

{i}  Rexv.  NichoUfl,  2  Str.  1227.  But 
see  the  case  better  reported  in  13  East, 
412,  in  the  notes. 

(e)  Reg.  V.  Eenrick,  5  Q.  B.  49. 

(/)  Reg.  V.  Thompaon,  16  Q.  B.  832. 
£rle,  J,,  dissenliffnU,  Lord  CampbeU, 
C.  J.,  Patteson,  J.,  and  Coleridge,  J., 
rested  the  decision  on  the  ground  that 
'  other  persons '  must  mean  persons  other 
than  Tillotson  and  Maddock ;  and 
that  the  acquittal  of  those  defendants, 
therefore,  must  have  the  same  effect  as 
if  Thompson,  Tillotson,  and  Maddock 
had  alone  been  charged  with  the  con- 

?nrary;  in  which  case  it  was  clear 
hompson  must  have  been  acquitted  : 
and  Patteson,  J.,  said,  '  I  cannot  see  how 
Thompiion  can  be  convicted  of  conspiring 
with  persons  unknown ;  upon  the  evi- 
dence he  conspired,  if  at  all,  with  Tillot- 
son or  Maddock.'  Erie,  J.,  was  of  opi- 
nion thai^   'oooording  to  the  rules  of 


pleading,  this  charge,  as  to  each  indi- 
Tidual,  must  be  construed  as  if  he  were 
charged  solely,  and  it  follows  that  the 
acquittal  of  the  two  becomes  immaterial ; 
and  the  verdict  may  be  found  in  any 
terms  comprised  in  the  indictment  The 
finding  may  be  that  Thompson  conspired 
with  Tillotson,  or  with  Maddock,  or  with 
other  persons  unknown  ;  and  so  there 
may  be  similar  findings  as  to  the  others. 
Therefore  if  any  one  be  found  guilty,  the 
verdict  must  stand  as  acainst  him  ;  the 
judge  must  take  the  opinion  of  the  jury 
as  to  each,  whatever  be  the  finding  as  to 
the  others.  **Are  you  of  opinion  that 
Thompson  conspired  with  Tillotson  ? " 
"No.'*  "With  Maddock?"  "No.  But 
we  are  satisfied  that  he  conspired  with 
some  one ;  we  do  not  know  whom." 
The  conspiracy,  then,  cannot  be  truly 

Sredicated  of  either  Tillotson  or  Maa- 
ock,  because  the  jury  do  not  know  which 
of  these  two  was  the  conspirator ;  they 
do,  however,  know  that  one  of  them  was ; 
so  that  against  Thompson,  the  verdict 
should  be  that  he  conspired  with  some 
one,  it  is  not  known  with  whom.'  This 
decision  deserves  reconsideration.  It  is  a 
fallacy  to  suppose  that  the  expression  'a 
person  to  the  jurors  unknown,'  means  a 
person  absolutely  unknown :  it  merely 


128 

Judgment 
passed  on  one 
defend&ut 
before  the 
trial  of  an- 
other de- 
fendant. 


Of  Conspiracy. 


[book  v. 


Where  to  an  indictment  against  four  for  a  conspiracy,  two 
pleaded  not  guilty  ;  one  pleaded  in  abatement,  to  which  plea  there 
was  a  demurrer ;  and  the  fourth  never  appeared ;  and  before  the 
argument  of  the  demurrer  the  record  was  taken  down  for  trial, 
and  one  of  the  defendants  who  had  pleaded  not  guilty  acquitted, 
and  the  other  found  guilty  of  conspiracy  with  him  who  had  pleaded 
in  abatement ;  and  the  demurrer  was  afterwards  argued,  and  judg- 
ment of  respondeat  ousteo*  given,  whereupon  a  plea  of  not  guilty 
was  pleaded  ;  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  held  that  judgment  might 
be  pronounced  upon  the  one  that  had  been  found  guilty  before 
the  trial  of  the  other  defendant ;  for  although  it  was  possible  that 
such  defendant  might  be  acquitted,  yet  the  court  were  not  war- 
ranted in  coming  to  the  conclusion  that  that  would  be  so  against 
the  verdict  that  had  been  found,  or  in  forbearing  to  pronounce 
judgment  upon  the  defendant  who  had  been  found  guilty,  (g)     So 


means  any  person  whose  identity  is  not 
sufficiently  proved  to  the  satisfaction  of 
the  jury  ;  and  it  cannot  be  doubted  that 
if  Thompson  had  been  charged  with  con- 
spiring with  a  person  to  the  jurors  un- 
known, a  verdict  of  guilty  ought  to  have 
been  entered  on  this  finding  of  the  jury. 
Suppose  a  count  for  stealing  the  coat  of 
A.,  another  the  coat  of  C,  and  a  third  of 
a  person  unknown,  the  jury  find  that  the 
coat  belongs  to  A.  or  B.,  but  they  cannot 
say  which,  this  is  a  verdict  of  guilty  on 
the  third  count.    This  indictment  was  in 
the  form  which  has  been  in  use  for  ages 
in  conspiracy  and  riot,  and  was  originally 
introduced,  and  has  always  been  used,  for 
the  very  purpose  of  avoiding  an  acquittal 
where  the  evidence  might  fail  to  satisfy 
the  jury  that  any  of  the  persons  named 
were  parties  to  the  offence.      In  Hex  v. 
Sudbury,  1  Lord  Raym.  484,  where  two 
out  of  four  persons  charged  with  a  riot 
had  been  acquitted.  Lord  Holt,  C.  J. ,  said, 
*  If  the  indictment  had  been  that  the  de- 
fendants, with  divers  other  disturbers  of 
the  peace,  &c.,   had  committed  this  riot 
and  Dattery,  and  the  verdict  had  been  as 
in  this  case,  the  King  might  have  had 
judgment.*     In  Rex  v.  Kinnersley,  1  Str. 
198,  at  p.  195,  Reg.   v.  Heme  is  cited. 
There  the  indictment  alleged  that  Heme 
with  A.,  et  miUlisaliis,  did  conspire  to 
accuse  a  man  of  an  offence  ;  the  grand 
jury  ignored  the  bill  as  to  A.,  but  found 
it  aa  to  Heme,  who  was  convicted ;  and 
it  was  moved  in  arrest  of  judgment,  that 
there  being  an  ignoramus  as  to  A.,  Heme 
could  not  oe  guilty  of  conspiring  with 
him  ;  but  the  whole  court  held  that  it  was 
sufficient,  it  being  found  that  he,  cum 
multis  aliis,  did  conspire,   and   that  it 
might  have  been  laid  so  at  first.    See  also 
Rex  V.  Scott,  8  Burr.  R.  1262.  Itisouite 
an  error  to  suppose  that  the  word  *  other,' 
as  used  in  indictments,  means  *  different 
from.'      It  is  a  mere  word  of  form,  used 
like  'further*    and   'afterwards.'      See 
Reg.  V.  Downing,  1  Den.  C.  C.  52.     If 
the   indictment    had    contained    three 
counts,  the  first  aUeging  a  conspiracy 
between  Thompson  and  Tillotson,  the 


second  between  Thompson  and  Maddock, 
and  the  third  between  Thompson  and 
divers  other  persons  to  the  jurors  un- 
known, and  the  facts  had  been  as  in  this 
case,  the  verdict  must  have  been  not 
guilty  on  the  first  tw^o  counts,  and  guilty 
on  the  third  ;  and  yet  each  count  in  this 
indictment  was  in  point  of  law  exactly 
the  same  as  such  three  counts. 

The  authorities  seem  to  show,  that  if 
several  persons  are  indicted  for  a  riot  or 
a  conspiracy,  and  the  jury  acquit  all  ex- 
cept two  in  riot  and  one  in  conspiracy, 
the  latter  must  also  be  acquitted.     It  is 
verv    confidently  submitted  that  these 
authorities  rest  on  a  fallacy,  viz.  that 
because  some    are  acquitted,    therefore 
the  others  could  not  have  been  guUty  of 
the  offence  together  with  those  that  are 
acquitted.      The  acquittal  of  A.  neces- 
sarily amounts  to  no  more  than  that  A. 
was  not  proved  to  be  guilty.    Suppose  A. 
and  B.  are  indicted  for  a  conspiracy,  and 
A.  has  made  a  written  confession  that  he 
did  conspire  with  B.,  and  B.  with  him, 
but  the  e\adcnce  fails  as  against  B.,  is  A. 
to  be  acquitted  ?      Suppose,  in  such  a 
case,  A.  had  pleaded  guilty,  is  his  plea 
to  be  set  aside  because  B.   for  want  of 
evidence  is  acquitted  ?     This  shows  that 
in  fact  one  may  be  guilty,  though  the 
i-est  are  acquitted,  and  that  the  doctrine 
in  (question  rests  on  an  entire  fallacy. 
Again,  it  is  conceived  that  a  still  more 
fatal  objection  to  the  doctrine  exists.     It 
is  apprehended  that  the  acquittal  of  B. 
can  in  no  case  be  admissible  in  evidence 
for  A.     It  is  obvious  that  the  conviction 
of  A.  would  not  be  evidence  against  R 
And  the  role  is,   that  '  no  record  of  a 
conviction  or  verdict  can  be  given  in  evi- 
dence, but  such  whereof  the  benefit  may 
be  mutual.*     Rex  t>.  The  Warden  of  the 
Fleet,    Holt,  133  ;  and  see  other  cases, 
2  PhiU.  Evid.  c  1,  s.  1.     C.  S.  G. 

ig)  Rex  V,  Cooke,  5  B.  &  C.  588.  7  D. 
&  R.  673.  Littledale,  J.,  said,  'If  the 
other  defendant  shall  hereafter  be  ac- 
quitted, perhaps  this  judgment  may  be 
reversed.  Sed  quare  for  sach  acquittal 
would  not  neoesdarily  show  that  the  rer* 
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where  three  prisoners  were  indicted  in  Ireland  for  the  capital  oflFence 
of  conspiring  to  murder,  and,  having  refused  to  join  in  their  chal- 
lenges, one  of  them  was  tried  alone  and  convicted  ;  it  was  held,  on  a 
case  reserved,  that  he  had  been  properly  tried  and  convicted,  and  that 
there  was  no  ground  for  respiting  or  arresting  the  judgment.  (A) 

With  respect  to  the  statement  of  the  charge  in  the  indictment  Where  it  is 
it  may  be  observed,  that  though  it  is  usual  to  state  the  conspiracy,  sufficient  to 
and  then  show  that  in  pursuance  of  it  certain  overt  acts  were  done,  ^JUj^lrin 
it  is  sufficient  to  state  the  conspiring  alone,  (i)     And  it  is  not 
necessary  to  state   the   means  by  which   the  object  was   to  be 
effected, as  the  conspiracy  maybe  complete  before  the  means  to  be 
used  ai-e  taken  into  consideration.     Therefore  an  indictment  for  QiU'^cwe. 
conspiring  by  divers  false  pretences  and  subtle  means  and  devices 
to  get  money  from  J.  S.,  and  cheat  him  thereof,  is  not  objection- 
able on  the  ground  that  it  is  too  general,  or  does  not  sufficiently^ 
show  the  corpus  delicti,  or  specify  any  overt  act.  {j)    So  a  count  Kenrick's  case. 
alleging  that  the  defendants  '  unlawfully,  fraudulently,  and  deceit- 
fully did  combine,  conspire,  confederate,  and  agree  together  by 
divers  false  pretences  and  subtle  means  and  devices  to  obtain  and 
acquire  to  themselves  from  one  G.  W.  F.  divers  large  sums  of 
money  of  the  monies  of  the  said  G.  W.  F.,  and  to  cheat  and  defraud 
him  thereof,'  has  been  held  good,  (i)     So  where  a  count  alleged  Gomperta's 
that  the  defendants  unlawfully,  falsely,  fraudulently,  and  deceit-  «««• 
fully  did  conspire,  combine,  confederate,  and  agree  together,  by 
divers  false  pretences  and  indirect  means,  to  cheat  and  defraud  the 
prosecutor  of  his  monies,  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  held  that 
this  count  was  good,  on  the  authority  of  Rex  v.  Oill,  {I)  which  was 
founded  on  excellent  reason,  (m)     So  where  a  count  alleged  that  Sydserff's  case. 
the  defendants  *  unlawfully,  fraudulently,  and  deceitfully  did  con- 
spire,  combine,  confederate,  and  agree  together  to  cheat  and  de- 
fraud '  the  prosecutor  '  of  his  goods  and  chattels  ; '  upon  error  in 
the  Exchequer  Chamber  it  was  held  that  this  case  was  not  distin- 
guishable from  Rex  v.  OiU,  {n)  and  that  the  count  was  good,  (o) 
But  this  is  only  the  case  where  the  conspiracy  is  to  commit  some  Where  the 
offence,  and  if  it  be  not  to  commit  some  offence,  the  indictment  ^®[J  ^ 
must  show  some  illegal  act  done  in  pursuance  of  the  conspiracy,  stated. 
or  it  is  insufficient,  (p) 

A  count  alleged  that  C,  C.  died  possessed  of  certain  East  India  ^  conspiracy 
stock,  and  that  the   defendants  conspired,  &c.,  by  divers  false,  means^d^^ 
fraudulent,  and  unlawful  ways,  means,  and  contrivances,  and  by  power  of 
&l8e  pretences  and  false  swearing,  unlawfully,  &c.,  to  obtain  the  transferring 
means  and  power  to  and  for  S.  P.  of  transferring  and  disposing  of  " 
the  said  stock ;  and  that  in  pursuance  of  the  said  conspiracy  the 
defendants  afterwards  caused  a  certain  false  deposition,  purporting 
to  have  been  made  on  oath  by  S.  P.  as  one  of  the  lawful  children 

diet  of  guilty  on  the  fonner  trial  was  Kimberty,  1  Lev.  62.    Rex  v.  Sterling,  1 

wrong,  as  witnesses  might  be   dead  or  Lev.  125. 

absent  who  were  examined  on  the  former  {j)  Rex  v,  GiU,  2  6.  &  A.   204.    See 

trial,  or  the  one  defendant  might  have  note  (a;),  post,  p.  181. 

been  conricted  on  his  own  confession,  {k)  Reg.  v.  Eenrick,  5  Q.  B.  49. 

which  wonld  not  be  admissible  against  (I)  Supra. 

the  other  defendant.    C.  8.  G.  (m)  Reg.  v.  Gompertz,  9  Q.  B.  824. 


{h)  Reg.  9.  Aheame,  6  Cox,  6.  (n)  Supra, 

\%)  Reg.  «.  BesA,  2  Lord  Raym.  1167.  io)  Sydserft  v.  necr.  il  g.  15.  245. 

1  Sdk.  174.  8  Chit.  Grim.  L.  1143.  The  (p)  Rex  v.  Seward,  1  A.  ft  £.  706. 
Pflfalteran*  Case,  9  Rep.  55.       Rex  v. 

Toi,  ni.  x 


130 


Of  Conspiracy. 


[book  v. 


of  the  said  C.  C,  wherein  S.  P.  falsely  stated  that  the  widow  of 
the  said  S.  P.  died  without  having  taken  upon  her  letters  of  admi- 
nistration of  his  goods,  to  be  exhibited  in  the  Prerogative  Court  of 
Canterbury ;  and  did  then  fraudulently  procure  letters  of  adminis- 
tration to  be  issued  of  the  goods  of  C.  C.  to  S.  P.,  as  one  of  the  law- 
ful children  of  C.  C.  After  alleging  two  other  overt  acts  of  a 
similar  kind,  the  count  alleged  that  the  defendants  presented  such 
lettei-s  of  administration  to  the  East  India  Company,  and  did,  by 
such  false  ways,  &c.,  false  pretences  and  false  swearing,  fraudu- 
lently obtain  the  means  and  power  to  and  for  S.  P.  of  transfer- 
ring and  disposing  of  the  stock ;  and  that  6.  P.  did  transfer  and 
dispose  of  the  said  stock,  &c.,  with  intent  to|defraud  the  widow  of 
C.  C.  It  was  objected,  1st,  that  the  conspiracy  as  alleged  did  not 
amount  to  any  ofiPence,  as  no  legal  meaning  could  be  ascribed 
to  obtaining  '  the  means  and  power '  of  doing  an  act.  2nd,  that 
the  person  intended  to  be  defrauded  ought  to  have  been  shown 
with  more  certainty.  3rd,  that  it  ought  to  have  been  stated  to 
whom  the  stock  belonged.  But  the  court  held  that  the  statement 
of  the  means  used  for  eflfecting  the  object  of  the  conspiracy  were  so 
interwoven  with  the  charge  of  conspiracy  as  to  show  on  the  face  of 
the  count  an  unlawful  conspiracy.  But  if  that  were  not  so,  the 
overt  acts  showed  an  indictable  misdemeanor.  (5) 
Indictment  It  need  not  be  averred  in  the  indictment  that  the  prosecutor 

^egethat  the  ^*^  innocent  of  the  crime  imputed  to  him  by  the  conspirators,  (r) 
proBccutor  is  And  in  a  case  of  a  conspiracy  to  charge  a  person  with  being  the 
innocent.  father  of  a  bastard  child,  it  was  holden  not  to  be  necessary  to  aver 

that  the  prosecutor  was  not  the  father,  especially  when  the  words 
of  the  indictment  were  '  did  falsely  conspire  falsely  to  charge,  &a  ;* 
the  principle  being  that  innocence  must  be  intended  till  the  con- 
trary appears,  (s)  And  it  should  seem  that  even  without  those 
words  the  indictment  would  be  sufficient,  and  need  not  state  that 
the  charge  was  false,  nor  that  the  child  was  likely  to  become 
chargeable,  &c.  (t)  And  an  indictment  for  a  conspiracy  was 
holden  to  be  good,  although  it  was  not  alleged  in  the  charge  itself 
that  the  defendants  conspired  falsely  to  indict  the  prosecutor,  and 
although  it  did  not  appear  of  what  particular  crime  or  offence  they 
conspired  to  indict  him,  but  only  in  general  that  the  defendants 
did  wickedly  and  maliciously  conspire  to  indict  and  prosecute  the 
prosecutor  for  a  crime  or  oflfence  hable  to  be  capitally  punished  by 
the  laws  of  this  kingdom,  (u)  The  conspiracy  is  the  gist  of  the 
charge  alleged  in  such  an  indictment. 


(q)  Wright  r.  Beg.  14  Q.  B.  148.  This 
judgment  was  affinned  on  error,  ibid. 
180,  on  the  authority  of  SydserflF  v.  Reg. 
s\tpra.  The  indictment  contained  several 
other  counts,  varying  the  intent  to  de- 
fraud, and  omitting  some  of  the  overt 
acts.  The  seventh  count  alleged  that 
H.  M.  C.  was  entitled  to  the  stock,  and 
that  the  defendants  conspired  by  false,  &c., 
and  unlawful  ways  and  means,  and  by 
false  pretences  unlawfully  to  obtain  the 
means  and  power  to  and  for  S.  P.  of 
transferring  and  disposing  of  the  said 
stock.  The  eleventh  count  stated  that 
the  defendants  unlawfully  conspired  by 
false,  &c.,  and  unlawful  pretences,  &c, 


to  obtain  and  get  into  their  possession 
of  and  from  one  S.  B.  divers  large  sums 
of  money  with  intent  to  defraud  S.  B. 
The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  arrested  the 
judgment  on  these  counts. 

(r)  Rex  V,  Kinnersley,  1  Str.  19S. 

(5)  Rex  V.  Best,  1  Salk.  174.  2  Lord 
Raym.  1167. 

(0  2  Lord  Raym.  1167. 

(u)  Rexv.  Spraflz,  2  Burr.  998.  In 
Reg.  V.  King,  7  Q.  B.  782.  Tindal,  C.  J., 
saia  of  this  case,  '  The  point  decided  in 
that  case  appears  to  have  been  merely 
this,  that,  in  an  indictment  for  a  con- 
spiracy, though  the  conspiracy  be  insuffi* 
ciently  charged,  yet   if  the  rest  of  the 
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Where  the  defendants  were  indicted  for  conspiring  to  pervert   Not  necessary 
the  course  of  justice  by  producing  in  evidence  a  false  certificate  of  *<>  »*»*»  tJ"it 
a  justice  of  peace,  it  was  holden  not  to  be  necessary  to  set  forth  in  ^  defendants 
the  indictment  that  the  defendants  knew  at  the  time  of  the  con-         ' 
spiracy  that  the  contents  of  the  certificate  were  false,  on  the  ground 
that  if  persons  with  intent  to  obstruct  the  course  of  justice  con- 
spire to  state  a  fact  at  all  events  as  true,  which  they  do  not  know 
to  be  true,  it  is  criminal ;  and  that  the  defendants  were  bound  to 
have  known  that  the  fact  was  true  which  they  agreed  to  certify  as 
such,  (v) 

Where  the  act  is  in  itself  illegal,  it  is  not  necessaiy  to  state  the  Not  neoessaiy 
means  by  which  the  conspiracy  was  eflfected.     Thus  where  the  in-  *o  ****•  *^® 
dictment  charged  that  the  defendants  conspired  together  by  in-  ™^^^ 
direct  means  to  prevent  one  H.  B.  from  exercising  the  trade  of  a  conspiracy 
tailor,  and  it  was  contended  that  it  should  have  stated  the  fact  on  ^^  eflfected, 
which  the  conspiracy  was  founded,  the  means  used  for  the  purpose;  tMng  ^tended 
Lord  Mansfield,  C.  J.,  said,  '  The  conspiracy  is  stated  and  its  object;  is  illegal. 
it  is  not  necessary  that  any  means  should  be  stated ; '  and  BuUer,  ^f*"»  ^l^«w 
J.,  said,  '  If  there  be  any  objection  it  is  that  the  indictment  states  **  "  '®^ 
too  much ;  it  would  have  been  good  certainly  if  it  had  not  added 
•'by  indirect  means,"  and  that  will  not  make  it  bad.'  (w)     And 
where  the  indictment  charged  that  the  defendants  conspii*ed,  by 
divers  false  pretences  and  subtle  means  and  devices  to  obtain  from 
A.  divers  large  sums  of  money,  and  to  cheat  and  defraud  him 
thereof;    it  was   holden  that  the  gist  of  the   ofience  being  the 
conspiracy,  it  was  quite  sufficient  only  to  state  that  fact,  and  its 
object,  and  not  necessary  to  set  out  the  specific  pretences.  Bayley, 
J.,  said,  that  when  parties  had  once  agreed  to  cheat  a  particular 
person  of  his  monies,  although  they  might  not  then  have  fixed  on 
any  means  for  that  purpose,  the  offence  of  conspiracy  was  com- 
plete, (x)     But  where  the  act  only  becomes  illegal  from  the  means 
used  to  effect  it,  the  illegality  of  it  should  be  explained  by  proper 
statements,  as  in  the  cases  which  have  been  cited  of  conspiracies 
to  marry  paupers,  (y) 

Where  an  indictment  charged  the  defendants  with  conspiring  Ho  Conspiring  to 
defraud  J.  W.  of  divers  goods,  and  in  pursuance  of  that  conspiracy  defrand  J.  W. 
defrauding  him  of  divers  goods,  to  wit,  of  the  value  of  lOOL  ;  *  the  °^*^*" 
Court  of  King's  Bench  refused  to  quash  the  indictment  on  motion ; 
for  although  if  this  had  been  an  indictment  for  stealing  the  prose- 
cutor's goods,  it  would  have  been  bad  for  uncertainty,  yet  in  this 


iiidictinent  contains  a  good  charge  of  a 
miademeanor,  the  indictment  is  good. 
Lord  llansfield  distingaishes  between  the 
allegation  of  the  nnexecuted  conspiracy 
to  prefer  an  indictment,  as  to  the  soffi- 
eiency  of  which  he  gare  no  opinion,  and 
that  of  the  actual  preferring  of  the  indict- 
ment maliciously  and  without  probable 
cause,  which  he  caUs  a  completed  con- 
spiracy actually  carried  into  execution ; 
and  this  he  holds  to  be  clearly  sujSicient ; 
and  no  doubt  it  was  so ;  for,  rejecting 
the  ayerment  of  the  unexecuted  con- 
spincy,  the  indictment  undoubtedly 
omtaxned  a  complete  description  of  a 
common  law  nusoemeanor.' 
(V)  Bex  V.   Mawbey,   6    T.    R.   619. 


AnU,  p.  114.  Lawrence,  J.,  said  that  it 
was  not  unlike  the  case  of  perjury  where 
a  man  swears  to  a  particular  fact  without 
knowing  at  the  time  whether  the  fact  be 
true  or  false ;  which  is  as  much  perjury 
as  if  he  knew  the  fact  to  be  false,  and 
equally  indictable.     AnU,  p.  2. 

(w)  Eccles's  case  in  note  (d)  to  Rex  v. 
Turner,  13  East,  280.    Ante,  p.  124. 

(x)  Rex  V.  Gill,  2  B.  A  A.  204.  In 
Reg.  V.  Parker,  3  Q.  B.  292,  11  Law  J. 
N.  S.  102,  Mag.  C,  WUliams,  J.,  said, 
'It  has  been  always  thought  that  in 
Rex  V.  Gill  the  extreme  of  laxity  was 
allowed.' 

{]/)  AnU,  p.  117.  See  also  Rex  r. 
Seward,  anU,  p.  118. 
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Indictment  for 
conspiring  to 
injure  all  who 
shonld  pur- 
chase shares 
in  the  funds. 


Indictment  for 
conspiring  to 
obtain  goods 
without 
making  pay- 
ment for 
them. 


Indictment  for 
conspiring  to 
obtain  goods 
by  a  fraud- 
ulent deed. 


case  the  gist  of  the  'indictment  was  the  conspiracy,  and  it  might  be 
that  there  was  so  much  uncertainty  in  the  transaction,  which  was 
the  subject  of  the  indictment,  that  the  allegation  could  not  be 
made  with  greater  certainty,  as  the  conspiracy  might  be  to  defraud 
the  prosecutor,  not  of  any  particular  goods,  but  of  any  goods  the 
prisoner  could  get  hold  of.  (z) 

And  so  where  an  indictment  stated  that  the  defendants  con- 
spired by  false  rumours  to  raise  the  funds,  with  '  intention  thereby 
to  injure  and  aggrieve  all  the  subjects  of  the  King  who  should  on 
the  21st  of  February  purchase  or  buy '  any  shares  in  the  funds  ; 
and  it  was  objected  that  the  persons  to  be  affected  by  the  conspi- 
racy were  not  particularised,  as  they  ought  to  be,  it  was  held  that 
the  indictment  was  good ;  for  it  followed  from  the  nature  of  the 
charge  that  the  persons  could  not  be  named,  because  this  was  a 
charge  of  conspiracy  on  a  previous  day  to  raise  the  funds  on  a 
future  day,  so  that  it  was  unceilain  who  would  be  the  purchasers ; 
and  the  offence  being  to  raise  the  funds  on  a  future  day,  its  object 
was  to  injure  all  those  who  should  become  purchasers  on  that  day, 
and  not  some  individuals  in  particular,  (a) 

So  where  the  first  count  of  an  indictment  stated  that  the  de- 
fendants conspired  to  defraud  *  divers  of  her  Majesty's  liege  sub- 
jects, who  should  bargain  with  the  defendants  for  the  sale  of  goods 
and  merchandize  of  the  said  subjects'  of  great  value,  without 
making  payment  or  other  remuneration  or  satisfaction  for  the  same, 
with  intent  to  acquire  to  the  said  defendants  divers  sums  of  money 
and  other  profit  and  emolument ;  it  was  held  that  it  was  no  valid 
objection  that  the  count  did  not  state  what  particular  creditors  the 
defendants  meant  to  defraud ;  for  if  the  offence  went  no  further 
than  the  conspiracy,  it  could  not  be  known  what  particular  persons 
fell  into  the  snare.  But  it  was  further  held  that  the  count  was 
defective  in  not  stating  with  suflBcient  particularity  what  the  de- 
fendants conspired  to  do.  For  obtaining  goods  without  making 
payment  was  not  necessarily  a  fraud,  as  the  words  of  the  in- 
dictment might  apply  to  the  obtaining  goods  to  sell  on  com- 
mission. (6) 

The  second  count  in  the  same  indictment  alleged  that  the  de- 
fendants being  '  indebted  to  divers  persons  in  large  sums  of  money,* 
conspired  to  defraud  the  said  creditors  of  the  defendants  of  pay- 
ment of  their  said  debts,  and  in  pursuance  of  the  said  conspiracy 
unlawfully  did  execute  a  certain  false  and  fraudulent  deed  of 
bargain  and  sale  and  assignment  of  certain  fixtures,  stock  in  trade, 
and  goodwill,  of  great  value,  belonging  to  the  said  defendants,  from 
two  of  themselves  to  the  third,  for  divers  false  and  fraudulent  con- 
siderations, with  intent  thereby  to  procure  to  the  said  defendants 
divers  sums  of  money  and  other  emoluments ;  and  it  was  held  that 
this  count  was  bad  for  the  same  reasons  as  the  first ;  it  did  not 
state  in  what  respect  the  deed  was  false  and  fraudulent,  and  there- 
fore the  court  had  only  the  prosecutor's  general  opinion  upon  this 
point,  not  the  facts  on  which  it  was  founded,  (c) 

(s)  Anonymous,  1  Chitty  Rep.  698. 
In  Reg.  V.  Parker,  supra^  it  was  said  that 
the  objection  in  this  case  was  that  the 
particular  goods  were  not  specified,  and 
probably  only  so  much  as  showed  that 
was  stated  in  the  report. 


(a)  Bex  V.  De  Berenger,  S  M.  &  S.  68, 
amUj  p.  116. 

(6)  Reg.  V.  Peck,  9  A.  &  E.  686.  1 
P.  ft  D.  608. 

(c)  Reg.  V.  Peck,  suprcb. 
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Where  an  indictineat  alleged  that  an  issue  in  an  action  between   Indictment  for 
H.  B.  and  G.  C.  was  tried,  and  that  the  plaintiff  recovered  a  verdict  conBpiringto 
for  the  sum  of  17^.,  and  that  the  judge  certified  that  execution  froitTofa* 
ought  to  issue  forthwith,  and  that  the  defendants  '  did  conspire  verdict  too 
falsely  and  fraudulently  to  cheat  and  defraud  the  said  H.  B.  of  the  general, 
fruits  and  advantages  of  the  said  verdict  and  certificate ; '  Lord 
Denman,  C.  J.,  held  that  the  indictment  was  bad,  as  the  allegation 
was  too  general,  and  did  not  convey  any  specific  idea  which  the 
mind  could  lay  hold  of,  to  judge  whether  any  unlawful  act  had 
been  done  or  attempted.     The  terms  used  did  not  import  in  what 
manner  the  plaintiff  was  to  be  deprived  of  the  fruits  and  advan- 
tages of  his  verdict,  and  it  was  not  even  alleged  that  the  verdict 
would  lead  to  any  fruits  and  advantages,  (d) 

So  where  a  count  alleged  that  the  defendants  conspired  '  by  Too  general 
divers  false,  artful,  and  subtle  stratagems  and  contrivances,  as  much  counts, 
as  in  them  lay,  to  injure,  oppress,  aggrieve,  and  impoverish  E.  W. 
and  T.  W.,  and  to  cheat  and  defraud  them  of  their  monies  ;  *  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench  arrested  the  judgment  on  the  ground  that 
this  count  was  in  too  general  a  form  to  be  supported,  (e)  So  where 
a  count  charged  that  the  defendants  did  '  conspire  to  cheat  and  de- 
fraud the  just  and  lawful  creditors  *  of  F. ;  Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J., 
thought  that  the  count  was  much  too  general,  as  it  did  not  state 
what  was  intended  to  be  done,  or  the  persons  to  be  defrauded,  but 
refused  to  stop  the  case  on  this  point,  as,  if  an  acquittal  were 
directed,  and  the  count  should  turn  out  to  be  good,  the  defendants 
might  plead  autrefois  acquit  (/) 

An  indictment  for  a  conspiracy  to  obtain  goods,  which  states  An  indictment 
that  the  goods   were  obtained,  must  state   whose  property  the  Jor^Mpiring 
goods  were,  or  it  will  be  insufficient.     The  first  count  alleged  that  g"^  ^nd 
the  defendants,  intending  to  cheat  and  defraud  divers  of  the  liege  obtaining 
subjects  of  the  Queen  of  their  goods,  &c.,  unlawfully  conspired  Ijl?*i^®^^* 
by  divers  false  pretences  to  obtain  from  divers  of  the  liege  sub-  stating  whose 
jects,  &c.,  then  carrying  on  business   in  the  city  of  London,  to  property  the 
wit,  T.  Tam  and  D.  Law,   warehousemen   and   copartners,   and  soo<is  were. 
E.  Fennell  and  R.  Fennell,  cotton  yarn  manufacturers  and  co- 
partners, &c.,  divers  goods  and  merchandise  of  great  value,  to  wit, 
&a,  and  to  cheat  and  defraud  the  said  liege  subjects  of  the  said 
goods  and   merchandise.     The  count  then  set   out  several  overt 
acts  as  to  the  obtaining  goods  from   the   parties   above   named 
respectively,  and  concluded  by  averring  that  the  defendants  did 
by  the  means  aforesaid  obtain  from  the  said  T.  Tam  and  D.  Law, 
and  E.  Fennell  and  K  Fennell,  &c.,  the  goods  and  merchandise 
aforesaid,  and  did  cheat  and  defraud  them  thereof.     The  second 
count  was  similar,  but  omitted  to  state  the  overt  acts.     The  third 


{d)  Bex  V.  Richardson,  1  M.  &  Rob. 
402. 

{e)  Rex  V.  Biers,  1  A.  &  £.  327.  In 
Sydgcrff  r.  Reg:.,  11  Q.  B.  245,  ante,  p.  129, 
Wilde,  C.  J.,  in  delivering  the  judgment 
of  the  Conrt  of  Exchequer  Chamber,  ob- 
served, *  CTpon  referring  to  the  judgment 
in  Rex  v.  Biers,  there  seems  strong  rea- 
son to  doubt  whether  it  did  not  go  wholly 
on  the  one  objection  to  the  special  counts. 
Neither  Rex  v.  Gill,  nor  any  other  autho- 
rity at  all  bearing  upon  the  point  decided 


by  it,  was  referred  to  in  that  iudgment ; 
and  it  appears  distinctly,  from  Keg.  v. 
Oompertz,  9  Q.  B.  824,  that  Rex  v.  Biers 
has  never  been  considered  by  the  Queen's 
Bench  as  overruling  Rexf.  Gill.'  It  may 
therefore  be  questioned,  whetherthe  Court 
of  Exchequer  Chamber  did  not  think  the 
count  in  Kex  v.  Biers,  which  is  set  out  in 
the  text,  to  be  good. 

(/)  Rex  V.  Fowle,  4  C.  &  P.  692.  The 
defendants  were  acquitted. 
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count  stated  the  conspiracy  to  be  to  cause  it  to  be  believed  that 
one  of  the  defendants,  who  was  then  an  uncertificated  bankrupt, 
was  not  B.  P.,  but  J.  P.,  and  that  he  carried  on  an  extensive 
shipping  business,  and  was  a  man  of  large  property,  and  had  a 
large  capital  in  the  business,  and  by  means  of  the  said  belief  to 
obtain  from  divers  liege  subjects  (not  naming  them)  divers  goods, 
wares,  and  merchandise,  and  to  cheat  and  defraud  the  said  liege 
subjects  of  the  said  goods,  &c.  The  fourth  count  charged  that 
the  defendants  unlawfully  combined  by  divers  false  pretences  to 
obtain  fropa  divers  liege  subjects  (not  naming  them)  divers  other 
goods  and  merchandise  of  great  value,  and  to  cheat  and  defraud 
the  said  liege  subjects  of  the  said  goods,  &c.  The  defendants 
having  been  convicted,  a  rule  was  obtained  to  arrest  the  judgment 
for  the  insufficiency  of  the  indictment  in  not  stating  that  the 
goods,  &c.,  which  the  defendants  were  charged  with  conspiring  to 
obtain,  were  the  property  of  any  person,  it  being  consistent  with 
the  statement  that  they  were  the  goods,  &c.,  of  the  defendants 
themselves ;  and  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  held  that  the  in- 
dictment was  bad  for  not  stating  to  whom  the  goods  belonged. 
That  where  the  object  charged  was  a  conspiracy  to  obtain  from 
certain  persons  named  divers  goods,  and  to  cheat  and  defraud 
them  of  the  same,  and  they  were  obtained,  and  the  parties  de- 
frauded, no  precedent  was  to  be  found  to  show  that  an  indictment 
was  good  which  omitted  to  state  whose  the  goods  were.  The  first 
count,  therefore,  was  imperfect,  and  the  objection  applied  more 
strongly  to  the  fourth  count,  where  the  language  was  still  more 
general.  The  conspiracy  charged  was  to  obtain  divers  goods  and 
to  cheat  and  defraud  certain  persons  named,  not  with  intent  to 
cheat  and  defraud  them  of  the  same,  though  perhaps  that  would 
have  made  no  diflFerence,  and  as  there  was  no  statement  to  whom 
the  goods  belonged,  the  charge  did  not,  of  necessity,  import  any 
offence,  as  it  was  consistent  with  an  attempt  by  the  defendants  to 
obtain  by  some  means  their  own  goods  unlawfully  detained  from 
them ;  and  to  hold  that  the  use  of  the  words  *  to  cheat  and 
defraud  '  necessarily  implied  that  the  goods  belonged  to  the  parties 
who  were  stated  to  be  defrauded,  would  be  letting  in  a  generality, 
which  was  not  shown  ever  to  be  allowed,  {g) 

beyond  the  intention,  whereas  in  the 
other  case  what  was  a<:tiially  effected  may 
easily  be  stated.  The  case  may  be  com- 
pared to  the  cases  of  burglary  with  in- 
tent to  steal,  and  burglary  accompanied 
by  an  actual  stealing ;  in  the  former  it  is 
sufficient  to  state  that  the  prisoner  broke 
and  entered  the  house  with  intent  to  steal 
the  goods  (without  describing  them)  of 
one  A.  B.  ;  and  in  the  latter  the  goods 
stolen  must  be  particularised.  So  whore 
a  conspiracy  has  been  detected  before  it 
is  earned  into  execution  so  far  as  to  as- 
certain the  parties  intended  to  be  injured 
by  it,  an  indictment  would  be  good  with- 
out naming  such  parties.  Rex  v.  De 
Berenger,  antt^  p.  116.  But  where 
the  conspiracy  haa  proceeded  so  far  as  to 
fix  the  parties  intended  to  be  injured, 
such  parties  should  be  expressly  named, 
and  if  the  object  was  to  defraud  them  of 
their  goods,  or  their  goods  had  been  ac- 


ig)  ^eg.  V,  Parker,  8  Q.  B.  292,  11 
Law  J.  ]S.  S.  Mag.  C.  102.  See  Reg. 
V.  Bullock,  Dears.  C.  C.  653.  S.  P. 
Although  there  appears  at  first  sight  to  be 
some  little  discrepancy  in  the  cases  upon 
this  point,  perhaps  they  are  not  irrecon- 
cilable. The  correct  distinction  to  be 
drawn  from  them  appears  to  be  this,  that 
where  there  has  been  merely  a  conspiracy 
for  a  particular  purpose  (e.  g.  to  raise  the 
funds;,  and  such  conspiracy  has  not  been 
carried  into  execution,  an  indictment  in 
general  terms  will  be  sufficient ;  but 
where  there  has  not  only  been  a  conspi- 
racy, but  such  conspiracy  has  been  car- 
ried into  effect,  there  the  indictment 
ought  to  specify  precisely  what  has  been 
effected,  as  the  parties  injured,  the  pro- 
perty obtained,  and  to  whom  it  belonged. 
The  reason  of  such  a  distinction  is  that 
in  the  one  case  it  is  impracticable  to  state 
with  minuteness  what  never  was  carried 
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A  count  alleged  that  the  defendants  did  unlawfully  combine,  A  count  for 
conspire,   confederate,  and  agree  together  to  cause  and  procure  conspiring  to 
certain  goods,  wares,  and  merchandises,  which  had  been  and  were  ^Si^i 
theretofore  imported  into  the  port  of  London  from  parts  beyond  been  im- 
the  seas,  and  in  respect  whereof  certain  duties  of  customs  were  po^ed,  to  be 
due  and  payable  to  the  Queen,  to  be  taken  away  from  the  said  ^^hont  pay- 
port  and  delivered  to  the  respective  owners  thereof  without  pay-  ment  of  part 
ment  to  the  Queen  of  a  great  part  of  the  duties  of  customs  so  due  ®^  *j^«  ^^^y* 
and  payable  thereon  as  aforesaid,  with  intent  to  defraud  the  Queen  J^ri^  the 
in  her  revenue  of  the  customs;  it  was  objected  in  arrest  of  judg-  goods, 
ment  that  the  count  was  insuflScient,  because  no  description  of  the 
goods  was  given,  by  which  the  Court  could  judge  whether  the 
goods  were  Gable  to  duty.     But  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  held 
that  it  was  not  necessary  to  specify  the  goods.     It  was  matter  of 
evidence  what  the  goods  were  to  which  the   conspiracy  related ; 
the  parties  might  have  conspired  without  knowing  what  they 
were  ;  they  might  have  laid  their  heads  together  to  cheat  the 
Queen  of  whatever  customable  goods  they  could  pass.  QC) 

A  count   alleged  that  W.  H.  King,  E.  A.  Birch,  and  A.  D,  A  count, 
Phillips,  did  *  unlawfully  combine,  conspire,  confederate  and  agree  ^^^h  chargos 
together  to  cheat  and  defraud  certain  liege  subjects  of  our  Lady  to^hStcer- 
the  Queen,  being  tradesmen,  of  divers  large  quantities  of  their  tain  liege  sub- 
goods  and  chattels :  *  and  that  E  A.  Birch,  in  pursuance  of  the  i^^\  *^ 
said   conspiracy,   did  fraudulently  order  and  obtain  upon  credit  ^^eTther' 
from  W.  A  W.  and  C.  W.  divers  goods  and  chattels  belonging  states  their 
to  the  said  W.  A.  W.  and  C.  W.  ;  from  F.  B.  and  W.  J.,  divers  ^^^  <>' 
goods  and  chattels  belonging  to  the  said  F.  B.  and  W.  J. ;  and  f^^^^l 
from  divers  other  tradesmen  whose  names  are  to  the  jurors  un-   doing  so ;  and 
known,  divers  other  goods  and  chattels  belonging  to  the  said  last  j*  *"  "^*^**^^®^t 
mentioned  persons;  and  that  E.  A  Birch,  *in  fui-ther  pursuance  of orertadtl^'' 
of  the  said  conspiracy/  and  in  order  that  the  said  goods  might  be  which  neither 
taken  in  execution  as  hereinafter  mentioned,  did  order  the  said  ^^  themselres, 
goods  to  be  delivered  at  her  house ;  and  that  the  said  goods  were  tioVwith*^" 
so  delivered,  and  no  payment  made  for  the  said  goods  by  any  of  statement  of 
the  defendants  at  any  time  ;  and  that, '  in  further  pursuance  of  the  *^>e  coMpiracy, 
said  conspiracy,'  the  said  E.  A.  Birch  did  procure  the  said  goo^s  f^i^ble  ^ 
to  remain  in  her  house  until  they  were  taken  in  execution  as  offence, 
hereinafter  mentioned  ;  and  that  the  defendants, '  in  further  pursu- 
ance of  the  said  conspiracy,'  did  falsely  and  fraudulently  pretend 
that  certain  debts  were  due  from  the  said  E.  A  B.  to  the  said 


tnallv  obtained  thereby,  the  indictment 
Bhould  state  in  the  one  case  the  intent  to 
defraud  them  of  their  ffoods,  and  in  the 
other  that  they  were  defViuided  of  their 
goods.  This  position  has  been  fully 
borne  out  by  Reg.  v.  King,  infra.  It 
may,  perhaps,  Mmit  of  some  doubt 
whether  the  possibility  of  the  goods  be- 
longing to  the  defendants  in  the  principal 
case  necessarily  rendered  the  indictment 
bad ;  for  as  a  party  may  be  guilty  of  lar- 
ceny in  steabng  his  own  goo<u,  anUy 
Tol.  2,  p.  240,  there  seems  no  reason  why 
parties  who  conspired  to  obtain  their  own 
goods  from  another,  and  thereby  to  cheat 
and  defraud  him,  under  such  circum- 
stances as  did  not  amount  to  lai*ceny, 


should  not  be  indictable  for  a  conspiracy. 
The  better  ground  to  rest  the  decision 
upon  would  seem  to  be  that  the  indict- 
ment did  not  adopt  such  a  decree  of  par- 
ticularity as  the  facts  enablea  the  prose- 
cutor to  do,  and  the  niles  of  criminal 
pleading  require  to  be  adopted  where  it  is 
practicable.     C.  8.  G. 

{h)  Reg.  c.  Blake,  6  Q.  B.  126.  This 
decision  was  before  Reg.  v.  King,  post, 
and  all  the  reasoning  in  the  judgment  of 
the  Exchequer  Chamber  tends  to  show 
that  this  decision  was  wrong,  as  the 
goods  had  been  imported  and  clearly 
ascertained.  The  terms  *  a  great  part  of 
the  duties  of  customs  *  seem  very  objec- 
tionable. 
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W.  H.  K.  and  A.  D.  P.  respectively,  and  that  the  said  W.  H.  K. 
and  A.  D.  P.,  *  in  further  pursuance  of  the  said  conspiracy,  and  in 
order  to  obtain  payment  of  such  false  and  fictitious  debts/  did 
commence  by  collusion  with  the  said  E.  A.  Birch  separate  actions 
against  the  said  E.  A.  Birch.  And  that  afterwards,  *  in  further 
pursuance  of  the  said  conspiracy,'  judgments  were  collusively 
signed  by  the  said  W.  A.  K.  and  A.  D.  P.  in  each  of  the  said 
actions  for  want  of  a  plea.  And  that  afterwards,  *  in  further 
pursuance  of  the  said  conspiracy,  writs  of  JieH  fadaa  were  collu- 
sively sued  out  upon  the  said  judgments;  by  virtue  of  which 
writs  the  said  goods  were,  before  the  expiration  of  the  said  re- 
spective times  of  credit,  taken  in  execution  and  sold  in  due  course 
of  law  to  satisfy  the  fictitious  debts  falsely  and  fraudulently 
alleged  to  be  due  from  the  said  E.  A.  Birch.  And  so  the  jurors 
aforesaid  find  that  the  defendants,  in  manner  and  by  the  means 
aforesaid,  unlawfully  did  cheat  and  defraud  the  said  W.  A.  W. 
and  C.  W.,  F.  B.  and  W.  J.  &c.,  of  their  said  goods.'  The  de- 
fendants were  convicted,  and  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  held 
the  count  good  ;  but  the  judgment  was  reversed  in  the  Exchequer 
Chamber;  and  Tindal,  C.  J.,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the 
Court,  said,  '  The  charge  is  that  the  defendants  conspired  to  cheat 
and  defraud  divers  liege  subjects,  being  tradesmen,  of  their  goods, 
&c. ;  and  the  objection  is  that  these  persons  should  have  been 
designated  by  their  christian  and  surnames,  or  an  excuse  given, 
such  as  that  their  names  are  to  the  jurors  unknown  ;  because 
this  allegation  imports  that  the  intention  of  the  conspirators  was 
to  cheat  certain  definite  individuals,  who  must  always  be  described 
by  name,  or  a  reason  given  why  they  are  not ;  and  if  the  con- 
spiracy was  to  cheat  indefinite  individuals,  as  for  instance  those 
whom  they  should  afterwards  deal  with,  or  afterwards  fix  upon,  it 
ought  to  have  been  described  in  appropriate  terms,  showing  that 
the  objects  of  the  conspiracy  were,  at  the  time  of  making  it,  un- 
ascertained, as  was  in  fact  done  in  the  case  of  Rex  v.  De  Be- 
renger,  (i)  and  Regina  v.  Peck ;  (j)  and  it  was  argued  that  if,  on 
the  trial  of  this  indictment,  it  had  appeared  that  the  intention  was 
not  to  cheat  certain  definite  individuals,  but  such  as  the  conspira- 
tors should  afterwards  trade  with  or  select,  they  would  have  been 
entitled  to  an  acquittal ;  and  we  all  agree  in  this  view  of  the  case, 
and  think  that  the  reasons  assigned  against  the  validity  of  this 
part  of  the  indictment  are  correct.  But  then  it  was  urged  on  the 
part  of  the  crown  that  this  defect  in  the  allegation  of  the  con- 
spiracy was  cured  by  referring  to  the  whole  of  the  indictment, 
the  part  stating  the  overt  acts  as  well  as  that  stating  the  conspi- 
racy ;  and  Rex  v.  Spragg  (k)  was  cited  as  an  authority  that  the 
whole  ought  to  be  read  together.  But  if  we  examine  the  allega- 
tions in  this  indictment,  there  is  no  sufficient  description  of  any 
act  done  after  the  conspiracy  which  amounts  to  a  misdemeanor 
at  common  law.  None  of  the  overt  acts  are  shown  by  proper 
averments  to  be  indictable.  The  obtaining  goods,  for  instance, 
from  certain  named  individuals  upon  credit,  without  any  averment 
of  the  use  of  false  tokens,  is  not  an  indictable  misdemeanor ;  and 

{%)  3  M.  &  S.  67,  anU,  p.  116.  {k)  2  Burr.   998.     See  arde,  p.  130, 

(j)  9  A.  Ac  £.  686,  ante,  p.  132.  note  (u),  for  the  remarks  on  this  case. 
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if  it  is  said  that  because  it  is  averred  to  have  been  done  in  pursu- 
ance of  the  conspiracy  before  mentioned,  it  must  be  taken  to  be 
equivalent  to  an  averment  that  the  conspiracy  was  to  cheat  the 
named  individuals  of  their  goods,  the  answer  is,  first,  that  it  does 
not  necessarily  follow,  because  the  goods  were  obtained  in  pursu- 
ance of  the  conspiracy  to  cheat  some  persons,  that  the  conspiracy 
was  to  cheat  the  persons  from  whom  the  goods  were  obtained  ; 
they  might  have  been  obtained  from  A.  in  the  execution  of  an 
ulterior  purpose  to  cheat  B.  of  his  goods.  And  secondly,  if  the 
averment  is  to  be  taken  to  be  equivalent  to  one  that  the  goods 
were  obtained  from  the  named  individuals  in  pursuance  of  an 
illegal  conspiracy  to  cheat  and  defraud  those  named  individuals  of 
their  goods,  it  would  still  be  defective,  as  not  containing  a  direct 
and  positive  averment  that  the  defendants  did  conspire  to  cheat 
and  defraud  those  persons,  which  an  indictment  for  a  conspiracy, 
where  the  conspiracy  is  itself  the  crime,  ought  certainly  to  con- 
tain. The  other  allegations  of  what  are  termed  overt  acts  are 
open  to  the  same  objection.  In  none  is  there  complete  de- 
scription of  a  common  law  misdemeanor  independently  of  the 
conspiracy ;  and  the  allegation  of  the  conspiracy  is  insuflScient, 
and  not  direct  and  positive.  For  these  reasons  the  judgment 
must  be  reversed.'  (J) 

Where  a  count  charged  that  Lewis  carried  on  the  business  of  a  -^  ^^*  yrhich. 
dyer,  and  had  divers  vats  and  quantities  of  dye  for  the  carrying  ^^^  the 
on  the  business,  and  that  the  defendants  were  employed  by  Lewis  conspiracy  is 
as  his  servants  in  the  management  of  his  business,  and  that  it  was  9f^t  though 
their  duty  as  such  servants  to  employ  the  vats  and  dye  of  Lewis  gj^^^ly  Sf^" 
for  his  benefit  and  for  dyeing  such  materials  as  might  belong  to  an  overt  act 
themselves  or  be  intrusted  to  them  by  Lewis  for  those  purposes, 
and  for  no  other  purposes  and  on  no  other  materials  ;  and  that  the 
defendants   unlawfully  conspired,   fraudulently  and   without   the 
consent  of  Lewis,  to  employ  the  vats  and  dye  in  dyeing  materials 
not  belonging  to  themselves  and  not  intrusted  to  them  by  Lewis, 
and  to  obtain  thereby  to  themselves  large  profits,  and  to  deprive 
Lewis  of  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  said  vats  and  dye  ;  and  that 
the  defendants,  in  pursuance  of  the  said  conspiracy,  wilfully  and 
without  the   consent   of   Lewis,  received   into    their    possession 
divers  large  quantities  of  materials,  and  wilfully  and  without  the 
consent  of  Lewis,  at  his  expense  and  with  his  said  vats  and  dye, 
dyed  the  same  materials  for  their  own  profit  and  benefit ;  it  was 
objected  that  the  count  did  not  show  that  the  goods  which  the 
defendants  dyed  were  not  their  own,  and  that  it  appeared  by  the 
record  that  they  had  permission  to  dye  their  own  goods  ;  but  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  held  that  the  count  was  good ;   it  was 
clear  that  the  essential  part  of  the  count  was  the  charge  of  a 
conspiracy ;   so  that  if  the  evidence  proved  the  conspiracy  and 
did  not  prove  the   overt  acts   alleged,  viz.  that   the   conspiracy 
was  caiTied  into  effect,  the  count  would  have  been  sufficiently 
proved,  (m) 

(/)  Reg.  V.  King,  7  Q.  B.  782.     In  the  was  not  necessary,  and  this  point  does 

flTgument  in  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  not  appear  to  have  been  raised  in  the 

in  this  case  it  was  also  objected  that  the  Exchequer  Chamber, 

conspiracy  ought  to  hare  been  laid  to  dc-  (m)  Reg.  v.  Button,  11  Q.   B.    929. 

fhiua  divers  tradesmen  of  their  goods  There  was  another  count  similar  to  the 

'r«0p0ctti«/y,'but  the  court  held  that  this  above,  which  was    objected  to  on  the 
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O'Gonnell'B  The  first  count  alleged  that  the  defendants,  intending  to  create 

^-  discontent  and  disaffection  amongst  the  subjects  of  the  Queen,  and 

chiu^  Jcon-  *^  excite  the  said  subjects  to  hatred  of  the  government  and  consti- 
spincy  to  tution,  &c.,  unlawfully  and  seditiously  did  conspire,  &c.,  to  create 
^^^  ^^aT  discontent  and  disaffection  amongst  the  subjects  of  the  Queen,  and 
affect^n  *^  excite  such  subjects  to  hatred  and  contempt  of  the  government 

amongst  the  and  Constitution  and  to  unlawful  and  seditious  opposition  to  the 
"k^^o*"  ^*  government  and  constitution,  and  to  stir  up  jealousies  and  ill-will 
to  stir  up^'  between  different  classes  of  her  Majesty's  subjects,  and  especially 
jealousies,  to  promote  among  her  Majesty's  subjects  in  Ireland  feelings  of  ill- 
•n^i'hT^  will  and  hostility  towards  and  against  her  Majesty's  subjects  in  the 
tween  different  0*^©^  parts  of  the  United  KiDgdom,  and  especially  in  that  part 
classes,  are  called  England  ;  and  further,  to  excite  discontent  and  disaffection 
8<xxi»  amongst  divera  of  her  Majesty's  subjects  serving  Id  the  army ;  and 

Counts  which     further,  to  cause  and  procure,  &c.,  divers  subjects  unlawfully  and 
spin^  vT''      seditiously  to  meet  and  assemble  together  in  large  numbers,  at 
obtain,  by         different  places  in  Ireland,  for  the  unlawful  and  seditious  purpose 
means  of  in-      of  obtaining,  by  means  of  the  intimidation  to  be  thereby  caused, 
thToxhibUion    ^^^  ^7  means  of  the  exhibition  of  great  physical  force  at  such 
of  physical       assemblies  and  meetings,  changes  and  alterations  in  the  govern- 
forcc,  a  change  ment,  laws,  and  constitution ;  and  further,  to  bring  into  hatred  and 
menC  are  bad.  ^is^epute  the  courts  by  law  established  in  Ireland  for  the  adminis- 
tration of  justice,  and  to  diminish  the  confidence  of  the  said  sub- 
jects in  Ireland  in  the  administration  of  the  law  therein,  with  the 
intent  to  induce  the  subjects  to  withdraw  the  adjudication  of  their 
differences  from  the  cognizance  of  the  said  courts,  and  to  submit 
the  same  to  the  determination  of  other  tribunals  to  be  constituted 
for  that  purpose.     The  count  then  alleged  various  overt  acts  done 
in  order  to  excite  discontent  with,  hatred  of,  and  disaffection  to  the 
government,  laws,  and  constitution.    The  second  count  was  exactly 
like  the  first,  but  omitted  the  overt  acts.     The  third  count  alleged 
that  the  defendants,  intending  to  create  discontent  and  disaffection 
amongst  the  subjects  of  the  Queen,  and  to  excite  the  said  subjects 
to  hatred  and  contempt  of  the  government  and  constitution,  &c., 
unlawfully  and  seditiously  did  conspire,  &c.,  to  raise  and  create 
discontent  and  disaffection  amongst  the  subjects  of  the  Queen,  and 
to  excite  such  subjects  to  hatred  and  contempt  of  the  government 
and  constitution,  and  to  unlawful  and  seditious  opposition  to  the 
said  government  and  constitution,  and  to  stir  up  hatred,  jealousies, 
and  ill-will  between  different  classes  of  the  said  subjects,  and  espe- 
cially to  promote  amongst  the  said  subjects  in  Ireland  feelings  of 
ill-will  and  hostility  against  the  said  subjects  in  other  paits  of  the 
United  Kingdom,  and  especially  in  that  part  called  England ;  and 
further,  to  excite  discontent  and  disaffection  amongst  divers  sub- 
jects serving  in  her  Majesty's  army ;  and  further,  to  cause  and 
procure,  &c.,  divers  subjects  to  meet  and  assemble  together  in  large 
numbers  at  different  places  in  Ireland,  for  the  unlawful  and  sedi- 
tious purpose  of  obtaining,  by  means  of  the  intimidation  to  be 
thereby  caused,  and  by  means  of  the  exhibition  of  great  physical 

ground  that  it  did  not  allege  any  duty  in  as  to  the  conspiracy  having  merged  in 

the  defendants  not  to  employ  the  dye  for  the  felony  decided  in  this  case  ;  but  as 

their  own  profit ;  but  the  court  held  it  the  14  &  15  Vict.  c.  100,  s.  12,  has  got 

good,  as  the  allegation  of  the  conspiracy  rid  of  all  such  questions  for  the  future,  it 

Ti-as  sufficient.    Tnere  was  also  a  question  has  been  omitted. 
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force  at  such  assembUes  and  meetings,  changes  in  the  government, 
laws,  and  constitution ;  and  further,  to  bring  into  hatred  and  dis- 
repute the  courts  in  Ireland  for  the  administration  of  justice,  &c. 
The  fourth  count  was  the  same  as  the  third,  omitting  the  charges 
as  to  creating  discontent  in  the  army,  and  the  diminishing  the  con- 
fidence in  the  courts  of  law.  The  fifth  count  alleged  that  the  de- 
fendants, intending  to  cause  and  create  discontent  and  disaffection 
amongst  the  liege  subjects  of  the  Queen,  and  to  excite  the  said 
subjects  to  hatred  and  contempt  of  the  government  and  constitu- 
tion, &c.,  unlawfully  and  seditiously  did  conspire,  &c.,  to  raise  and 
create  discontent  and  disaffection  amongst  the  liege  subjects  of  the 
Queen,  and  to  excite  the  said  subjects  to  hatred  and  contempt  of 
the  government  and  constitution,  and  to  unlawful  and  seditious 
opposition  to  the  government  and  constitution,  and  also  to  stir  up 
jeidousies,  hatred,  and  ill-will  between  different  classes  of  the  said 
subjects,  and  especially  to  promote  amongst  the  said  subjects  in 
Ireland  feelings  of  ill-will  and  hostility  against  the  subjects  in  the 
other  parts  of  the  United  Kingdom,  and  especially  in  England. 
The  sixth  count  alleged  that  the  defendants  unlawfully  and  sedi- 
tiously intending,  by  means  of  intimidation  and  the  demonstration 
of  great  physical  force,  to  procure  and  effect  changes  to  be  made  in 
the  government,  laws,  and  constitution,  unlawfully  and  seditiously 
did  conspire,  &c.,  to  cause,  and  procure,  &c.  divers  subjects  of  the 
Queen  to  meet  and  assemble  together  in  large  numbers,  at  various 
times  and  at  different  places  in  Ireland,  for  the  unlawful  and 
seditious  purpose  of  obtaining,  by  means  of  intimidation  to  be 
thereby  caused,  and  by  means  of  the  exhibition  and  demonstration 
of  great  physical  force  at  such  assemblies  and  meetings,  changes 
in  the  government,  laws,  and  constitution,  &c.  The  seventh  count 
was  like  the  sixth,  with  the  addition,  *  and  especially,  by  the  means 
aforesaid,  to  bring  about  and  accomplish  a  dissolution  of  the  legis- 
lative union  now  subsisting  between  Great  Britain  and  Ireland/ 
The  eighth  count  charged  a  conspiracy  to  bring  the  tribunals  of 
justice  into  contempt,  and  to  cause  the  subjects  to  withdraw  their 
differences  firom  the  said  tribunals,  and  to  submit  the  same  to 
other  tribunals.  The  ninth  was  similar  to  the  eighth,  but  substi- 
tuted for  withdrawing  their  differences,  &c.,  *  to  assume  and  usurp 
the  prerogative  of  the  Crown  in  the  establishment  of  courts  for  the 
administration  of  the  law.'  The  tenth  count  charged  a  conspiracy 
to  bring  into  disrepute  the  tribunals  for  the  administration  of  jus- 
tice. And  the  eleventh  count  alleged  that  the  defendants,  intend- 
ing by  means  of  intimidation  and  demonstration  of  physical  force, 
&c.,  by  causing  large  numbers  of  persons  to  meet  and  assemble  in 
Ireland,  and  by  means  of  seditious  and  inflammatory  speeches  to 
be  delivered  to  the  said  persons,  and  by  means  of  publishing  divers 
unlawful  and  seditious  writings,  to  intimidate  the  Lords  Spiritual 
and  Temporal  and  Commons  of  the  Parliament  of  the  United 
Elingdom,  and  thereby  to  effect  changes  in  the  laws  and  constitu- 
tion, unlawfully  and  seditiously  did  conspire,  &c.,  to  cause  large 
numbers  of  persons  to  meet  together  in  divers  places  and  at  divers 
times  in  Ireland,  and  by  means  of  seditious  speeches  to  be  made 
at  the  said  places  and  times,  and  by  means  of  publishing  to  the 
subjects  of  the  Queen  unlawful  and  seditious  writings,  &c.,  to  in- 
timidate the  Lords  Spiritual  and  Temporal  and  the  Commons  of 
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the  Parliament  of  the  United  Kingdom,  and  thereby  to  effect  and 
bring  about  changes  and  alterations  in  the  laws  and  constitution. 
Upon  a  writ  of  error  in  the  House  of  Lords,  the  following  question 
was  put  to  the  judges  : — '  Are  all  or  any,  and  if  any,  which,  of  the 
counts  in  the  indictment  bad  in  law  ?  so  that  if  such  count  or 
counts  stood  alone  in  the  indictment,  no  judgment  against  the  de- 
fendants could  properly  be  entered  up  on  them.'  And  Tindal,  C.  J., 
thus  delivered  the  answer  of  the  judges : — '  My  Lords,  the  answer 
to  the  question  will  depend  upon  the  consideration,  whether  all 
the  counts  of  the  indictment  are  framed  with  that  proper  and  con- 
venient certainty,  with  respect  to  the  substance  of  the  charge  of 
conspiracy,  which  the  law  requires  ;  for,  undoubtedly,  if  any  of  such 
counts  are  framed  in  so  loose,  uncertain,  or  inapt  a  manner,  as  that 
the  defendants  might  have  availed  themselves  of  the  insuflSciency 
of  the  indictment  upon  a  demurrer,  there  is  nothing  to  prevent 
them  from  having  the  same  advantage  of  the  objection  upon  a  writ 
of  error.  The  crime  of  conspiracy  is  complete  if  two,  or  more  than 
two,  should  agree  to  do  an  illegal  thing ;  that  is,  to  effect  some- 
thing in  itself  unlawful,  or  to  effect,  by  unlawful  means,  something 
which  in  itself  may  be  indifferent,  or  even  lawful.  That  it  was  an 
offence  known  to  the  common  law,  and  not  first  created  by  the  33 
Edw.  1,  St.  2,  is  manifest.  That  statute  speaks  of  conspiracy  as  a 
term  at  that  time  well  known  to  the  law,  and  professes  only  to  be 
"  a  definition  of  conspiratore."  It  has  accordingly  always  been  held 
to  be  the  law,  that  the  gist  of  the  offence  of  conspiracy  is  the  bare 
engagement  and  association  to  break  the  law,  whether  any  act  be 
done  in  pursuance  thereof  by  the  conspirators  or  not.  (n)  No 
serious  objection  appears  to  have  been  mside  against  the  sufficiency 
of  any  of  the  counts  prior  to  the  sixth.  Indeed  there  can  be  no 
question  but  that  the  charges  contained  in  the  first  five  counts  do 
amount,  in  each,  to  the  legal  offence  of  conspiracy,  and  are  suffi- 
ciently described  therein.  There  can  be  no  doubt  but  that  the 
agreeing  of  divers  persons  together  to  raise  discontent  and  disaffec- 
tion amongst  the  liege  subjects  of  the  Queen,  to  stir  up  jealousies, 
hatred,  and  ill-will  between  different  classes  of  her  Majesty's  sub- 
jects, and  especially  to  promote  amongst  her  Majesty's  subjects  in 
Ireland  feelings  of  ill-will  and  hostility  towards  her  Majesty's  sub- 
jects in  other  parts  of  the  United  Kingdom,  and  especially  in 
England — which  charges  are  found  in  each  of  the  first  five  counts 
—do  form  a  distinct  and  definite  charge  in  each,  against  the  several 
defendants,  of  an  agreement  between  them  to  do  an  illegal  act ; 
and  it  therefore  becomes  unnecessary  to  consider  the  other  addi- 
tional objects  and  purposes  alleged  in  some  of  these  counts  to  have 
been  comprised  within  the  scope  of  the  agreement  of  the  several 
defendants.  With  respect,  however,  to  the  sixth  and  seventh 
counts,  we  all  concur  in  opinion  that  they  do  not  state  the  illegal 
purpose  and  design  of  the  agreement  entered  into  between  the 
defendants  with  such  proper  and  sufficient  certainty  as  to  lead  to 
the  necessary  conclusion  that  it  was  an  agreement  to  do  an  act  in 
violation  of  the  law.  Each  of  those  two  counts  does  in  substance 
state  the  agreement  of  defendants  to  have  been  "  to  cause  and 

(«)  Reg.  V.  Best,  2  Lord  Raym.  167,  and  Rex  r.  Edwards,  8  Mod.  R.  820,  were 
here  cited. 
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procure  divers  subjects  to  meet  together  in  large  numbers,  for  the 
unlawful  and  seditious  purpose  of  obtaining,  by  means  of  the  inti- 
midation to  be  thereby  caused,  and  by  means  of  the  exhibition  and 
demonstration  of  great  physical  force  at  such  meetings,  changes 
in  the  government,  laws,  and  constitution  of  the  realm."  Now, 
though  it  may  be  inferred  from  this  statement,  that  the  object  of 
the  defendants  was  probably  illegal,  yet  it  does  not  appear  to  us  to 
be  so  alleged  with  sufficient  certainty.  The  word  "  intimidation  " 
is  not  a  technical  word ;  it  is  not  vocabulum  artis,  having  a  neces- 
sary meaning  in  a  bad  sense ;  it  is  a  word  in  common  use,  em- 
ployed on  this  occasion  in  its  popular  sense ;  and  in  order  to  give 
it  any  force,  it  ought  at  least  to  appear  from  the  context  what 
species  of  fear  was  intended,  or  upon  whom  such  fear  was  intended 
to  operate.  But  these  counts  contain  no  intimation  whatever  upon 
what  persons  this  intimidation  was  intended  to  operate  ;  it  is  left 
in  complete  uncertainty  whether  the  intimidation  was  directed 
against  the  peaceable  inhabitants  of  the  surrounding  places,  against 
the  subjects  of  the  Queen  dwelling  in  Ireland  in  general,  against 
persons  in  the  exercise  of  public  authority  there,  or  even  against 
the  legislature  of  the  realm.  Again,  the  mere  allegation  that  these 
changes  were  to  be  obtained  by  the  exhibition  and  demonstration 
of  physical  force,  without  any  allegation  that  such  force  was  to  be 
used,  or  threatened  to  be  used,  seems  to  us  to  mean  no  more  than 
the  mere  display  of  numbers,  and  consequently  to  carry  the  matter 
no  further.  Applying  the  same  principle  and  mode  of  reasoning 
to  the  consideration  of  the  eighth,  ninth,  and  tenth  counts,  we  all 
concur  in  opinion  that  the  object  and  purpose  of  the  agreement 
entered  into  by  the  defendants,  as  disclosed  upon  these  counts,  is 
an  agreement  for  the  performance  of  an  act,  and  the  attainment  of 
an  object,  which  is  a  violation  of  the  laws  of  the  land.  We  think 
it  unnecessary  to  state  reasons  in  support  of  the  opinion  that  an 
agreement  between  the  defendants  to  diminish  the  confidence  of 
her  Majesty's  subjects  in  Ireland  in  the  general  administration  of 
the  law  therein,  or  an  agreement  to  bring  into  hatred  and  disre- 
pute the  tribunals  by  law  established  in  Ireland  for  the  adminis- 
tration of  justice,  are  each  and  every  of  them  agreements  to  effect 
purposes  in  manifest  violation  of  the  law.  Upon  the  sufficiency  of 
the  eleventh  count,  no  doubt  whatever  has  been  raised.'  (o) 

A  count  alleged  that  the  defendants,  having  in  their  possession  Overt  act 


two   horses,  conspired  by  divers  false  pretences  to  obtain  large  unconnected 
sums  of  money  from  such  persons  as  might  be  desirous  of  pur-  ^ngpir^y. 
chasing  the  said  horses,  and  to  cheat  and  defraud  such  persons  of 


such  sums  of  money,  and  that  the  defendants,  in  pursuance  of  the 
said  conspiracy,  made  certain  false  pretences,  which  were  set  out ; 
and  that  the  defendants,  in  pui-suance  of  the  said  conspiracy,  did 
obtain  from  W.  A.  an  order  for  the  payment  of  1156.  10s.  It 
was  objected  that  this  count  was  bad,  because  it  did  not  show  that 
W.  A.  was  one  of  the  persons  who  was  desirous  of  purchasing  the 
horses,  and  therefore  he  was  not  shown  to  be  within  the  objects  of 
the  conspiracy ;  and  the  Recorder  so  held,  (p) 

(o)  OTonnell   v,    Reg.    11   CI.  &  F.  If  this  caae  is  correctly  reported,  the  de- 

155.    The  Lords  all  concurred  in  this  cision  is  clearly  erroneous.    The  count 

judgment  alleged  that  the  defenaants  did  obtain  the 

(P)  Beg-  V'  Ward,  1  Cox,  C.  C.  101.  money  from  W.  A.  *  «i  pwrmcmc$  o/the 
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5  &  6  Vict, 
c.  88,  8.  1. 


An  indictment  for  a  conspiracy  to  conceal  and  embezzle  the 
personal  estate  of  a  bankrupt  under  the  6  G.  4,  c.  16  must  state 
the  petitioning  creditor's  debt,  the  trading,  and  the  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy, and  that  the  party  had  actually  become  bankrupt,  (g) 

The  technical  averment  of  the  agreement  and  conspiracy,  gene- 
rally used  in  the  indictment,  charges  that  the  defendants  *  did 
conspire,  combine,  confederate,  and  agree  together ;  *  but  it  is 
said  that  other  words  of  the  same  import  seem  to  be  equally 
proper,  (r)  To  the  counts  for  a  conspiracy  may  be  joined  such 
other  counts  as  the  circumstances  of  the  case  may  seem  to  require 
(not  charging  a  felony),  though  they  do  not  include  a  charge  of 
conspiracy.  («) 

It  has  been  holden  that  in  an  indictment  for  a  conspiracy  the 
venue  must  be  laid  where  the  conspiracy  was,  and  not  where  the 
result  of  such  conspiracy  was  put  in  execution,  (t)  But  it  was 
said  by  the  court,  that  there  seemed  to  be  no  reason  why  the 
crime  of  conspiracy,  amounting  only  to-  a  misdemeanor,  might  not 
be  tried,  wherever  one  distinct  overt  act  of  conspiracy  was  in  fact 
committed,  as  well  as  the  crime  of  high  treason,  in  compassing 
and  imagining  the  King's  death,  or  in  conspiring  to  levy  war.  (u) 
And  a  case  was  cited  in  which  the  trial  proceeded  upon  this 
principle;  and  in  which,  though  no  proof  of  actual  conspiracy, 
embracing  all  the  several  conspirators,  was  attempted  to  be  ^ven 
in  Middlesex,  where  the  trial  took  place,  and  though  the  in- 
dividual actings  of  some  of  the  conspirators  were  wholly  confined 
to  other  counties  than  Middlesex,  yet  the  conspiracy  as  against  all 
having  been  proved,  from  the  community  of  criminal  purpose, 
and  by  their  joint  co-operation  in  forwarding  the  objects  of  it,  in 
diflferent  places  and  counties,  the  locality  required  for  the  purpose 
of  trial  waj3  holden  to  be  satisfied  by  overt  acts,  done  by  some  of 
them,  in  prosecution  of  the  conspiracy  in  the  county  where  the 
trial  was  had.  {v) 

The  oflFence  of  conspiracy  might  formerly  be  tried  by  justices  of 
peace  in  their  Quarter  Sessions.  In  a  case  where  the  question  of 
their  jurisdiction  was  raised,  no  authority  being  cited  either  on  the 
one  side  or  on  the  other,  the  court  decided  in  favour  of  their 
jurisdiction,  upon  general  principles,  saying,  that  a  conspiracy  was 
a  trespass,  and  that  trespasses  were  indictable  at  sessions,  though 
not  committed  with  force  and  arms,  {w)  But  now  by  the  5  &  6 
Vict.  c.  38,  s.  1,  'neither  the  justices  of  the  peace  acting  in  and 
for  any  county,  riding,  division,  or  liberty,  nor  the  recorder  of 


conspiracy  *'  which  is  the  regular  modo  of 
connecting  the  overt  act  with  the  con- 
spiracy, especially  where,  as  in  this  case, 
the  overt  act  could  not  be  foreseen  at  the 
time  when  the  conspiracy  was  entered 
into.  The  overt  act,  therefore,  was  well 
laid.  But  even  if  it  had  been  otherwise, 
the  count  was  good  without  it ;  for  the 
conspiracy  was  clearly  well  laid :  and, 
where  that  is  the  case,  an  acquittal  of  the 
overt  act  is  immateriaL  Rex  v.  Sterling, 
1  Lev.  126,  shows  that  the  overt  act  is 
in  such  a  case  immateriaL 

(a)  Bex  V.  Jones,  4  B.  &  Ad.  345.  1 
K.  &  M.  78.     See  vol.  2,  p.  452. 

(r)  8  Chit.  Crim.  L.  1143,     See  jier 


Lord  Campbell,  Reg.  v.  Hamp,  anU^  p. 
115. 

{s)  See  the  judgment  of  Lord  Ellen- 
borough,  C.  J.,  in  Hex  o.  Johnson,  8  M. 
&  S.  560.  In  Re^.  v.  Murphy,  8  C.  &  P. 
297,  coimts  for  libel  were  joined. 

(0  R^.v.  Best,  1  Salk.  174. 

{u)  Rex  V.  Brisac,  4  East,  R.  171. 

(v)  Rex  V.  Bowes,  cited  in  Rex  v. 
Brisac,  mpra. 

(w)  Rex  V.  Rispal,  8  Burr.  1320.  1 
Black.  R.  868.  Bum's  Just  tit.  Con- 
spiracy^ sec.  1.  The  point  was  so  de- 
cided in  an  earlier  case,  Rex  v,  Edwards, 
8  Mod.  820. 
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any  borough,  shall,  at  any  session  of  the  peace,  or  at  any  ad- 
journment thereof,  try  any  person  or  persons,  for  {inter  alia) 
unlawful  combinations  and  conspiracies,  except  conspiracies  or 
combinations  to  commit  any  offence  which  such  justices  or  re- 
corder respectively  have  or  has  jurisdiction  to  try  when  committed 
by  one  person/ 

A  count  alleged  that  the  prisoners  conspired,  by  divers  false  ^  <^^^^ . 
pretences,  against  the  form  of  the  statute  in  that  case  made  and  d^ction^in^ht 
provided,  to  defraud  the  prosecutor  of  his  money;    and  it  was  sessionB. 
objected  that  the  facts  ought  to  have  been  set  out  so  as  to  show 
that  the  offence  intended  to  be  committed  was  within  the  juris- 
diction of  the  sessions,  by  whom  the  indictment  had  been  tried ; 
but  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  held  that  the  count  suflSciently 
showed  that  the  sessions  had  jurisdiction,  (x) 

As  to  an  indictment  for  conspiracy  not  being  preferred  without  Indictment  not 
previous  authorization,  see  vol.  1.  p.  2.  to  be  preferred 

On  an  indictment  against  the  manager  and  secretary  of  a  joint  Yious^autiiwi- 
stock  bank,  the  indictment  containing  many  counts,  some  charging  zation. 
that  the  defendants  concurred   in   making  and  publishing  false  Indictment  for 
statements  of  the  affairs  of  the  bank,  and  others  that  they  conspired  P^^^isl^ing 
together  to  do  so,  the  prosecutors  were  put  to  elect  on  which  set  menVof^the 
of  counts  they  would  rely,  and  they  having  elected  to  rely  on  the  affairs  of  a 
counts  for  conspiracy,  held,  that  it  was  not  enough  to  prove  that  ^'*^^- 
the  defendants  made  and  put  forth  false  statements  intended  and 
calculated  to  deceive,  unless  they  had  entered  into  a  precedent 
and  fraudulent  conspiracy  to  do  so.   The  chief  count  relied  upon  not 
stating  an  intent  to  defraud  any  particular  parties;  held,  that 
though  there  were  auditora,  whose  duty  it  would  be  to  discover 
any  frauds,  that  «was  no  answer  to  the  prosecution,  if  the  defen- 
dants were  party  to  such  conspiracy  to  deceive  them  and  the 
directors.     But,  on  the  other  hand,  the  jury  were  told  that  evi- 
dence that  the  directors  were  privy  to  all  that  was  done  was  very 
material,  with  a  view  to  negative  such  conspiracy,  on  the  pai-t  of 
the  defendants,  to  deceive,  (xx) 

On  a  prosecution  against  several  persons  for  a  conspiracy,  the  Wife  of  one 
wife  of  one  of  the  defendants  has  been  holden  not  to  be  a  com-  defendant  no 
petent  witness  for  the  others,  a  Joint  offence  being  charged,  and  ^t^^  ^^^  ^^^ 
an  acquittal  of  all  the  other  defendants  being  a  ground  of  dis- 
charge for  the  husband,  (y)     And  so  it  has  been  held,  upon  an 
indictment  against  the  wife  of  W.  S.  and  others  for  a  conspiracy 
in  procuring  W.  S.  to  marry,  that  W.  S.  was  not  a  competent 
witness  in  support  of  the  prosecution,  (z)     See  38  &  39  Vict.  c.  86, 
8. 11,  post,  p.  163,  where  a  husband  or  wife  is  a  competent  witness 
under  that  Act. 

An  able  writer  upon  the  law  of  evidence  lays  down  the  follow-  How  far  the 
ing  doctrine  with  respect  to  the  acts  or  words  of  one  conspirator  *^*"  °'  ^^^^ 
being  evidence  against  the  others.    Where  several  persons  are  robatorMe 
proved  to  have  combined  together  for  the  same  illegal  purpose,  evidence 
any  act  done  by  one  of  the  party,  in  pursuance  of  the  original  «««^»*  *^« 


otheiB. 


(x)  Latham  v.  Beg.  9  Cox,  C.  C.  616.  Frederick,  2  Str.  1095.     1  Phill.  Evid 

{xx)  K  r.  Birch,  4  F.  A;  F.  407.    See  74. 
R.  V.  Barry,  4  F.  &  F.  889.  (2)  Rex  v.  Serjeant,  R.  &  M.  N.  P.  R. 

(y)  B«x  V.  Lockyer,  6  Eap.  N.  P.  R.  852.     1  PhiU.  Evid.  74. 
107.    Lord  Ellenborongh,  C.  J.    Rex  v. 
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concerted  plan,  and  with  reference  to  the  common  object,  is  in  the 
contemplation  of  law  the  act  of  the  whole  party,  and,  therefore, 
the  proof  of  siich  act  would  be  evidence  against  any  of  the  others 
who  were  engaged  in  the  same    conspiracy ;    and,  further,  any 
declarations,  made  by  one  of  the  party  at  the  time  of  doing  such 
illegal  act,  seem  not  only  to  be  evidence  against  himself,  as  tend- 
ing to  determine  the  quality  of  the  act,  but  to  be.  evidence  also 
against  the  rest  of  the  party,  who  are  as  much  responsible  as  if 
they  had  themselves  done  the  act     But  what  one  of  the  party 
may  have  been  heard  to  say  at  some  other  time,  as  to  •  the  share 
which  some  of  the  others  had  in  the  execution:  of  the  common 
design,  or  as  to  the  object  of.  the  conspiracy,  cannot,  it  is  con- 
ceived, be  admitted  as  evidence  to  afiect  them  on  their  trial  for 
the  same  offence,  (a)     And,  in  general,  proof  of  Concert  and  con- 
nection must  1)0  given,  before  evidence  is  admissible  of  the  acts 
or  declarations  of  any  person  not    in   the  presence  of  the  pri- 
soner. (6)     It  is  for  the  court  to  judge  whether  such  connection 
has  been  sufficiently  established ;  but  when  that  has  been  done, 
the  doctrine  applies  that  each  party  is  an  agent  for  the  others, 
and  that  an  act    done   by  one   in    furtherance  of  the    unlawful 
design,  is  in  law  the  act  of  all,  and  that  a  declaration  made  by  one 
of  the   parties,  at  the    time  of   doing  such  an  act;  is   evidence 
against  the  others.     Thus,  where  Stone  was  indicted  for  treason, 
and  one  of  the  overt  acts  charged  was  conspiring  with  Jackson 
and  others  to  collect  intelligence,  and  to  communicate  it  to  the 
King*s  enemies  in  France,  &c.,  after  evidence  had  been  given  to 
connect  the  prisoner  with  Jackson  in  the  conspiracy  as  charged, 
the  secretary  of  state  for  the  foreign  depart.ment  was  called  to 
prove  that  a  letter  of  Jackson's,  containing  treasonable  informa- 
tion, had  been  transmitted  to  him  from  abroad,  but  in  a  confiden- 
tial way,  which  made  it  impossible  for  him  to  divulge  by  whom  it 
was  communicated  :  and  such  letter  was  received  in  evidence,  (c) 
So,  in  another  case,  after  evidence  had  been  given  of  a  treasonable 
conspiracy,  in  which  the  prisoner  was  concerned,  it  was  held  that 
papers  found  in  the  lodging  of  a  co-conspirator,  at  a  period  sub- 
sequent to  the  apprehension  of  the  prisoner,  might  be  read  in 
evidence,  upon  strong   presumptive  proof   being  given  that  the 
lodgings  had  not  been  entered  by  any  one  in  the  interval  between 
the  apprehension  of  the  prisoner  and  the  finding  of  the  papers, 
and  although  no  absolute  proof  had  been  given  of  their  existence 
previous  to  the  prisoner  s  apprehension,  (d)    But  it  seems  that  if 
such  papers  had  not  been  proved  to  have  been  intimately  and 
immediately  connected  with  the  objects  of  the  conspiracy,  they 
would  not  have  been  admissible ;  as,  in  the  same  case,  a  paper 
containing  seditious  questions  and  answers,  and  found  in  the  pos- 
session of  a  co-conspirator,  was  not  read  in  evidence,  the  court 


(a)  1  Phill.  on  Evid.  94,  95,  7th  ed. 
See  9th  ed.  201. 

(6)  1  East,  P.  C.  c.  2,  s.  87,  p.  96.  2 
Stark.  Evid.  826,  and  1  Phill.  Evid.  477, 
citing  the  Qaeen's  case,  2  Bred,  k  1ft. 
S02.  Reg.  r.  Jacobs,  1  Cox,  C.  C.  173. 
Reg.  V.  Duffield,  5  Cox,  C.  C.  404.  See 
R.  V.  Gnmey,  11  Cox,  C.  C.  414,  where 


defendants  were  indicted  for  a  conspiracy 
to  cheat  and  defraud  by  means  of  a  false 
prospectus  of  a  pnblic  company. 

(c)  Rex  V.  Stone,  6  T.  R.  627. 

{d)  Rex  V,  Watson,  2  Stark.  C.  140. 
R.  ».  MacCafferty,  10  Cox,  C.  C.  603  ; 
R.  V.  Meoney,  10  Cox,  C.  C.  506. 
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doubting  whether  it  waa  sufficiently  connected  by  evidence  with 
the  object  of  the  conspiracy  to  render  it  admissible,  (e) 

Where,  upon  an  indictment  for  conspiring  to  annoy  a  broker  Declarations 
who  distrained  for  church-rates,  it  was  proved  that  one  of  the  w^dactBin 
defendants,  in  the  presence  of  the  other,  excited  the  persons  thTi^piwIcy 
assembled  at  a  public  meeting  to  go  in  a  body  to*  the  broker's 
house ;  it  was  held  that  evidence  was  admissible  to  show  that  they 
did  so  go,  although  neither  of  the  defendants  went  with  them;  but 
that  evidence  of  what  a  person,  who  was  at  the  meeting,  said  a 
few  days  after  the  meeting  when  he  himself  was  distrained  on  for 
church-ratesi  was*  not  admissible.  (/)  And  where  an  indictment 
charged  the  defendant  with  conspiring  with  Jones,  who  had  been 
previously  convicted  of  treason,  to  raise  insurrections  and  riots, 
and  it  was  proved  that  the  defendant  had  been  a  member  of  a 
Chartist  association,  and  that  Jones  was  also  a  member,  and  that 
in  the  evening  of  the  3rd  of  November  the  defendant  had  been  at 
Jones's  house,  and  was  heard  to  direct  the  people  there  assembled 
to  go  to  the  race-course,  where  Jones  had  gone  on  before  with 
others  ;  it  was  held  that  a  direction  given  by  Jones  in  the  fore- 
noon of  the  same  day  to  certain  parties  to  meet  on  the  race-course 
was  admissible  ;  and  it  being  further  proved  that  Jones  and  the 
persons  assembled  on  the  race-course  went  thence  to  the  New 
Inn,  it  was  held  that  what  Jones  said  at  the  New  Inn  was  admis- 
sible, as  it  was  all  part  of  the  same  transaction,  (g) 

A  number  of  persons  were  charged  with  murder  committed  by 
an  act  done  in  the  course  of  a  conspiracy  for  the  purpose  of 
liberating  a  prisoner,  of  which  conspiracy  he  was  cognizant :  Held, 
that  acts  of  that  prisoner,  within  the  prison,  and  articles  found 
upon  him,  were  admissible  in  evidence  against  the  persons  so 
charged.  0i) 

On  an  indictment  on  the  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  12,  s.  3,  which  Evidence  of 
makes  it  a  felony  to  compass,  &c.,  to  deprive  the  Queen  of  her  meetings  and 
crown  or  to  levy  war,  &c.,  it  appeared  that  the  prisoners  from  pji^  at^wn. 
July  26th  to  August  16th  had  attended  meetings  where  plans  for 
securing  the  people's  charter  and  the  repeal  of  the  union  were 
organized,  and  took  a  prominent  part  at  those  meetings :  large 
bodies  of  men  were  formed  into  societies,  with  class  leaders,  &o.  ; 
some  of  them  were  selected  and  organized  as  fighting  men,  and 
an  attempt  at  insurrection  was  to  be  made  on  the  16th  of  August; 
and  on  that  night  a  great  number  of  the  conspirators  were  found 
at  the  several  places'  of  meeting  previously  fixed,  provided  with 
arms,  &c.  A  witness  stated  that  at  a  meeting,  at  which  none  of 
the  prisoners  were  present,  he  received  a  leaf  of  a  book  from  one 
Bezer,  which  was  to  serve  as  an  introduction  to  a  subsequent 
meeting  ;  and  'on  the  20th  of  July  he  attended  a  second  meeting, 
and  produced  the  leaf;  the  chairman  compared  it  with  a  book, 
and  the  witness  was  admitted.  The*  prisoners  were  not  shown  to 
have  been  parties  to  the  conspiracy  at  the  time.  But  it  was 
held  that  the  witness  might  prove  what  Bezer  said  to  him  when 

(e)  Rex  «.  Watson,  supra.     Bat  they  Coleridge.  J. 

held  that  if  proof  wow  to  be  given  that  '  {g)  Bog.  v.  Shellard,  9  C.  &  P.  277, 

the  instrument  was  to  be  tiaed  for  the  Patteson,  J. 

porpoeeB  of  the  conspiracy,    it  woald  (h)  B.  v.  Desmond  and  others,  11  Ck)x, 

cleaily  be  admissible.  C.  C.  146, 

(/)  Beg.  t.  Murphy,  8  C.  &  P.  297, 

VOL.  m.  V 


146  Of  Conspiracy.  [book  v. 

be  gave  him  tlie  leaf^  and  also  what  took  place  at  the  second 
meeting,  on  the  ground  that  the  prosecution  had  a  right  to  go 
into  general  evidence  of  the  nature  of  the  combination  between 
the  persons  assembled,  though  the  prisoners  might  not  be  pre- 
sent, (i)  And  it  having  been  proved  that  a  large  number  of 
armed  men  were  found  assembled  at  a  public-house  on  the  16th 
of  August,  the  time  which  had  been  fixed  for  the  general  out- 
break, but  none  of  these  men  had  been  previously  connected  with 
the  conspiracy,  nor  did  it  appear  that  the  house  had  ever  been 
recognized  as  a  place  of  meeting ;  it  was  held  that  evidence  was 
admissible  of  what  was  done  at  that  public-house ;  because  it 
appeared  that  on  this  day  there  was  to  be  a  collection  of  armed 
persons,  {j) 
Admissibility  On  an  indictment  for  a  conspiracy  to  prevent  workmen  from 
of  a  handbill  continuing  in  their  service  as  tinplate-workers,  it  appeared  that 
the  workmen  had  been  holding  shop-meetings  and  discussions, 
and  the  prosecutor,  a  manufacturer,  had  published  a  placard  offer- 
ing constant  employment  to  tinplate-workers,  and  after  that  a 
handbill  was  circulated  about  the  town,  and  copies  of  it  stuck  up 
in  the  windows  of  ^beer-shops  and  public-houses,  and  one  of  them 
in  the  window  of  a  public-house  frequented  by  the  tinplate- 
workers,  and  another  at  a  public-house  at  which  one  Peel,  Green, 
and  Winters,  alleged  conspirators,  lodged,  and  the  defendants  had 
been  continually  into  those  houses  whilst  the  bill  was  in  the  win- 
dows. The  bill  was  addressed  *  To  the  members  of  the  several 
trade  societies  connected  with  the  National  Association  of  United 
Trades  by  the  central  committee,*  and  recited  that  the  committee 
had  been  called  upon  for  advice  by  the  tinplate-workers  of  the 
town  to  enable  them  to  obtain  an  established  book  of  prices ;  and 
that  communications  had  taken  place  with  the  prosecutor  about 
the  amount  of  wages,  but  that  no  arrangement  could  be  made 
with  him.  The  bill  was  signed  by  Peel  as  general  secretary, 
and  mentioned  Green  and  Winters  as  having  visited  the  prose- 
cutor, but  did  not  mention  any  of  the  defendants.  Erie,  J.,  held 
that  the  bill  was  not  admissible  as  the  act  of  the  defendants, 
either  by  themselves  or  as  published  or  recognized  by  them. 
'  You  may  make  a  handbill  evidence  against  a  man,  if  I  may  so 
say,  by  retrospective  light  arising  from  his  conduct.  If  a  hand- 
bill says  that  certain  things  will  be  done  by  certain  persons,  and 
that  handbill  is  circulated,  where  those  persons  probably  saw  it^ 
and  they  do  the  very  thing  that  the  handbill  indicates  they  would 
do,  when  that  is  in  evidence,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  bill  would 
be  admissible  against  them  ;  but  we  are  not  at  that  stage  yet.'  (k) 
But  on  the  trial  of  another  indictment  against  Rowlands,  Green, 
Peel,  Wintei-s,  and  othera,  arising  out  of  the  same  transactions, 
where,  in  addition  to  the  evidence  in  the  previous  case,  it  was 
proved  that  Rowlands  had  been  at  the  Swan  whilst  the  bill  was 
exhibited  there,  and  Peel  had  been  seen  'going  in  and  out,  and 
the  bill  was  in  such  a  situation  that  he  must  have  seen  it ;  Erie,  J., 
held  that  it  was  admissible.     '  If  it  is  evidence  against  any  one  of 

(t)  Reg.  t>.   Lacy,   3  Cox,  C.  C.  617.  the  point     See^xwl,  p.  150. 

Piatt,  B.,   and  Williams,  J.,  who  con-  (/)  Ibid. 

sidered  Rejg.  v.  Froet,  and  Rex  v.  Hunt  (k)  Reg.  v.   DuflScld,    6   Cox,   C.  C. 

expressly  in  point,  and  refnsed  to  reserve  404. 
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the  defendants,  it  is  admissible/  '  I  believe  it  is  admissible  against 
those  in  respect  of  whom  I  draw  the  inference  that  they  saw  it 
in  the  window  ;  those  in  respect  of  whom  it  announces  any  inten- 
tion. Green  and  Winters  are  the  two  that  are  named  in  it.  It 
Surports  to  be  an  instrument  by  Peel,  and  I  think  there  is  evi- 
ence  before  me,  from  which  I  am  of  opinion  that  Peel  had  seen 
that  instrument,  and  it  is  probable,  by  his  not  objecting  to  it,  that 
he  permitted  his  name  to  be  used  to  that  instrument/  '  I  am 
clear  that  it  is  evidence  as  against  one  of  the  defendants,  it  being 
published  in  his  name,  and,  according  to  the  evidence,  being  pro- 
EMibly  seen  by  him.'  {I) 

Upon  the  trial  of  Blake  on  an  information  for  a  conspiracy  with  On  an  indict- 
one  Tye  to  pass  imported  goods  without  paying  the  full  duty,  it  "^entfora 
appeared  that  Tye  acted  as  agent  for  the  importer  of  the  goods,  jMwTn^rted 
and  Blake  bb  landing-waiter  at  the  Custom-house,  and  that  it  was  goods  without 
Tye's  duty  to  make  an  entry  describing  the  quantity  and  particu-  ?*^"*^  *^®  ^f^ 
lars  of  the  goods  necessary  to  determine  the  amount  of  duty.   This  made  by  om'^ 
entry  is  called  the  Perfect  Entry,  which  is  left  at  the  Custom-  ofthedefen- 
house,  and  the  particulars  are  there  copied  into  the  Blue-book,  ^*'**"  '^***® 
which  was  delivered  to  Blake,  the  landing-water,  whose  dutv  was  passing  the 
to  examine  the  goods,  and,  if  he  found  them  correspond  with  the  goods  is 

Surticulars  in  the  Blue-book,  to  ivTite  '  Correct '  across  the  Perfect  ![^!?jj^  ^^ 
ntry,  whereupon  the  goods  would  be  delivered  to  the  importer  JSer;  but  an 
upon  payment  of  the  duties  so  ascei-tained.  The  goods  were  passed  entry  on  the 
to  Tye,  the  duty  having  been  paid  on  the  Perfect  Entry  made  out  counterfoiifltf 
by  Tye,  which  corresponded  with  the  entry  in  the  Blue-book.     It  the  conspiraqy 
was  then  proposed  to  put  in  Tye's  Day-book,  and  to  show  by  Tve*s  has  been  car- 
own  entry  therein  that  the  quantity  of  goods  was  much  larger  than  "®^°°*  ^.^^ 
appeared  by  the  Perfect  Entry  and  Blue-book,  and  that  the  im-  ^    ™""  ** 
porter  had  been  charged  the  duties  by  Tye  on  such  larger  amount, 
and  had  paid  them  accordingly.     It  was  objected  for  Blake — ^Tye 
not  being  on  his  trial — ^that  the  entry  in  Tye's  book  was  not  evi- 
dence  against   Blake ;   but  Lord  Denman,  C.   J.,   admitted  the 
evidence  ;  and  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  held,  on  a  motion  for 
a  new  trial,  that  the  Day-book  was  evidence  of  something  done  in 
the  course  of  the  transaction,  and  was  properly  admitted  as  a  step 
in  the  proof  of  the  conspiracy,  (m)     Evidence  was  given,  in  the 
same  case,  to  show  that  a  cheque  drawn  by  Tye  for  a  certain  sum, 
and  dated  after  the  goods  were  passed,  had  been  cashed,  and  the 
proceeds  traced  to  Blake.  It  was  then  proposed  to  put  in  evidence 
the  counterfoil  of  the  cheque  in  TVe's  cheque-book,  on  which  was 
written  an  account  showing  that  the  cheque  was  drawn  for  a  sum 
amounting  to  half  the  profit  arising  from  transactions,  including 
the  alleged  fraud  on  the  revenue,  as  manifested  by  the  several 
items  in  that  account.     To  this  evidence  a  similar  objection  was 
taken,  but  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  admitted  it.  The  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench,  however,  held  that  the  evidence  ought  not  to  have  been 
admitted.  The  conspiracy  to  defraud  the  customs  had  been  carried 
into  effect  before  the  cheque  was  drawn  ;  and  the  wi-iting  on  the 
counterfoil  was  in  effect  a  declaration  by  Tye  for  what  purpose  he 
had  drawn  the  cheque,  and  how  the  money  was  to  be  applied. 

(0  Reg.  V.   Rowlands,   5  Cox,  C.  C.      Bench. 
486.    It  does  not  appear  that  this  ruling         (m)  Reg.  v,  Blake,  6  Q.  B.  126. 
was  questioiied  in  tlie  Court  of  Queen's 
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Now  no  declaxation  of  Tye  could  be  received  in  evidence  against 
Blake,  which  was  made  in  Blake's  absence,  except  it  related  to  the 
furtherance  of  the  common  object ;  which  this  did  not.  (ti) 

On  an  indictment  for  conspiracy  to  defraud  the  shareholders  of 
the  British  Bank  by  falsely  representing  its  aflfairs  to  be  prosper- 
ous, the  examination  of  one  of  the  defendants,  which  had  been 
taken  on  a  petition  for  winding  up  the  bank  after  the  date  of  the 
alleged  conspiracy,  was  tendered  in  evidence.  This  examination 
showed  that  this  defendant  was  aware  of  the  insolvency  of  the 
bank,  and  alleged  that  the  other  directors  had  the  same  know- 
ledge. It  was  objected  that  this  examination  was  not  evidence  of 
any  act  done  in  furtherance  of  the  conspiracy ;  and  that  it  was  not 
admissible  until  the  other  defendants  were  connected  with  this 
defendant  in  the  conspiracy.  But  Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.,  (after  con- 
sulting the  other  judges  of  the  Queen's  Bench),  said,  '  We  are  all 
of  opinion  that  the  deposition  is  admissible  against  this  defendant, 
as  tending  to  show  his  knowledge  before  and  at  the  time  of  his 
committing  the  overt  act,  but  not  as  against  the  other  defendants. 
Therefore  only  such  parts  should  be  read  as  refer  to  the  deponent 
alone.'  (o) 

The  evidence  in  support  of  an  indictment  for  a  conspiracy  is 
generally  circumstantial ;  and  it  is  not  necessary  to  prove  any  direct 
concert,  or  even  any  meeting  of  the  conspirators,  as  the  actual  fact 
of  coDspiracy  may  be  collected  from  the  collateral  circumstances 
of  the  case.  ( jp)    Although  the  common  design  is  the  root  of  the 
charge,  yet  it  is  not  necessary  to  prove  that  the  defendants  came 
together,  and  actually  agreed  in  terms  to  have  the  common  design, 
and  to  pursue  it  by  common  means,  and  so  to  carry  it  into  execu- 
tion, because  in  many  cases  of  the  most  clearly  established  conspi- 
racies there  are  no  means  of  proving  any  such  thing,  {q)   If,  there- 
fore, two  persons  pursue  by  their  acts  the  same  object,  often  by 
the  same  means,  one  performing  one  part  of  an  act,  and  the  other 
another  part  of  the  same  act,  so  as  to  complete  it,  with  a  view  to 
the  attainment  of  the  object  they  were  pursuing,  the  jury  are  at 
liberty  to  draw  the  conclusion  that  they  have  been  engaged  in  a 
conspiracy  to  eflfect  that  object,  (r)     It  is  a  mistake  to  say  that  a 
conspiracy  must  be  proved  before  the  acts  of  the  alleged  conspira- 
tors can  be  given  in  evidence.    It  is  competent  to  prove  insulated 
acts  as  steps  by  which  the  conspiracy  itself  may  be  established.  («) 
And  in  a  late  case  the  jury  were  told  that  it  does  not  happen  once 
in  a  thousand  times  when  the  offence  of  conspiracy  is  tried  that 
anybody  comes  before  the  jury  to  say  that  he  was  present  at  the 
time  when  the  parties  did  conspire  together,  and  when  they  agi*eed 
to  carry  out  their  unlawful  purposes ;  that  species  of  evidence  is 
hardly  ever  to  be  adduced  before  a  jury ;  but  the  unlawful  conspi- 
racy is  to  be  inferred  from  the  conduct  of  the  parties;  and  if 
several  men  are  seen  taking  several  steps,  all  tending  towards  one 
obvious  purpose^  and  they  are  seen  through  a  continued  portion  of 
time  taking  steps  that  lead  to  one  end,  it  is  for  the  jury  to  say 


(n)  Reg.  V.  Blake,  sv/pra, 
(o)  Reg.  V.  Esdaile,  1  F.  &  F.  213. 
(p)  Rex  V.  Parsons,  1  Black.  R  392. 
(g)  Per  Coleridge,  J.,  Reg.  o.  Murphy, 
8  C.  &  P,  297.     Beg.  v.  Bnttain,  3  Cox, 


C.  C.  76,  per  Coltman,  J. 

(r)  Per  Coleridge,  J.,  R^.  v.  Murphy, 
aupra, 

(b)  Per  Alderaon,  B.,  Ford  r.  Elliott, 
4  £xch.  R.  78. 
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whether  those  persons  had  not  combined  together  to  bring  about 
that  end,  which  their  conduct  appears  so  obviously  adapted  to 
effectuate,  (t)  In  a  case  where  a  husband,  wife,  and  their  servants, 
were  indicted  for  a  conspiracy  to  ruin  the  trade  of  the  prosecutor, 
who  was  the  King's  card-maker,  the  evidence  against  them  was, 
that  they  had  at  several  times  given  money  to  the  prosecutor's 
apprentices  to  put  grease  into  the  paste,  which  had  spoiled  the 
cards  ;  but  there  was  no  account  given  that  ever  more  than  one  at 
a  time  was  present,  though  it  was  proved  they  had  all  given  money 
in  their  turns ;  it  was  objected  that  this  could  not  be  a  conspiracy, 
on  the  ground  that  several  persons  might  do  the  same  thing,  with- 
out having  any  previous  communication  with  each  other.  But  it 
was  ruled  that  the  defendants  being  all  of  a  family,  and  concerned 
in  making  of  cards,  it  would  amount  to  evidence  of  a  conspiracy,  (u) 
And  it  appears  also  to  have  been  considered  that  if  a  banker  per- 
mits a  sum  of  money  to  be  lodged  at  his  house,  to  be  paid  over  for 
corruptly  procuring  an  appointment  under  government,  he  may  be 
indicted  for  a  conspiracy  along  with  those  who  are  to  procure  the 
appointment,  and  receive  the  money,  (v) 

Every  person  concerned  in  any  of  the  criminal  parts  of  the  trans-  Fenons  join- 
action  alleged  as  a  conspiracy  may  be  found  guilty,  though  there  "^  *^'  *^* 
be  no  evidence  that  such  persons  joined  in  concerting  the  plan,  or  fonned/^  " 
that  they  ever  met  the  others,  and  though  it  is  probable  they  never 
did,  and  though  some  of  them  only  join  in  the  latter  parts  of  the 
transaction,  and  probably  did  not  know  of  the  matter  until  some 
of  the  prior  parts  of  the  transaction  were  complete,  {w)    So  that  if  Persons  meet- 
several  persons  meet  from  different  motives,  and  then  join   in  ingforone 
effecting  one  common  and  illegal  object,  it  is  a  conspiracy,  (x)  ^^^^J^lf^'' 
Where,  therefore,  upon  an  information  for  a  conspiracy  to  ruin  spiring  for 
Macklin,  the  actor,  in  his  profession,  it  was  objected  that  in  sup-  another. 
port  of  the  prosecution  evidence  should  be  given  of  a  previous 
meeting  of  the  parties  accused  for  the  purpose  of  confederating  to 
carry  tlieir  object  into  execution ;  Lora  Mansfield,  C.  J.,  overruled 
the  objection,  saying,  that  if  a  number  of  persons  met  together  for 
different  purposes,  and  afterwards  joined  to  execute  one  common 
purpose,  to  the  injury  of  the  person,  property,  profession,  or  charac- 
ter of  a  third  party,  it  was  a  conspiracy,  and  it  was  not  necessary 
to  prove  any  previous  consult  or  plan  among  the  defendants  against 
the  person  intended  to  be  injured,  (y) 

It  appears  to  have  been  held  that  upon  an  indictment  for  a  con-  GenenJ  eri- 
spiracy,  where,  from  the  nature  of  the  case,  it  would  be  difficult  to  ^enoe  of  t^ 
prove  the  privity  of  the  parties  accused,  without  first  proving  the  ^nJ^J^.  ^ 
existence  of  a  conspiracy,  the  prosecutor  may  go  into  general  evi- 
dence of  its  nature,  before  it  is  brought  home  to  the  defendants. 
The  indictment  charged  the  defendants,  who  were  journeymen 
shoemakers,  with  a  conspiracy  to  raise  their  wages ;  and  evidence 
was  offered  on  the  part  of  the  prosecution  of  a  plan  for  a  combina- 
tion amongst  the  journeymen  shoemakers,  formed  and  printed 
several  years  before,  regulating  their  meetings,  subscriptions,  and 

(0  Per  Eric,  J.,  Reg.  v,  Duffield,  5  Coleridge,  J. 

Cox,  C.  C.  404.  («)  Rex  v.  Lee,  2  Stark.  Evid.  324. 

(tt)  Bex  V.  Cope,  1  Str.  144.  (y)  Lee's  case,  2  M*NaUy,  Evld.  684, 

(r)  Bex  V.  Pollman,  2  Campb.  233.  as  cited  Rose.  Cr.  Evid.  885.     S.  P.  per 

{to)  Rex  r.   Lord    Grey,   9    St.   Tri.  Coleridge,  J.     Reg.  v.  Murphy,  8  C.  &  P. 

127.    Reg.  V.  Murphy,  8  C.  ft  P.  297,  297.    See  cmte,  p.  110,  uote  (k). 
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oiher  matters  for  their  mutual  government  in  forwarding  their  de- 
signs. This  evidence  was  objected  to  by  the  counsel  for  the  defend- 
ant ;  but  Lord  Kenyon,  C.  J.,  said,  that  if  a  general  conspiracy 
existed,  general  evidence  might  be  given  of  its  nature,  and  the 
conduct  of  its  members,  so  as  to  implicate  men  who  stood  charged 
with  acting  upon  the  terms  of  it  years  after  those  terms  had  been 
established,  and  who  might  reside  at  a  great  distance  from  the 
place  where  the  general  plan  was  carried  on ;  and  his  Lordship, 
therefore,  permitted  a  person,  who  was  a  member  of  this  society, 
to  prove  the  printed  regulations  and  rules  of  the  society,  and  that 
he  and  others  acted  under  them,  in  execution  of  the  conspiracy 
charged  upon  the  defendants,  as  evidence  introductory  to  the  proof 
that  they  were  members  of  such  society,  and  equally  concerned ; 
but  he  observed,  that  it  would  not  be  evidence  to  affect  the  defend- 
ants until  they  were  made  parties  to  the  same  conspiracy,  {z)  And 
in  several  important  cases,  evidence  has  been  first  given  of  a 
general  conspiracy  before  any  proof  of  the  particular  part  which 
the  accused  parties  have  taken,  {a) 

It  has  also  been  held  that  the  prosecutor  may  either  prove  the 
conspiracy  which  renders  the  acts  of  the  conspirators  admissible 
in  evidence,  or  he  may  prove  the  acts  of  the  different  persons,  and 
thus  prove  the  conspiracy.  Where,  therefore,  a  party  met,  which 
was  joined  by  the  prisoner  the  next  day,  it  was  held  that  directions 
given  by  one  of  the  party  on  the  day  of  their  meeting  as  to  where 
they  were  to  go  and  for  what  purpose,  were  admissible,  and  the 
case  was  said  to  fall  within  Rex  v.  Hunt,  (6)  where  evidence  of 
drilling  at  a  different  place  two  days  before  and  hissing  an  ob- 
noxious person  was  held  receivable,  (c) 

But  after  such  general  evidence  has  been  received  the  parties 
before  the  court  must  be  affected  for  their  share  of  it  And  it 
seems  that  mere  detached  declarations  and  confessions  of  persons 
not  defendants,  not  made  in  the  prosecution  of  the  object  of  the 
conspiracy,  are  not  evidence  to  prove  its  existence,  although  con- 
sultations for  the  purpose,  and  letters  written  in  prosecution  of  the 
design,  but  not  sent,  are  admissible,  (d)  It  results  from  the  prin- 
ciples already  stated,  and  it  has  been  observed  as  a  conclusion  to 
which  they  lead,  that  it  seems  to  make  no  difference  as  to  the  ad- 
missibility of  the  act  or  declaration  of  a  co-conspirator  against  the 
party  defendant  before  the  Court,  whether  such  co-conspirator  be 
indicted  or  not,  or  tried  or  not  with  the  defendant,  (e)  The 
evidence  is  admitted  on  the  ground  that  the  act  or  declaration  of 
one  is  the  act  or  declaration  of  both  when  united  in  one  common 
design. 

Where  the  indictment  charged  the  defendants  with  conspiring 
to  cause  themselves  to  be  believed  persons  of  large  property  for 


{«)  Rex  V.  Hammond,  2  Esp.  K".  P.  R. 
718.  Lord  Kenyon  referred  to  the  cases 
of  the  state  trials  in  the  year  1745,  where 
iVom  the  nature  of  the  charge  it  was  ne- 
cessary to  go  into  evidence  of  what  was 
going  on  at  Manchester  and  in  France, 
Scotland,  and  Ireland,  at  the  same  time. 

(a)  Lord  Stafford's  case,  7  St  Tr. 
1218.  Lord  W.  Russell's  case,  9  St.  Tr. 
678.    Lord  Loyat's  case,  18  St.  Tr.  630. 


Hardy's  case,  24  St.  Tr.   129.    Home 
Tooke'scase,  25  St.  Tr.  1. 

(b)  8  B.  &  Aid.  666. 

(c)  Reg.  V.  Frost,  9  C.  &  P.  129. 
Tindal,  C.  J.,  Parke,  B., and  Williams,  J. 

{d)  2  Stark.  Evid.  827. 

(e)  2  Stark.  Erid.  829.  See  post.  Evi- 
dence, for  further  points  as  to  the  evidence 
in  cases  of  conspiracy. 
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the  purpose  of  defrauding  tradesm^n^  evidence  was  ^ven  of  their  mitted  to  be 
having  hired  a  house  in  a  fashionable  street,  and  represented  siy^"^ 
themselves  to  one  tradesman  employed  to  furnish  it  as  people  of  ®^  ^"^^ 
large  fortune ;  and  then  a  witness  was  called  to  prove  that  at  a 
difierent  time  they  had  made  a  similar  representation  to  another 
tradesman.     The  evidence  of  this  witness  was  objected  to  on  the 
ground  that  it  was  not  competent  to  the  prosecutor  to  prove 
various  acts  of  this  kind,  and  that  he  was  bound  to  select  and 
confine  himself  to  one.      But  Lord   EUenborough,   C.  J.,   said, 
'  This  is  an  indictment  for  a  conspiracy  to  carry  on  the  business 
of  common  cheats,  and  cumulative  instances  are  necessary  to  prove 
the  offence.  (/)    And,  in  a  similar  case,  the   same  course  was 
allowed  as  to  acts  done  both  in  and  out  of  the  county  where  the 
indictment  charged  the  conspiracy  to  have  been,  {g) 

But  where  a  count  alleged  that  the  defendant  and  others  did  I^^  ^^  indict- 
conspire  to  defraud  J.  Donkersley  and  others  of  certain  goods,  j^i^^^to^*^' 
and  that  in  pursuance  of  the  said  conspiracy  the  defendant  did  defraud  D. 
falsely  pretend  to  the  said  J.  D.  that  he  was  a  merchant  of  the  <»»<?  oth^rty 
name  of  Grantham,  carrying  on  business  at  Leeds  and  Hudders-  Je^obtaiSi^ 
field ;    and  in   further  prosecution   of  the   said   conspiracy,  and  the  goods  of 
under  colour  of  a  pretended  contract  with  the  said  J.  JD,  for  ^-  «**^  othtri^ 
the  purchase  of  certain  cloth  of  the  goods  of  the  said  J.  D.  amd  ^Jj^^^^eans, 
others,  did  obtain  possession  of  a  large  quantity  of  cloth  of  the  partnen  of  P., 
goods  of  the  said  J.  D.  and  others,  from  the  said  J.  D.,  with  intent  ^^  eyidence 
to  cheat  the  said  J.  D.  and  others,  to  the  great  damage  of  the  said  deft«wi™per-*^ 
J.  D.  and  othei*s ;  and  it  appeared  that  J.  D.  had  partners ;  and  sons  not  the 
evidence  was  given  to  show  an  intended  fraud  upon  that  firm ;  partners  of 
and  it  was  also  proposed  to  give. evidence  of  attempts  made  by  the  ^i^^iT*' 
defendant  to  defraud  other  persons,  as  well  as  the  firm  of  J.  D. 
and  Co.,  of  their  goods :   it  was  objected  that  the  word  *  others ' 
must  be  taken  to  mean  others  the  partners  of  J.  D. ;  that  where 
the  goods  were  stated  to  be  the  goods  of  J.  D.  and  others,  it  could 
only  mean  others  his  partners,  and  the  word  could  not  have  one 
meaning  at  one  part  of  the  count,  and  another  at  another  part  of 
the  same  count.     The  evidence  was  received ;  but,  upon  a  case 
reserved,  the  judges  held  the  conviction  wrong,  (h) 

In  the  case  of  a  conspiracy  to  raise  the  price  of  the  public  The  court 
funds  by  false  rumours,  it  was  holden  that  the  court  will  take  ^^^^^of  * 
Judicial  notice  that  a  war  exists  between   this  country  and   a  a  war. 
foreign  state,  such  war  having  been  recognized  in  different  Acts 
of  Parliament ;  and,  therefore,  that  ^an  allegation  to  that  effect 
need  not  be  proved,  (i) 

Where  an  indictment  alleged  that  the   defendants  conspired  Upon  an  in- 
falsely  to  accuse  the  prosecutor  of  having  feloniously  forged  a  ^^^^^^to 
cheque  for  the  payment  of  178^.,  and  that  in  execution  of  such  accuse  of 
conspiracy  a  letter  was  written  by  one  of  the  defendants,  in  which  foiling  a 


{/)  Rex  V,  Roberts,  1  Campb.  899. 
Ante,  p.  120. 

iSl)  Keg. «.  Whitehonse,  MSS.  C.  S.  G. 
6  Cox,  C.  C.  88. 

{h)  Reg.  V.  Steel,  2  M.  C.  C.  R.  246, 
CAM.  387.  No  groimd  for  the  decision 
is  stated,  bat  Lord  Abinger  said  at  the 
close  of  the  argument,  'I  think  the 
connael  for  tiie  defenda&t  Ib  right  in  say- 


ing that  the  word  "others'*  must  have 
the  same  meaning  in  the  earlier  part  of 
the  count  as  in  the  latter  part  of  it ;  and 
with  respect  to  the  property  of  the  goods^ 
it  must  mean  that  they  were  the  goods 
of  J.  D.  and  his  partners.' 

(i)  Rex  V.  De  Berenger,  3  M.  &  S.  67. 
Ante,  p.  116. 
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he  Stated  tbat  he  had  been  etaployed  to  investigate  the  circum- 
stances attending  the  forging  of  a  cheque  for  178Z.,  and  proof  was 
given  of  the  letter,  and  also  of  conversations  referring  in  like 
manner  to  a  cheque,  which  the  defendants  charged  the  prosecutor 
with  having  forged,  but  the  cheque  itself  was  not  produced ;  it 
was  objected  that  the  cheque  was  so  incorporated  with  the  evi- 
dence, that  the  prosecutor  was  not  entitled  to  prove  the  conver- 
sations without  producing  the  cheque,  to  which  they  referred, 
which  it  appeared  from  the  evidence  was  in  existence,  and  in  the 
possession  of  the  defendants.  Lord  Tenterden,  C  J.,  was,  how- 
ever, of  opinion  that  it  was  not  essential  to  prove  the  contents  of 
the  cheque  or  to  produce  it,  but  that  it  was  enough  to  take  the 
conversations  as  they  passed.  And  the  Court  of  King's  Bench, 
upon  a  rule  to  show  cause  why  there  should  not  be  a  new  trial, 
held  that  it  was  not  necessarv  to  produce  the  cheque.  The  whole 
of  the  charge  against  the  defendants  was  founded  on  the  letter  set 
out  in  the  indictment,  which  was  written  by  one  of  the  defendants 
upon  the  application  of  the  other ;  and  they  having  taken  upon 
themselves  to  treat  as  an  existing  thing  a  cheque  for  178^.,  it  was 
not  necessary,  on  the  part  of  the  prosecutor,  to  produce  it  in 
evidence,  even  although  it  appeared  that  it  actually  existed.  But 
it  might  be  a  fabrication  on  their  part :  there  might  be  no  such 
cheque,  and  then  it  could  not  be  produced,  {j) 

A  count  alleged  that  the  defendants,  a  husband,  wife,  and 
daughter,  being  in  low  and  indigent  circumstances,  conspired  to 
cause  the  husband  to  be  reputed  and  believed  to  be  a  person  of 
considerable  property,  and  in  opulent  circumstances,  for  the  pur- 
pose and  with  the  intent  of  cheating  and  defrauding  divers  trades- 
men who  should  bargain  with  them  for  the  sale  to  the  husband  of 
goods,  the  property  of  such  tradesmen,  of  great  quantities  of  such 
goods,  without  paying  for  the  same.  The  wife  and  daughter 
usuaUy  were  together,  and  on  some  occasions  represented  that 
they  were  in  independent  circumstances,  their  income  being 
interest  of  money  coming  in  monthly,  and  .in  others  the  wife 
had  said  her  husband  was  in  independent  circumstances.  These 
statements  were  made  in  the  absence  of  the  husband  ;  but  it  was 
proved  that  he  either  occupied  the  lodgings  which  were  hired 
under  these  representations,  or  that  the  goods  were  delivered  at 
the  places  where  all  the  defendants  lodged.  Piatt,  B.,  is  reported 
to  have  held  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  any  conspiracy  to 
represent  the  husband  as  a  person  of  considerable  property,  (fc) 
Another  count  alleged  the  conspiracy  in  the  same  manner  as  the 
preceding,  but  charged  the  intent  to  be  to  defraud  persons  who 
should  let  the  husband  lodgings  for  hire,  of  divers  large  sums  of 
money,  being  the  sums  agreed  to  be  paid  for  the  hire  of  such 
lodgings ;  and  Piatt,  B.,  is  reported  to  have  held  that  this  count 
was  not  supported,  as  well  on  the  ground  on  which  the  preceding 
count  was  not  supported,  as  because  the  object  of  the  defendants 
was  to  obtain  possession  of  the  lodgings,  and  to  deprive  the  land- 
lord of  the  use  of  the  rooms,  but  not  to  deprive  him  of  the  price, 
which  was  only  incidental  to  their  occupation.     They  had  no 


U)  Itex  V.  Aldridge,  1  N.  &  M.  776. 
{k)  R^.  V,  Whitehouse,  6  Cox,  C.  C.  38. 


CHAP,  il]  Evidence.  153 

object  in  depriving  him  of  the  profits  of  the  rooms,  apart  from 
their  own  occupation  of  t^em.  (I) 

Two  counts  of  an  indictment  charged  the  defendants  with  con-  A  couDt  for 
spiring  to  obtain  from  the  prosecutor  certain  bills  of  exchange  ^J'^^^^^^f 
accepted  by  him,  amounting  to  a  large  sum  of  money,  and  to  cheat  hUaweptances 
and  defraud  him  of  the  proceeds  of  the  said  bills ;  other  counts  is  proved, 
charged  a  conspiracy  to  defraud  the  prosecutor  of  his  monies.  Jm^j"*''*^® 
Evidence  was  given  to  show  the  obtaining  of  the  acceptances,  but  brought  ready 
it  appeared  that  the  prosecutor  had  not  parted  with  any  money,  prepared  bj 
and  there  was  no  reason  to  suppose  that  he  intended  to  take  up  *^®  conq)ira- 
the  acceptances,  and  it  was  not  shown  that  the  bills  which  he  oi^a^pts 
accepted  were  ever  in  his  hands,  except  for  the  purpose  of  his  them, 
writing  his  acceptances,  they  having  been  brought  to  him  com- 
plete, except  as  to  his  signature.     The  jury  having  found   the  A  count  for 
defendants  guilty  on  these  counts,  the  verdict  was  impeached  as  ?2!?*^°f  *^£ 
unsupported  by  the  evidence,  because  the  charge  was  of  a  con-  hismonieB 
spiracy  to  obtain  acceptances  from   the   prosecutor,  whereas  he  maybe 
proved  that  the  acceptances  were  ready  written,  and  in  possession  ?J|^^?' .  , 

i»    iir-i  *»ii  1  !•  11         though  A.  has 

of  tiie  defendants,  or  some  of  them,  and  nothing  was  sought  but  no  money  or 
his  signature  ;  but  the  Court  of  Queen's-Bench  thought  that  this  apparent 
was  substantially  the  same  thine:.     It  was  only  by  the  si&:nature  "*?*?'  °^  ^^ 

v       V  o  taininflT  anv 

of  the  prosecutor  that  the  bills  became  complete  ;  and  his  accept- 
ance  when  given,  being  without  any  consideration,  was  at  the 
instant  his,  and  in  his  possession.  It  was  also  urged  that  the  entire 
transaction,  as  proved  by  the  evidence,  was  at  variance  with  the 
indictment,  as  all  parties  well  knew  that  the  prosecutor  had  no 
money,  nor  could  be  defrauded  of  any ;  and  that  the  real  fraud 
was  on  the  prosecutor  s  part,  to  the  prejudice  of  some  expected 
lender  of  the  sums  mentioned  in  the  bills,  in  return  for  accept- 
ances of  no  value.  But  the  court  held  that,  though  there  might 
be  some  ground  for  this  imputation  on  the  prosecutor,  yet  it 
would  not  disprove  the  fraud  practised  upon  him,  by  inducing 
him  to  accept  bills  without  a  corresponaing  advance  of  cash. 
Though  there  was  little  appearance  of  solvency  in  the  prosecutor, 
those  who  fraudulently  induced  him  to  incur  the  liability  must 
have  speculated  on  some  pecuniary  advantage  from  it ;  and  though 
the  money  could  in  such  case  only  have  come  from  his  respectable 
friends,  as  he  had  no  funds  of  his  own,  the  money  intended  to 
be  so  procured  might  well  be  described  for  this  purpose  as  his 
money,  (m) 

The  expression  'false  pretences'  as  used  in  indictments  for  Meaning  of 
conspiracy  is  not  construed  in  the  technical  sense  in  which  it  is  **»«  «preM>on 
in  indictments    for   obtaining   property  by  false    pretences,  (n)  tences.^"' 
Where,  therefore,  a  count  charged  the  defendants  with  a  con- 
spiracy by  divers   subtle  means  and  false  pretences  to   obtain 
goods,  it  was  held  that  an  actual  false  pretence  need  not  be  proved 

(Q  Reg.  V,  Whitehottfle,  6  Coz,  0.  0.  frauds   tooether  ;    but   the   conspiracy 

38.     I  was  coonsel  for  the  crown  in  this  could    only  be   inferred  from   a  great 

case,  and  my  recollection  of  it  is  that  uumber  ox  isolated    acts,    in   none    of 

the  case  went  to  the  jury  on  all  the  which  were  all  of  the  prisoners  engaged, 

counts.     'Hie  main  question  in  the  case  C.  S.  G. 

was  whether  erery  representation  made  (m)  Reg.  v.  Gompertz,  9  Q.  B.  824. 

was  the  representation  of  all.    The  pri-  (n)  Reg.  v.  Hudson,  Bell,  C.  0.  263, 

Sonera  came  to  the  town  together,  liyed  anUf  p.  121. 
together,  and  enjoyed  the  fruits  of  their 
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under  this  count,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  it  had  been  a  count  for 
obtaining  property  by  false  pretences,  (o) 

Absolon  and  Clark  were  indicted  for  conspiring  to  defraud  a 
railway  company  by  obtaining  excursion  tickets  not  transferable, 
and  selling  them  to  others.  Absolon  had  sold  the  excursion 
tickets  to  Clark  at  Brighton,  and  Clark  attempted  to  use  them 
for  the  purpose  of  sending  back  to  London  some  children.  It 
did  not  appear  how  Absolon  got  the  tickets  ;  he  had  others  in  his 
possession.  Wightman,  J.,  left  it  to  the  jury  to  determine 
whether  the  prisoners  did  concert  together  that  the  tickets 
should  be  obtained  and  used  for  the  purpose  of  defrauding  the 
company,  (p) 

On  an  indictment  for  a  conspiracy  to  cause  tinplate-workers 
to  leave  their  employment,  it  appeared  that  the  prosecutors,  in 
consequence  of  their  workmen  leaving  their  service,  had  employed 
Frenchmen ;  and  Erie,  J.,  held  that  it  was  not  competent  to  prove 
how  much  the  firm  had  lost  by  these  Frenchmen,  as  the  amount 
of  loss  by  any  particular  set  of  workmen  was  clearly  unconnected 
with  the  issue  whether  there  was  a  conspiracy  or  not ;  but  that 
the  sum  total  of  the  loss*  might  be  proved  ;  for  the  very  issue  in 
the  matter  was  the  intention  to  obstruct  the  business,  and  the 
result  of  the  operations  was  a  relevant  fact  as  to  that,  (g) 

Where  one  of  several  defendants  charged  with  a  conspiracy  has 
been  acquitted,  the  record  of  acquittal  is  evidence  for  another 
defendant  subsequently  tried.  (?') 

Where  an  indictment  charged  that  the  defendant  with  divers 
others  did  conspire  to  prevent  the  workmen  of  one  J.  Q.  from 
continuing  to  work  in  a  collieiy ;  Patteson,  J.,  held,  that  a  con- 
spiracy to  procure  the  discharge  of  any  of  the  workmen  would 
support  the  indictment,  which  did  not  necessarily  lay  the  intent 
as  to  all  the  workmen,  (s) 

On  an  indictment  for  a  conspiracy  to  induce  tinplate-workmen 
to  leave  their  employment,  it  appeared  that  three  of  the  defendants 
had  come  down  by  invitation  from  the  tinplate-workers*  associa- 
tion, and  had  held  meetings  with  the  workmen ;  and  Erie,  J., 
allowed  a  witness  for  the  defence  to  be  asked,  '  With  reference  to 
hired  men  and  apprentices,  persons  under  contract  to  their  em- 
ployers, what  advice  did  these  defendants  give  to  the  men  ? '  and 
also  *  Whether  the  witness  ever  heard  them  either  use  any  intimi- 
dating language  or  threats,  or  recommend  force  of  any  kind  ? '  (f) 

Two  persons  were  indicted  for  felony,  in  attempting  to  poison 
A.  B.,  by  administering  certain  poisonous  ingredients,  as  set  forth 
in  the  indictment.  At  the  same  time,  an  indictment  was  found 
against  them  for  a  conspiracy  to  poison  the  same  individual  by  the 
same  means.  On  the  trial  of  the  first  indictment,  the  prisoners 
were  acquitted,  there  being  no  proof  that  the  ingredients  were 
poisonous.  Parke,  J.,  thereupon  directed  an  acquittal  for  the 
conspiracy  also,  there  being  no  other  proof  of  a  conspiracy  to  poison 


(o)  Reg.  V.  "WMtehoTifle,  6  Cox,  C.  C. 
38.     Piatt,  B. 

(i>)  Eeg.  V.  Absolon,  1  F.  &  F.  498. 

iq)  Reff.  V.  Rowlands,  6  Cox,  C.  C. 
436.  All  the  coimts  ended  '  to  the  great 
damage '  of  the  prosecutors.  See  jpo^,  p. 
171. 


(r)  Bex  V.  Home  Tooke,  1  Chitty, 
Bum.  823,  sed  qturre.  See  note,  anUf  p. 
127. 

(s)  Rex  V.  Bykerdyke,  1  M.  &  Rob. 
179. 

(0  Reg.  V.  Rowlands,  6  Cox,  C.  C. 
486. 
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than  that  by  which  it  was  attempted  to  establish  the  felony,  viz., 
that  the  ingredients  were  poisonous,  (u) 

Where  an  indictment  against  A.,  B.,  C,  and  D.,  charged  that  Averment  as 
they  conspired  together  to  obtain,  '  viz.,  to  the  use  of  them  the  *®  ®°®  °!^*^® 
said  A.,  B.,  and  C,  and  certain  other  persons  to  the  jurors  un-  noTproved? 
known,'  a  sum  of  money  for  procuring   an   appointment  under 
government ;  and  it  appeared  that  D.  (although  the  money  was 
lodged  in  his  hands,  to  be  paid  to  A.  and  B.  when  the  appoint- 
ment was  procured),  did  not  know  that  C.  was  to  have  any  part 
of  it,  or  was  at  all  implicated  in  the  transaction ;  it  was  holden, 
that  the  averment  concerning  the  application  of  the  money  was 
material,  though  coming  under  a  viz. :  and  that  as  to  D.,  the  con- 
spiracy was  not  proved  as  laid,  (v) 

Where  an  indictment  for  a  conspiracy  to  procure  false  witnesses  Variance. 
on  the  trial  of  an  ejectment,  at  the  great  sessions  for  the  county 
of  Qlamorgan,  stated  that  at  the  general  sessions  of  our  Lord  the 
King,  holden,  &c.,  an  action  of  ejectment  was  depending,  in  which 
action  J.  Doe,  on  the  demise  of  W.  Rees  and  D.  Terry,  was  the 
plaintiff,  and  B.  Thomas  and  T.  Beavan  the  defendants,  and  it  ap- 
peared that  the  ejectment  was  brought  on  a  joint  and  two  several 
demises  of  Rees  and  Terry ;  it  was  held,  first,  that  the  descrip- 
tion of  the  sessions  was  erroneous,  as  it  should  have  been  at  the 
great  sessions ;  secondly,  that  there  was  a  variance  between  the 
action  described  in  the  indictment  and  the  action  proved  to  have 
been  pending,  (w) 

Where  the  defendants  were  indicted  for  a  conspiracy  to  cheat  Va™"<^- 
any  person  whom  they  should  deal  with,  and  the  conspiracy  proved 
was  to  cheat,  A.,  B.,  and  C. ;  Parke,  B.,  thought  the  offence  differ- 
ent, and  directed  an  acquittal,  (x) 

Where  an  indictment  for  a  conspiracy  stated  in  the  inducement  Miadeflcription 
that  the  defendants  knew  that  the  parties  conspired  against  were  ?^  ^  ^J^S 
the  proprietors   of   certain  licensed  stage  carriages,  and  as  such  m©^  for 
proprietors  liable  to  certain  penalties,  in  which  the  drivers  of  such  conspiracy, 
carriages  should  be  convicted  of  any  offence  committed    by  the 
said   drivers,  against  'a   certain  Act   of  Parliament  made    and 
passed  in  the  second  and  third  years  of  the  reign  of  his  present 
Majesty,  intituled,  &c.'  (setting  out  the  title  correctly) ;  and  that 
the  defendants  unlawfully  conspired  falsely  to  exhibit  a  certain  in- 
formation charging,  &c.,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in 
such  case  made  and  provided ;  the  judgment  was  arrested,  on  the 
l^round  that  a  statute  cannot  be  pleaded  as  made  in  two  years ;  for 
in  law  an  Act  cannot  be  made  in  two  years,  (y) 

Where  the  counts  in  an  indictment  for  a  conspiracy  are  framed  ParticularB  of 
in  a  general  form,  the  judge  will  order  the  prosecutor  to  furnish  wL^^^F^t^ 
t^3  defendants  with  a  particular  of  the  charges  ,upon  which  he  relied  upon, 
means  to  rely,  and  such  particular  ought  to  be  so  framed  as  to 
give  the  defendants  the  same  information  as  would  be  given  by  a 

(u)  Kandsley's  case,  1  Lew.  51.  correct  statement  is    '  a  certain  statnte 

(v)  Rex  r.  PoUman,  2  Campb.  231.  made  and  passed  in  a  session  of  Parlia- 

{w)  Rex  V.  Thomas,  1  C.  &  P.  472,  ment,  held  in  the  first  and  second  years 

Park,  J.  A.  J.  of  the  reign  of  Kin§  William  the  Third.* 

(«)  Anonymona,  mentioned  by  Parke,  Per  Patteson,  J.,  ibid.    Gibbs  v.  Pike,  8 

B.,  in  Reg.  v.  King,  7  Q.  B.  798.  M.  &  W.  228.     S.  P. 
dr)  Bext;.  BieiB,  I'A.  &  £.  827.    The 
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Special  count :  but  it  need  not  state  the  specific  acts  the  defend- 
ants are  charged  with  having  done,  or  the  times  or  places  at  which 
such  acts  are  alleged  to  have  taken  place,  {z)  But  where  a  count 
alleges  overt  acts,  the  Court  will  not  order  particulars  to  be  de- 
livered, where  there  is  no  affidavit  on  the  part  of  the  defendant 
that  he  has  no  knowledge  of  the  overt  acts  charged,  and  does  not 
possess  sufficient  information  to  enable  him  to  meet  them,  (a) 

In  the  British  Bank  case  an  order  had  been  made  on  the  first 
day  of  the  trial  that  particulars  of  Cameron's  debt,  which  was  stated 
to  be  36,000^.,  should  be  delivered  to  him ;  and  it  was  objected 
that  until  the  particulars  had  been  given  that  case  could  not  be 
gone  into.  It  was  answered  that  Cameron  had  had  access  to  the 
accounts  for  some  months ;  and  Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.,  held  that 
the  crown  could  not  be  precluded  from  giving  evidence  on  that 
part  of  the  case.  (6) 

Upon  the  trial  of  an  indictment  for  a  conspiracy,  the  counsel  for 
the  prosecution  has  a  right,  before  opening  his  case,  to  have  any 
of  the  defendants  acquitted,  in  order  that  he  may  call  them  as 
witnesses,  and  the  counsel  for  the  other  defendants  has  no  power 
of  objecting  to  this  being  done,  (c) 

Where  an  indictment  contained  counts  for  a  conspiracy  and 
counts  for  a  libel  contained  in  a  hand-bill,  and  there  was  no  evi- 
dence to  affect  one  of  the  two  defendants  as  to  the  libel ;  Cole- 
ridge, J.,  at  the  close  of  the  case  for  the  prosecution,  put  the 
prosecutor  to  elect  upon  which  charge  he  would  go  before  the  de- 
fendants' counsel  entered  upon  the  defence,  (of) 

As  conspii*acy  is  an  offence  at  common  law,  if  parties  conspire 
to  commit  an  offence  created  by  statute,  they  may  be  indicted  for 
such  conspiracy,  although  the  statute  be  repealed  before  the  in- 
dictment is  preferred,  (c) 

The  Court  of  King's  Bench  have  refused  to  change  the  venue 
in  an  indictment  for  a  conspiracy  to  destroy  foxes  and  other  ver- 
min, on  the  ground  that  the  gentlemen  who  were  likely  to  serve 
on  the  jury  to  tiy  the  indictment  were  much  addicted  to  fox- 
hunting. (/) 

In  one  case,  a  point  arose  as  to  the  extent  to  which  the 
counsel  for  the  prosecution  in  a  case  of  conspiracy  might  cross- 
examine  a  witness,  called  by  only  one  of  several  defendants.  The 
indictment  was  against  A.,  B.,  and  C. ;  and  after  the  case  for  the 
prosecution  was  closed,  C.  only  called  a  witness,  whom  he  ex- 
amined as  to  a  conversation  between  himself  and  A. ;  and  it  was 
ruled,  that  the  counsel  for  the  prosecution  might  cross-examine 


(2)  Rex  ».  Hamilton,  7  C.  &  P.  448. 
Littledale,  J.,  after  consulting  several  of 
the  other  judges.  Reg.  v.  Rycroft,  6 
Cox,  C.  C.  76.  Williams.  J.,  Reg.  1?. 
Probert,  Dears.  C.  C.  82  {a).  In  anony- 
mous, 1  Chitty,  698,  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench  refused  to  order  such  particulars 
to  be  given  on  motion,  but  intimated  that 
the  correct  course  was  to  apply  to  the  pro- 
secutor to  give  some  informauon  as  to  the 
particulars,  upon  which  he  meant  to  rely 
in  support  of  the  indictment,  and  if  he 
refused,  then  an  application  might  be 
made  to  postpone  the  trial  in  order  that 


the  question  might  be  more  maturely  dis- 
cussed. From  which  it  is  to  be  inferred 
that  the  motion  had  been  made  without 
any  previous  application  for  particulars 
to  the  prosecutor.     C.  S.  G. 

(a)  Reg.  ».  Stopylton,  8  Cox,  C.  C. 
69. 

(h)  Reg.  V.  Esdaile,  1  F.  &  F.  218. 

(c)  Rex  V.  Rowland,  R.  &  M.  K.  P.  R. 
401,  Abbott,  C.  J. 

{d)  Reg.  V,  Murphy,  8  C.  &  P.  297. 

(e)  Reg.  V.  Thompson,  16  Q.  B.  832 ; 
R.  f^.  Bunn,  12  Cox,  C.  C.  816. 

(/)  Rex  V,  King,  2  Chitty  Rep.  217. 
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such  witness  as  to  any  other  conversation  between  A.  and  C.^ 
although  the  evidence  should  tend  chiefly  to  criminate  A.  (g) 

If  upon  an  indictment  for  conspiracy,  the  jury  find  the  defend-  if  the  jury 
ants  guilty  of  so  much  of  the  indictment  as  amounts  to  a  misde-  coiMct  of  bo 
meanor,  the  court  may  pass  judgment  upon  the  defendants.     The  ™^^^  ^  * 
defendants  were  indicted  for  conspiring  falsely  to  indict  A  £.  for  amounts  to 
keeping  a  gaming-house,  for  the  purpose  of  extorting  money  from  »» indicuble 
the  said  A.  B.,  and  the  jury  found  the  defendants  guilty  of  con-  jfl^^n^  ^3. 
spiring  to  indict  A.  £.,  for  the  purpose  of  extorting  money,  but  be  paased  on 
not  to  indict  him  falsely  ;  and  it  was  held  that  enough  of  the  in-  the  defen- 
dictment  was  found  to  enable  the  court  to  give  judgment ;  for,  in  *^*^ 
criminal  cases,  it  is  sufficient  for  the  prosecutor  to  prove  so  much 
of  the  charge  as  constitutes  an  offence  punishable  by  law ;  and 
the  jury  had  found  the  defendants  guilty  of  conspiring  to  prefer 
an  indictment  for  the  purpose  of  extorting  money,  and  that  is  a 
misdemeanor,  whether  the  charge  were  or  were  not  false,  (h) 

Where  a  count  alleged  that  the  defendants  conspired  by  divers  Proof  of  part 
false  pretences  and  subtle  means  and  devices  to  extort  from  T.  E.  of  a  count. 
a  sovereign  of  his  monies,  and  to  cheat  him  of  the  same,  and  the 
evidence  failed  to  prove  any  false  pretences ;  it  was  held  that  an 
indictable  offence  was  charged  without  reference  to  the  false  pre- 
tences, and  therefore  it  was  not  necessary  to  prove  the  false  pre- 
tences, but  it  was  sufficient  to  prove  enough  to  sustain  the  rest  of 
the  count  (i) 

Upon  an  indictment  for  conspiracy  containing  eight  counts  the  A  rerdict  of 
jury  found  a  verdict  of  guilty  on  six  of  the  counts  ;  there  was  8?^*y  may  be 
only  one  conspiracy  proved,  but  the  evidence   proved   the  alle-  ^TMai  countg 
gations  contained    in  each  count :    it  was  objected  in  arrest  of  if  the  eW- 
judgment  that  each    count    charged  a  distinct  conspiracy,   and  denceinoTe 
therefore  as  many  distinct  conspiracies  were  found  as  there  were  oniTonec^- 
counts ;  but  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  held  that  the  answer  Bpintcy  be 
was,  that  the  evidence  accorded  with  and  proved  the  allegations  shown. 
in  each  count,  and  the  verdict  was  founded  thereon ;  and  if  any 
count  were  objectionable,  it  must    not   be    presumed  that  the 
defendants  would  ever  receive  any  sentence  in  respect  of  any  such 
count,  (j) 

Where  a  count  contains  only  one  charge  of  conspiracy  against  Serena  find- 
several  defendant€,  the  jury  cannot  find  one  of  tnem  guilty  of  ingeonone 
more  than  one  charge.     Where,  therefore,  a  count  charged  several  ^^f^fs^  ^^  ^°" 
defendants  with  conspiring  to  do  several  illegal  acts,  and  the  jury  uST'^ 
found  one  of  them  guilty  of  conspiring  with  some  of  the  defend- 
ants to  do  one  of  the  acts,  and  guilty  of  conspiring  with  others  of 
the  defendants  to  do  another  of  the  acts,  it  was  held  by  the  House 
of  Lords  that  such  finding  was  bad  ;  as  it  amounted  to  finding  that 
one  defendant  was  guilty  of  two  conspiracies,  though  the  count 
charged  only  one.  (k)    So  where  a  count  charged  eight  defend- 
ants with  one  conspiracy  to  effect  certain  objects,  a  finding  that 

(g)  Bex  V.  Kioehl,  2  Stark,  N.  P.  B.  (j)  Beg.  v.   Gompert*,  9  Q.  B.  824. 

S43.  It  diioula  have  been  added  that  it  must 

(A)  Bex  V.  Hollingberry,  4  B.  &  C.  not  be  presumed  that  the  court  would  do 

329.     6  D.  &  R.  845.  more  than  impose  a  sentence  for  the  one 

(»)  Beg.  V.  Yates,  6  Cox,  C.  C.   441.  offence. 

Crompton,  J.,  after  consulting  Coleridge,  (k)  O'Connell  v.  Beg.   11  CL   &  F. 

J.    filee  Beg.  v.  Hudson,  Bell,  C.  C.  268,  155. 
anU^  pi  121. 
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three  of  the  defendants  are  guilty  generally,  and  that  five  of  them 
are  guilty  of  conspiring  to  eflfect  some,  and  not  guilty  as  to  the 
residue  of  these  objects,  was  held  to  be  bad  and  repugnant ;  for 
the  finding  that  three  were  guilty  was  a  finding  that  they  were 
guilty  of  conspiracy  with  the  other  five  to  efiFect  all  the  objects  of 
the  conspiracy ;  whereas,  by  the  finding  as  to  the  five,  it  appeared 
that  those  five  were  guilty  of  conspiring  to  effect  only  some  of 
those  objects,  (i) 

Where  an  indictment  contains  several  counts,  one  of  which  is 
bad,  a  general  judgment  for  the  crown,  where  the  punishment  is 
not  fixed  by  law,  is  bad ;  and  a  bad  finding  on  a  good  count  is  no 
more  a  warrant  for  a  judgment  on  that  count  than  a  bad  count. 
Where,  thereforie,  an  indictment  for  conspiracy  contained  some 
good  and  some  bad  counts,  and  on  some  of  the  good  counts  there 
were  bad  findings,  and  there  was  a  judgment  against  each  de- 
fendant that  for  '  his  offences  aforesaid '  he  should  be  imprisoned 
for  a  certain  term,  it  was  held  by  the  House  of  Lords  that  each 
count  must  be  considered  as  charging  a  separate  offence,  and  that 
the  terms  '  hLs  offences  aforesaid '  must  be  treated  as  extending  to 
all  the  counts  on  which  he  had  been  found  guilty  ;  and  as  some  of 
the  counts  and  some  of  the  findings  were  bad,  the  judgment  was 
altogether  erroneous,  (m) 

In  former  times,  persons  convicted  of  a  conspiracy  at  the  suit  of 
the  King  to  accuse  another  person  of  a  capital  offence,  were  liable 
to  receive  what  was  called  the  wiZatwms  judgment,  that  is,  to  lose 
their  liberaifn  legem,  whereby  they  were  discredited  and  disabled 
as  jurors  or  witnesses ;  to  forfeit  their  goods  and  chattels  and 
lands  for  life ;  to  have  those  lands  wasted,  their  houses  razed, 
their  trees  rooted  up,  and  their  bodies  committed  to  prison,  {n) 
But  this  judgment  was  not  inflicted  upon  those  who  were  con- 
victed only  of  conspiracies  of  a  less  aggravated  kind,  at  the  suit  of 
the  party :  and  for  some  time  past  it  appears  to  have  been  the 
better  opinion,  that  the  villanous  judgment  is  by  long  disuse 
become  obsolete,  not  having  been  pronounced  for  some  ages  ;  and 
that  the  punishment  for  conspiracies  in  general  is,  as  in  the  case 
of  other  misdemeanors,  by  fine,  imprisonment,  and  sureties  for  the 
good  behaviour  at  the  discretion  of  the  Court,  (o) 

By  the  14  &  15  Vict.  c.  100,  s.  29,  whenever  any  person  shall 
be  convicted  of  any  conspiracy  to  cheat  or  defraud,  or  to  extort 
money  or  goods,  or  falsely  to  accuse  of  any  crime,  or  to  obstruct, 


(?)  O'Connell  r.  Keg.  11  CI.  k  F.  166. 

(m)  Ibid. 

(n)  1  Hawk.  P.  C.  c.  72,  s.  9.  4 
Black.  Com.  186. 

(o)  Id.  ibid.  The  pillory  was  alao  very 
commonly  a  part  of  tne  punishment  until 
such  punishment  was  abolished  by  the 
66  Geo.  8,  c.  188.  See  also  ante,  p.  100, 
note  ip).  In  a  case  where  the  defen- 
dants were  convicted  on  an  informa- 
tion for  a  conspira^  to  take  away  the 
character  of  one  Kempe,  and  accuse 
him  of  murder,  by  pretended  conver- 
sations and  communications  with  a 
ghost  that  answered  by  knocking  and 
scratching  in  Cock-lane,  &c.,  they  re- 
ceived the  following  judgment :  Richaitl 


Parsons  (the  father  of  the  child,  who 
was  the  principal  agent  in  the  pretended 
communication),  to  stand  thnce  in  the 
pillory,  and  be  imprisoned  two  years ; 
Eliz.  Parsons,  the  toother,  to  be  impri- 
soned one  year ;  Mary  Fraser,  a  servant, 
who  was  aiding  and  assisting,  was  sent 
to  the  house  of  correction  to  hard  labour 
for  six  months  ;  Moore,  the  curate  of  the 
parish,  and  one  James,  were  dischaived 
on  paying  the  prosecutor  800^.  and  nis 
costs,  which  were  nearly  as  much  more. 
Brown,  who  had  published  a  nairative, 
and  one  Day,  the  printer  of  a  newspaper, 
had  previously  made  their  peace  with  the 
prosecutor. 
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prevent,  pervert,  or  defeat  the  course  of  public  justice,  the  Court 
may  award  imprisonment  for  any  term  now  warranted  by  law,  and 
hard  labour  during  the  whole  or  any  part  of  such  imprison- 
ment, {p) 

We  have  seen  that  by  the  24  &  26  Vict.  c.  100,  s.  4,  provision  OonspiracioB 
is  made  for  the  punishment  of  conspiracies  to  murder,  {q)  ^  murder. 

In  conclusion  of  this  chapter,  it  may  be  mentioned,  that,  after  a  All  the  de- 
conviction  for  a  conspiracy,  the  defendants  must  be  present  in  foi^daDtsmuat 
Court  when  a  motion  is  made  on  their  behalf,  in  arrest  of  judg-  court^na^ 
ment  (r)     And  also,  that  upon  a  motion  for  a  new   trial,  after  motion  in 
such  conviction,  all  the  defendants  must  be  present,  (s)     And  it  *"®^*  of  judg- 
is  not  a  sufficient  excuse  for  absence,  that  they  are  in  custody  on  new*trial.*^^  * 
civil  process  ;  but  if  they  were  in  custody  on  criminal  process,  the 
case  would  be  diJBferent,  for  then  they  might  be  charged  with  the 
conspiracy  also,  {t)    But  where  an  indictment  has  been  removed 
into  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  after  verdict,  but  before  judg- 
ment, and  set  down  for  argument,  it  does  not  appear  to  be  neces- 
sary that  the  defendants  should  appear  in  Court  upon  the  argu- 
ment, the  proceeding  being  in  the  nature  of  a  special  verdict,  and 
the  party  not  being  considered  as  convicted,  until  after  the  Court 
have  -determined  upon  the  verdict.  (^)     A  new  trial  cannot  be 
granted  as  to  one  conspirator  without  grantiog  it  as  to  all  who 
are  convicted,  though  the  ground  on  which  the  new  trial  is  granted 
applies  only  to  the  one   conspirator,  {v)     But  where  some   are 
acquitted  and  some  convicted,  a  new  trial  may  be  granted,  as  to 
the  latter  without  disturbing  the  verdict  as  to  the  former,  {v) 

The  Trade  Union  Act,  1871,  and  The  Conspiracy  and  Protection 

of  Property  Act,  1875. 

The  earlier  statutes  relating  to  the  combination  of  workmen 
were  repealed  by  the  5  Geo.  4,  c.  95.  This  Act  was  repealed  by 
the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  129,  and  other  provisions  were  enacted  in  lieu 
thereof.  This  Act  was  amended  by  subsequent  Acts.  All  these 
Acts  are  now  repealed  by  34  &  35  Vict.  c.  32. 

By  34  &  35  Vict.  c.  31,  s.  1,  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  "  The  Trade  Union 
Trade  Union  Act,  1871."  {w)  ^"^  ^^^^' 

Sec.  2.  The  purposes  of  any  trade  union  shall  not,  by  reason 
merely  that  they  are  in  restraint  of  trade,  be  deemed  to  be 
unlawful,  so  as  to  render  any  member  of  such  trade  union  liable  to 
criminal  prosecution  for  conspiracy  or  otherwise,  (x) 

Sec.  3.  The  purposes  of  any  trade  union  shall  not,  by  reason 
merely  that  they  are  in  restraint  of  trade,  be  unlawful  so  as  to 
render  void  or  voidable  any  agreement  or  trust. 

Sec.  5.  The  following  Acts,  that  is  to  say : — 

(1)  The  Friendly  Societies  Acts,  1856  and  1868,  and  the 
Acts  amending  the  same ;  {xx) 


(p)  See  the  chxise,  rol.  1,  p.  79.  829.     6  D.  &  R.  845. 

(q)  Vol.  1,  p.  906.  (u)  Rex  V.  Nicholls,  -  .^w*.  x—,. 

(r)  Rex  V.   Spragg,  2  Burr.  929.      1  (r)  Reg.  r.  Gompertz,  9  Q.  B.  824; 


Black.  R.  209.  (w)  This  Act  is  amended  by  39  &  40 

(»)  Rex  V.  Teal,  11  East,  807.     Rex  Vict.  c.  22. 

V.  Askew,  3  M.  &  S.  9.     Rex  v.  Lord  (aj)  See  R.  v.  Bunn,  12  Cox,  C.  C.  316. 

Cochrane,  8  M.  &  S.  10.  (xx)  Bj  39  &  40  Vict.  c.  22,  s.  2,  a 

(0  Rex  V.  HoUingbeiry,  4  B.   &  C.  trade  union,  whether  registered  or  un« 
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(2)  The  Industrial  and  Provident  Societies'  Act,  1867,  and 

any  Act  amending  the  same ;  and 

(3)  The  Companies*  Acts,  1862  and  1867, 

shall  not  apply  to  any  trade  union,  and  the  registration  of  any 
trade  union  under  any  of  the  said  Acts  shall  be  void,  and  the 
deposit  of  the  rules  of  any  trade  union  made  under  the  Friendly 
Societies'  Acts,  1855  and  1858,  and  the  Acts  amending  the  same, 
before  the  passing  of  this  Act,  shall  cease  to  be  of  any  effect,  (y) 

Sec.  6  provides  for  the  registry  of  trade  unions. 

Sec.  9.  The  trustees  of  any  trade  union  registered  under  this 
Act,  or  any  other  oflBcer  of  such  trade  union  who  may  be  au- 
thorized so  to  do  by  the  rules  thereof,  are  hereby  empowered  to 
bring  or  defend,  or  cause  to  be  brought  or  defended,  any  action, 
suit,  prosecution,  or  complaint  in  any  court  of  law  or  equity  touch- 
ing or  concerning  the  property,  right,  or  claim  to  property  of 
the  trade  union,  and  shall  and  may  in  all  cases  concerning  the  real 
or  personal  property  of  such  trade  union,  sue  and  be  sued,  plead 
ana  be  impleaded,  in  any  court  of  law  or  equity,  in  their  proper 
names,  without  other  description  than  the  title  of  their  office  ;  and 
no  such  action,  suit,  prosecution,  or  complaint  shall  be  discontinued 
or  shall  abate  by  the  death  or  removal  from  office  of  such  persons 
or  any  of  them,  but  the  same  shall  and  may  be  proceeded  in  by 
their  successor  or  successors  as  if  such  death,  resignation,  or  re- 
moval had  not  taken  place ;  and  such  successors  shall  pay  or 
receive  the  like  costs  as  if  the  action,  suit,  prosecution,  or  com- 
plaint had  been  commenced  in  their  names  for  the  benefit  of  or  to 
be  reimbursed  from  the  funds  of  such  trade  union,  and  the  sum- 
mons to  be  issued  to  such  trustee  or  other  officer  may  be  served 
by  leaving  the  same  at  the  registered  office  of  the  trade  union. 

Sec.  18.  If  any  person  with  intent  to  mislead  or  defraud  gives 
to  any  member  of  a  trade  union  registered  under  this  Act,  or  to 
any  person  intending  or  applying  to  become  a  member  of  such 
trade  union,  a  copy  of  any  rules  or  of  any  alterations  or  amend- 
ments of  the  same  other  than  those  respectively  which  exist  for 
the  time  being,  on  the  pretence  that  the  same  are  the  existing 
rules  of  such  trade  union,  or  that  there  are  no  other  rules  of  such 
trade  union,  or  if  any  person  with  the  intent  aforesaid  gives  a  copy 
of  any  rules  to  any  person  on  the  pretence  that  such  rules  are  tho 
rules  of  a  trade  union  registered  under  this  Act  which  is  not  so 
registered,  every  person  so  offending  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a 
misdemeanor. 

Sec.  23.  In  this  act  {yy)  the  term  '  trade  union,'  means  such  com- 
bination, whether  temporary  or  permanent,  for  regulating  the  rela- 


registered,  which  insures  or  pays  money 
on  the  death  of  a  child  under  ten  years 
of  age,  shall  be  deemed  to  be  within  the 
provisions  of  sec.  28  of  the  Friendly 
Societies  Act,  1876. 

{y)  See  Farrer  v.  Close,  88  L.  J.  M. 
C.  182  ;  see  38  &  89  Vict  c  22. 

(yy)  By  89  &  40  Vict.  c.  22,  s.  16,  so 
much  of  the  abore  28rd  section  as  defines 
the  term  trade  union,  except  the  proviso 
qualifying  such  definition,  is  hereby  re- 
pealed, and  in  lieu  thereof  be  it  enacted 
as  follows  :    The  term  <  trade  union ' 


means  any  combination,  whether  tern- 
porary  or  permanent,  for  regulating  the 
relations  between  workmen  and  masters, 
or  between  workmen  and  workmen,  or 
between  masters  and  masters,  or  for  im- 

Sosing  restrictive  conditions  on  the  con- 
uct  of  any  trade  or  business,  whether 
such  combination  would  or  would  not, 
if  the  principal  Act  had  not  been  passed, 
have  been  aeemed  to  have  been  an  un- 
lawful combination  by  reason  of  some 
one  or  more  of  its  puiposes  being  in  re- 
straint of  trade. 
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tions  between  workmen  and  masters,  or  between  workmen  and 
workmen,  or  between  masters  and  masters,  or  for  imposing  restrictive 
conditions  on  the  conduct  of  any  trade  or  business,  as  would,  if  this 
Act  had  not  passed,  have  been  deemed  to  have  been  an  unlawful 
combination  by  reason  of  some  one  or  more  of  its  purposes  being 
in  restraint  of  trade  :  Provided  that  this  Act  shall  not  aflfect — 

1.  Any   agreement    between    partners   as    to    their    own 

business  ; 

2.  Any  agreement  between  an  employer  and  those  employed 

by  him  as  to  such  employment ; 

3.  Any  agreement  in  consideration   of  the   sale  of   the 

goodwill  of  a  business  or  of  insti-uction  in  any  profes- 
sion, trade,  or  h£mdicraft. 

By  38  &  39  Vict.  c.  86. 

Sec.  1.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  Conspiracy  and  Protection  Oonspincyaod 
of  Property  Act,  1875.  pJ^*^^''V^ 

Sea  2.  This  Act  shall  come  into  operation  on  the  1st  day  of  i^t^^   ^ 
September,  1875. 

Sec.  3.  An  agreement  or  combination  by  two  or  more  persons  Amendment  of 
to  do  or  procure  to  be  done  any  act  in  contemplation  or  fur-  layMtocon- 
therance  of  a  trade  dispute  between  employers  and  workmen  shall  Jra^db^ 
not  be  indictable  as  a  conspiracy  if  such  act  committed  by  one  putes. 
person  would  not  be  punishable  as  a  crime. 

Nothing  in  this  section  shall  exempt  from  punishment  any 
persons  guilty  of  a  conspiracy  for  which  a  punishment  is  awarded 
by  any  Act  of  Parliament. 

Nothing  in  this  section  shall  affect  the  law  relating  to  riot, 
unlawful  assembly,  breach  of  the  peace,  or  sedition,  or  any  offence 
against  the  State  or  the  Sovereign. 

A  crime  for  the  purposes  of  this  section  means  an  offence 
punishable  on  indictment,  or  an  offence  which  is  punishable  on 
summary  conviction  and  for  the  commission  of  which  the  offender 
is  liable  under  the  statute  making  the  offence  punishable  to  be 
imprisoned  either  absolutely  or  at  the  discretibn  of  the  Court  as  an 
alternative  for  some  other  punishment. 

Where  a  person  is  convicted  of  any  such  agreement  or  com- 
bination as  aforesaid  to  do  or  procure  to  be  done  an  act  which  is 
punishable  only  on  summary  conviction,  and  is  sentenced  to 
imprisonment,  the  imprisonment  shall  not  exceed  three  months, 
or  such  longer  time,  if  any,  as  may  have  been  prescribed  by  the 
statute  for  the  punishment  of  the  said  act  when  committed  by  one 
person. 

Sec.  4.  Where  a  person  employed  by  a  municipal  authority  or  Breach  of 
by  any  company  or  contractor  upon  whom  is  imposed  by  Act  of  contiBct  by 
Parliament  the  duty,  or  who  have    otherwise  assumed  the  duty  J^^^  i^ 
of  supplying  any  city,  borough,  town,  or  place,  or  any  part  thereof,  gnpply  of  gaa 
'with  gas  or  water,  wilfully  and  maliciously  (z)  breaks  a  contract  or  water. 
of  service  with  that  authority  or  company  or  contractor,  knowing 
or  having  reasonable  cause  to  believe  that  the  probable  conse- 
quences of  his  so  doing,  either  alone  or  in  combination  with  others, 
will  be  to  deprive  the  inhabitants  of  that  city,  borough,  town, 

(2)  See  sec.  16,  posty  p.  165.  **" 

VOL.  III.  M 


162 


Of  Cons/piracy. 


[book  v. 


BreacH  of 
contract  in- 
volving injury 
to  persons  or 
property. 


Penalty  for 
neglect  by 
master  to 
provide  food, 
clotMng,  &c., 
for  servant  or 
apprentice. 


Penalty  for 
intimidation 
or  annoyance 
by  violence 
or  otherwise. 


place,  or  part,  wholly  or  to  a  great  extent  of  their  supply  of  gas  or 
water,  he  shall,  on  conviction  thereof  by  a  court  of  summary  juris- 
diction or  on  indictment  as  hereinafter  mentioned,  be  liable  either 
to  pay  a  penalty  not  exceeding  twenty  pounds  or  to  be  imprisoned 
for  a  term  not  exceeding  three  months,  with  or  without  hard 
labour. 

Every  such  municipal  authority,  company,  or  contractor  as  is  men- 
tioned in  this  section  shall  cause  to  be  posted  up,  at  the  gasworks 
or  waterworks,  as  the  case  may  be,  belonging  to  such  authority  or 
company  or  contractor,  a  printed  copy  of  this  section  in  some  con- 
spicuous place  where  the  same  may  be  conveniently  read  by  the 
pei'sons  employed,  and  as  often  as  such  copy  becomes  defaced, 
obliterated,  or  destroyed,  shall  cause  it  to  be  renewed  with  all 
reasonable  despatch. 

If  any  municipal  authority  or  company  or  contractor  make  de- 
fault in  complying  with  the  provisions  of  this  section  in  relation 
to  such  notice  as  aforesaid,  they  or  he  shall  incur  on  summary  con- 
viction a  penalty  not  exceeding  five  pounds  for  every  day  during 
which  such  default  continues,  and  every  person  who  unlawfully 
injures,  defaces,  or  covers  up  any  notice  so  posted  up  as  aforesaid 
in  pursuance  of  this  Act,  shall  be  liable  on  summary  conviction  to 
a  penalty  not  exceeding  forty  shillings. 

Sec.  5.  Where  any  person  wilfully  and  maliciously  (a)  breaks  a 
conti'act  of  service  or  of  hiring,  knowing  or  having  reasonable 
cause  to  believe  that  the  probable  consequences  of  his  so  doing, 
either  alone  or  in  combination  with  others,  will  be  to  endanger 
human  life,  or  cause  serious  bodily  injury,  or  to  expose  valuable 
property  whether  real  or  personal  to  destruction  or  serious  injury, 
he  shall,  on  conviction  thereof  by  a  court  of  summary  jurisdiction 
or  on  indictment  as  hereinafter  mentioned,  be  liable  either  to  pay 
a  penalty  not  exceeding  twenty  pounds,  or  to  be  imprisoned  for  a 
term  not  exceeding  three  months,  with  or  without  hard  labour. 

Sec.  6.  Where  a  master,  being  legally  liable  to  provide  for  his 
servant  or  apprentice  necessary  food,  clothing,  medical  aid,  or 
lodging,  wilfully  and  without  lawful  excuse  refuses  or  neglects  to 
provide  the  same,  whereby  the  health  of  the  servant  or  apprentice 
is  or  is  likely  to  be  seriously  or  permanently  injured,  he  shall  on 
summary  conviction  be  liable  either  to  pay  a  penalty  not  exceed- 
ing twenty  pounds,  or  to  be  imprisoned  for  a  term  not  exceeding 
six  months,  with  or  without  hard  labour.  (6) 

Sec.  7.  Eveiy  person  who,  with  a  view  to  compel  (c)  any  other 
person  to  abstain  from  doing  or  to  do  any  act  which  such  other 
person  has  a  legal  right  to  do  or  abstain  from  doing,  wrongfully  and 
without  legal  authority, — 

1.  Uses  violence  to  or  intimidates  (d)  such  other  person  or  his 

wife  or  children,  or  injures  his  property  ;  or, 

2.  Persistently  follows  such  other  person  about  from  place  to 

place ;  or. 


(rt)  See  sec.  16,  post^  p.  165. 

(6)  As  to  liability  of  a  master  to  provide 
food,  &c.,  for  servant  or  apprentice,  see 
vol.  1,  pp.  663,  947. 


(c)  See  R  v.  Hibbert,  13  Cox,  C.  C. 
82. 

(cO  As  to  the  meaning  of  this  word, 
see  post^  p.  167,  tt  seq. 
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3.  Hides  any  tools,  clothes,  or  other  property  owned  or  used  by 

such  other  person,  or  deprives  him  of  or  hinders  him  in  the 
use  thereof;  or, 

4.  Watches  or  besets  the  house  or  other  place  where  such  other 

person  resides,  or  works,  or  carries  on  business,  or  happens 
to  be,  or  the  approach  to  such  house  or  place  (e)  ;  or, 

5.  Follows  such  other  person  with  two  or  more  other  persons  in 

a  disorderly  manner  in  or  through  any  street  or  road, 
shall,  on  conviction  thereof  by  a  court  of  summary  jurisdiction  or 
on  indictment  as  hereinafter  mentioned,  be  liable  either  to  pay  a 
penalty  not  exceeding  twenty  pounds,  or  to  be  imprisoned  for  a 
term  not  exceeding  three  months,  Mrith  or  without  hard  labour. 
Attending  at  or  near  the  house  or  place  where  a  person  resides, 
or  works,  or  carries  on  business,  or  happens  to  be,  or  the  approach 
to  such  house  or  place,  in  order  merely  to  obtain  or  communicate 
information,  shall  not  be  deemed  a  watching  or  besetting  within 
the  meaning  of  this  section.  (/) 

Sec.  8.  Where  in  any  Act  relating  to  employers  or  workmen  a  Reduction  of 
pecuniary  penalty  is  imposed  in  respect  of  any  offence  under  such  penaitiea- 
Act,  and  no  power  is  given  to  reduce  such  penalty,  the.  justices  or 
court  having  jurisdiction  in  respect  of  such  offence  may,  if  they 
think  it  just  so  to  do,  impose  by  way  of  penalty  in  respect  of  such 
oi^ence  any  sum  not  less  than  one  fourth  of  the  penalty  imposed  by 
such  Act. 

Sec.  9.  Where  a  person  is  accused  before  a  court  of  summary  Power  for 
jurisdiction  of  any  offence  made  punishable  by  this  Act,  and  for  offender  nnder 
which  a  penalty  amounting  to  twenty  pounds,  or  imprisonment,  is  f^l^^l  ^.^ 
imposed,  the  accused  may,  on  appearing  before  the  court  of  sum-  dictment  and 
mary  jurisdiction,  declare  that  he  objects  to  being  tried  for  such   ^^^  ^J  court 
offence  by  a  court  of  summary  jurisdiction,  and  thereupon  the  court  juriBSctUm. 
of  summary  jurisdiction  may  deal  with  the  case  in  all  respects  as 
if  the  accused  were  charged  with  an  indictable  offence  and  not  an 
offence  punishable  on  summary  conviction,  and  the  offence  maybe 
prosecuted  on  indictment  accordingly. 

Sec.  10.  Every  offence  under  this  Act  which  is  made  punishable  Proceedings 
on  conviction  by  a  court  of  summary  lurisdiction  or  on  summary  ^^°™  ^^^  ^^ 

m  All  TT1  tin  A.T'V 

conviction,  and  every  penalty  under  this  Act  recoverable  on  sum-  jurisdiction. 
maiy  conviction,  may  be  prosecuted  and  recovered  in  manner  pro- 
vided by  the  Summary  Jurisdiction  Act. 

Sec.  11.  Provided,  that  upon  the  hearing  and  determining  of  Begulationaas 
any  indictment  or  information  under  sections  four,  five,  and  six  of  ^  evidence. 
this  Act,  the  respective  parties  to  the  contract  of  service,  their 
husbands  or  wives,  shall  be  deemed  and  considered  as  competent  Hysbanda  and 

..  ,  V  '  *  wives. 

Witnesses,  [g) 

By  sec.  12.  In  England  or  Ireland,  if  any  party  feels  aggrieved  Appeal  to 
by  any  conviction  made  by  a  court  of  summary  iurisdiction  on  ^^^^^ 
determining  any  information  under  this  Act,  the  party  so  aggrieved 

(e)  See  R.  v.  Draitt,  10  Cox,  C.  C.  who  have  not  acted  with  them,  to  do  so. 

693 ;  R.  17.  Hibhert,  supra.  They  must  not  infringe  the  provisions  of 

(/)  See  R.  V,    Bann,  12  Cox,  C.  C.  this  enactment,  see  R.  «.  Draitt,  10  Cox, 

816  ;  R.  V,  Shepherd,  11  Cox,  C.  C.  326.  C.  C.  593,  per  Bramwell,  B. 

It  is  lawfnl  for  workmen,  peaceably  and  {g)  As  to  a  husband  or  wife  being 

in  a  reasonable  and  proper  manner,  to  incompetent  as  a  witness  for  or  against 

endeavour  to  persuade  other  workmen  each  other,  see  post,  JEvidenee, 

M  2 
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Jurisdiction 
Act. 


'Cotirtof 

Bummaiy 

jurisdiction.' 


Definitions  of 
'municipal 
authority '  and 
*  public  com- 
I>any.* 


may  appeal  therefrom,  subject  to  certain  conditions  and  regula- 
tions. 

Sec.  13.  In  this  Act, — 

The  expression  "the  Summary  Jurisdiction  Act'*  means  the 
11  &  12  Vict.  c.  43,  intituled  "  An  Act  to  facilitate  the  performance 
of  the  duties  of  justices  of  the  peace  out  of  sessions  within  England 
and  Wales  with  respect  to  summary  convictions  and  orders,"  in- 
clusive of  any  Acts  amending  the  same  ;  and 

The  expression  "  court  of  summary  jurisdiction  '*  means — 
(1.)  As  respects  the  city  of  London,  the  Lord  Mayor  or  any 
alderman  of  the  said  city  sitting  at  the  Mansion  House 
or  Guildhall  justice  room ;  and 
(2.)  As  respects  any  police  court  division  in  the  Metropolitan 
•  police   district,   any    Metropolitan    police    magistrate 
sitting  at  the  police  court  for  that  division  ;  and 
(3.)  As  respects  any  city,  town,  liberty,  borough,  place,  or 
district  for  which  a  stipendiary  magistrate  is  for  the 
time  being  acting,  such  stipendiary  magistrate  sitting 
at  a  police  court  or  other   place    appointed   in    that 
behalf;  and 
(4.)  Elsewhere,  any  justice  or  justices  of  the  peace  to  whom 
jurisdiction  is  given  by  the  Summary  Jurisdiction  Act : 
Provided  that,  as  respects  any  case  within  the  cogni- 
zance of  such  justice  or  justices  as  last  aforesaid,  an 
information  under  this  Act  shall  be  heard  and  deter- 
mined by  two  or  more  justices  of  the  peace  in  petty 
sessions  sitting  at  some  place  appointed  for  holding 
petty  sessions. 

Nothing  in  this  section  contained  shall  restrict  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Lord  Mayor  or  any  alderman  of  the  city  of  London,  or  of 
any  metropolitan  police  or  stipendiary  magistrate,  in  respect  of  any 
act  or  jurisdiction  which  may  now  be  done  or  exercised  by  him  out 
of  court. 

Sec.  14.  The  expression  "municipal  authority"  in  this  Act 
means  any  of  the  following  authorities,  that  is  to  say,  the  Me- 
tropolitan Board  of  Works,  the  Common  Council  of  the  city  of 
London,  the  Commissioners  of  Sewers  of  the  city  of  London,  the 
town  council  of  any  borough  for  the  time  being  subject  to  the 
5  &  6  W.  4,  c.  76,  intituled  "  An  Act  to  provide  for  the  Regulation 
of  Municipal  Corporations  in  England  and  Wales,"  and  any  Act 
amending  the  same,  any  commissioners,  trustees,  or  other  persons 
invested  by  any  local  Act  of  Parliament  with  powers  of  improving, 
cleansing,  lighting,  or  paving  any  town,  and  any  local  board. 

Any  municipal  authority  or  company  or  contractor  who  has 
obtained  authority  by  or  in  pursuance  of  any  general  or  local  Act 
of  Parliament  to  supply  the  streets  of  any  city,  borough,  town, 
or  place,  or  of  any  part  thereof,  with  gas,  or  which  is  required  by  or 
in  pursuance  of  any  general  or  local  Act  of  Parliament  to  supply 
water  on  demand  to  the  inhabitants  of  any  city,  borough,  town, 
or  place,  or  any  part  thereof,  shall  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act 
be  deemed  to  be  a  municipal  authority  or  company  or  contractor 
upon  whom  is  imposed  by  Act  of  Parliament  the  duty  of  supplying 
such  city,  borough,  town,  or  place,  or  part  ther<eof,  with  gas  or  water. 
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Sec.  15.  The   word  "maliciously''  used    in   reference    to    any  'Maliciously* 
offence  under  this  Act  shall  be  construed  in  the  same  manner  as  it  ^^  ^^^^  ^^   . 
is  required  by  the  24  &  25  Vict.  c.  97,  s.  58  {h),  to  be  construed  in  MalSa  l^-"" 
reference  to  any  offence    committed  under  such  last-mentioned  juries  to  Pro- 
Act.  P«rty  Act. 

Sec.  16.  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  apply  to  seamen  or  to  appren-  SaTing  as  to 

tices  to  the  sea  service.  ^  "^^• 

Sec.  17.  On  and  after  the  commencement  of  this  Act,  there  shall  Repeal  of 
be  repealed : — 

I.  The  Act  of  34j  &  35  Vict.  c.  32,  intituled  "  An  Act  to  amend 
the  Criminal  Law  relating  to  violence,  threats,  and  moles- 
tation ; "  and 
II.  "  The  Master  and  Servant  Act,  1867,"  and  the  enactments 
specified  in  the  First  Schedule  to  that  Act,  with  certain 
exceptions. 
III.  Also  there  shall    be    repealed  the   following  enactments 
making  breaches  of  contract  criminal,  and  relating  to  the 
recovery  of  wages  by  summary  procedure  ;  (that  is  to  say,) 
(a.)  An  Act  5   Eliz.  c.  4,  intituled  "An  Act  touching 
dyvers  orders  for  artificers,  labourers,  servantes  of 
husbandrye,  and  apprentices  ;  "  and 
(6.)  So  much  of  section  two  of  12  Geo.  1,  c.  34,  intituled 
"An   Act  to  prevent  unlawful   combination    of 
workmen  employed  in  the  woollen  manufactures, 
and  for  better  payment  of  their  wages,"  as  relates 
to  departing  from  service  and  quitting  or  returning 
work  before  it  is  finished  ;  and 
(c.)  Section  twenty  of  6  Geo.  3,  c.  51,  the  title  of  which 
begins  with   the   words   "  An  Act  for  repealing 
several  Laws  relating  to  the  manufacture  of  woollen 
cloth  in  the  county  of  York,*'  and  ends  with  the 
words  "  for  preserving  the  credit  of  the  said  manu- 
facture at  the  foreign  market ; "  and 
id.)  An  Act,  19  Geo.  3,  c.  49,  intituled  "  An  Act  to  pre- 
vent abuses  in  the  payment  of  wages  to  persons 
employed  in  the  bone  and  thread  lace  manufac- 
tory ; "  and 
(e.)  Sections  18  &  23  of  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  91,  intituled 
"An  Act  for    the  more  effectual  prevention  of 
frauds  and  abuses  committed  by  weavers,  sewers, 
and  other  persons  employed  in  the  linen,  hempen, 
union,  cotton,  silk,  and  woollen  manufactures  in 
Ireland,  and  for  the  better  payment  of  their  wages, 
for  one  yeai',  and  from  thence  to  the  end  of  the 
next  session  of  Parliament ; "  and 
(/)  Section  17  of  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  40,  the  title  of  which 
begins  with  the  words  "An  Act  to  amend  the 
Laws,"  and  ends  with  the  words  "  workmen  en- 
gaged therein  ; "  and 
ig)  Section  7  of  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  128,  intituled  "  An  Act  to 
make  further  regulations   respecting  the  tickets 

(A)  See  this  section,  vol.  2,  p.  892.    The  Act  relates  to  malicious  injuries  to  pro- 
perty. 
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of  work  to  be  delivered  to  silk  weavers  in  certain 


cases/' 


Provided  that, — 

(1.)  Any  order  for  wages  or  further  sum  of  compensation  in 
addition  to  wages  made  in  pursuance  of  section  sixteen 
of  "  The  Summary  Jurisdiction  (Ireland)  Act,  1851/' 
may  be  enforced  in  like  manner  as  if  it  were  an  order 
made  by  a  court  of  summary  jurisdiction  in  pursuance 
of  the  "  Employers  and  Workmen  Act,  1875,"  and  not 
otherwise  ;  and 
(2.)  The  repeal  enacted  by  this  section  shall  not  aflFect — 

(a.)  Anything  duly  done  or  suflFered,  or  any  right  or  lia- 
bility acquired  or  incurred  under  any  enactment 
hereby  repealed  ;  or 
(6.)  Any  penalty,  forfeiture,  or  punishment  incurred  in 
respect  of  any  offence  committed  against  any 
enactment  hereby  repealed ;  or 
(c.)  Any  investigation,  legal  proceeding,  or  remedy  in 
respect  of  any  such  right,  liabiUty,  penalty,  for- 
feiture, or  punishment  as  aforesaid ;  and  any  such 
investigation,  legal  proceeding,  and  remedy  may 
be  carried  on  as  if  this  Act  had  not  passed. 

Application  to  Sec.  18.  This  Act  extends  to  Scotland,  with  certain  modifications  ; 

Scotland-  and  see  sections  19  and  20. 

Application  to  See.  21.   This  Act  extends  to  Ireland,  with  certain  modifica- 

^^^^^^^-  tions. 

Cases  under  Eepealed  Acts. 

It  may  be  useful  to  refer  to  the  following  cases  decided  und^r 

the  repealed  acts. 

If  workmen  In  his  charge  to  the  grand  jury  at  the  Stafford  Special  Commis- 

tuifthdf  ^^^  sion,  1843,  Tindal,  C.  J.,  said,  '  The  first  observation  that  arises 

wages  they        IS  that  if  the  workmen  of  the  several  collieries  and  manufactories, 

may  lawfully     who  Complained  that  the  wages  which  they  received  were  in- 

meet  to  de-       adequate  to  the  value  of  their  services,  had  assembled  themselves 

raiTofVagea     peaceably  together  for  the  pui-pose  of  consulting  upon  and  de- 

they  will  re-      tennining  the  rate  of  wages  or  prices  which  the  persons  present  at 

quire,  ^^        the  meeting  should  require  for  their  work,  and  had  entered  into 

fb^^that^rate  •    ^^  agreement  amongst  themselves  for  the  purpose  of  fixing  such 

but  they  can-    rate,  they  would  have  done  no  more  than  the  law  allowed.     A 

not  lawfully      combination  for  that  purpose  and  to  that  extent  (if  indeed  it  can 

other  workmen  ^^  called  by  that  name)  is  no  more  than  is  recognized  as  legal  by 

in  the  exercise  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  129 ;   by  which  statute  also  exactly  the  same 

of  the  same       right  of  Combination,  to  the  same  extent  and  no  further,  is  given 

"^   '  to  the  masters  when  met  together,  if  they  are  of  opinion  the  rate 

of  wages  is  too  high.     In  the  case  supposed — ^that  is,  a  dispute 

between  the  masters  and  the  workmen  as  to  the  proper  amount  of 

wages  to  be  given, — it  was  probably  thought  by  the  legislature 

that  if  the  workmen  on  the  one  part  refused  to  work,  or  the 

masters  on  the  other  refused  to  employ,  as  such  a  state  of  things 

could  not  continue  long,  it  might  fairly  be  expected  that  the  party 

must  ultimately  give  way,  whose  pretensions  were  not  founded  in 
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reason  and  justice — the  masters  if  they  offered  too  little,  the 
workmen  if  they  demanded  too   much.     But,  unfortunately  for 
themselves  and  others,  those  who  were  discontented  did  not  rest 
here.   Not  satisfied  with  the  exercise  of  their  own  right  to  withhold 
their  own  labour,  if  they  were  discontented  with  the  price  they 
received  for  it,  they  assumed  the  power  of  interfering  with  the 
right  which  others  possessed,  of  exercising  their  discretion  upon 
the  same  point ;   and  accordingly  you  will  have  numerous  cases 
laid  before  you  in  which  large  bodies  of  dissatisfied   workmen 
interfered  by  personal  violence  and  by  threats  and  intimidation, 
to  compel  others,  who  were  perfectly  willing  to  continue  to  labour 
in  their  callings  at  the  rate  of  wages  then  paid,  to  desist  from 
their  work,  to  leave  the  mine  or  manufactory,  and  against  their 
own  will  to  add  themselves  to  the  numbers  of  the  discontented 
party ;  than  which  a  more  glaring  act  of  tyranny  and  despotism 
by  one  set  of  men  over  their  fellows  cannot  be  conceived.     If 
there  is  one  right  which,  beyond  all  others,  the  labourer  ought  to 
be  able  to  call  his  own,  it  is  the  right  of  the  exertion  of  his  own 
personal  strength  and  skill,  in  the  full  enjoyment  of  his  own  free 
will,  altogether  unshackled  by  the  control  or  dictates  of  his  fellow 
workmen ;   yet,  strange   to   say,  this  very  right,  which  the  dis- 
contented workman  claims  for  himself  to  the  fullest  extent,  he 
does,  by  a  blind  perversity  and  unaccountable  selfishness,  entirely 
refuse  to  his  fellows,  who  differ  in  opinion  from  himself.     It  is 
unnecessary  to  say,  that  a  course  of  proceeding  so  entirely  un- 
reasonable in  itself,  so  injurious  to  society,  so  detrimental  to  the 
interest  of  trade,  and  so  oppressive  against  the  rights  of  the  poor 
man,  must  be  a  gross  and  flagrant  violation  of  the  law,  and  must 
be  put  down,  when  the  guilt  is  established,  by  a  proper  measure  of 
punishment.'  {j) 

The  defendants  were  indicted  for  a  conspiracy  to  impoverish   On  the  one 
partners  in  their  trade  and  business  as  ironfounders,  and  for  a  con-  ^^  mastere 
spiracy  to  prevent  them  from  taking  into  their  service  journeymen   affree^among*^ 
and  apprentices,  &c. ;  Rolfe,  B.,  told  the  jury  that,  '  Those  who   themselves 
are  to  employ  labour  may  meet  and  say,  "  We  will  not  give  more  ^^*  ^ea 
than  such  and  such  a  rate,  or  we  will  stipulate  for  such  and  such  and^Jhat^^^ 
number  of  hours*  work  ;  we  will  make,  in  short,  regulations  benefi-  hours  of  work 
cial  to  ourselves  as  employers,  and  we  agree  that  we  will  not  take  *^®y  ^'^^^  re- 
any  workmen  that  require  more."     On  the  other  hand,  the  work-  oSer'work?*^ 
men  may  meet  and  say,  '*  We  will  not  work  for  less  than  such  and  men  have  a 
such  sums,  and  if  anybody  thinks  to  employ  us  on  low  wages  we  "«^*  ^  ^nree 
will  agree  we  will  not  work  for  them,  and  we  agree  to  form  a  ^yes^vhaT 
fund  and  support  one  another  until  we  get  them   to   come   to  wages  they 
proper  terms."     That  being  the  law,  the  market  in  that,  as  in  all  J^»^^  require ; 
other  things,  will  find  its  own  level,  and  what  the  value  of  that  h^'eT  right 
labour  is  will  be  found  out  by  there  being  either  a  redundancy  of  to  enfon;o 
hands  out  of  work,  or  a  redundancy  of  capital  seeking  for  labour ;  t^^®?®  objects 
and  that  is  the  policy  of  the  law.     But  if  any  illegal  means  be   means^^and 
taken,  the  principle  of  the  common  law  steps  in,  and  says  that  if  if  they 'agree 
any  persons  conspire  and  combine  together  to  effect  this  illegal  bo  to  do  they 
object,  an  object  that  is  of  itself  illegal,  any  such  conspiracy  to  ^gp|l^*L^^  * 

(;)  C.  &  AL  662,  note.     Parke,  B.,      Bykerdyke,  1  M.  &  Rob.  179. 
and  Kolfe,  B.,  wore  present.     See  R.  v. 
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It  is  not  il- 
legal for  work- 
men peaceably 
to  try  to  per- 
suade others 
to  determine 
not  to  work 
unless  on  cer- 
tain terms,  {h) 

It  is  not  ne- 
cessary to 
prove  that 
actoal  threats 
were  used  ;  it 
is  sufficient  if 
the  langoage 
used  is  such  as 
to  convey  the 
impression  of 
intimidation ; 
and  in  de- 
termining that 
question  it  ia 
not  so  much 
the  very  words 
that  are  to  be 
considered,  as 
whether  the 
fair  result  of 
them  was  to 
intimidate. 
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A  combination 
to  compel 
workmen  to 
quit  their  em- 
ploy unless 
another  work- 
man was  dis- 
charged. 


effect  the  illegal  object  is  itself  criminal.'  And  with  reference  to 
the  expressions  used  by  the  defendants,  Rolfe,  B.,  said,  *A  great 
deal  may  be  said  as  to  the  precise  words  used  ;  what  I  think  you 
should  consider  is  not  so  much  the  very  words,  as  whether  the  fair 
result  of  it  was  to  intimate  to  the  person  to  whom  it  was  ad- 
dressed, that  some  bodily  harm  would  happen  to  him  if  he 
persevered  in  his  intention  of  working  at  the  prosecutors*,  when 
they  only  said,  *'It  will  be  the  worse  for  you"  and  "You  will 
regret  it,"  and  so  on.  There  are  no  particular  words  necessary  to 
be  used  if  the  fair  inference  is  that  which  has  been  taken,  that  it 
was  to  prevent  the  other  party  from  persevering  in  the  intention 
of  working  for  the  prosecutoi-s,  and  unquestionably  that  would 
bring  home  the  charge  of  intimidation.'  And  with  respect  to 
persuasion  to  leave  their  service,  Rolfe,  B.,  said,  *  It  is  doubtless 
lawful  for  people  to  agree  among  themselves  not  to  work  except 
upon  certain  terms ;  that  being  so,  I  am  not  aware  of  any  illegality 
in  their  peaceably  trying  to  persuade  others  to  adopt  the  same 
view.  It  is  lawful  for  half  a  dozen  people  to  agree  together  and 
say,  "  Wo  will  not  work  unless  the  prosecutors  raise  our  wages." 
So  it  is  perfectly  reasonable  to  say  to  a  third  man,  "  You  had 
better  do  that  too,"  if  they  do  not  use  threats,  to  deter  him  from 
doing  it ;  but  it  is  not  necessary  to  use  actual  threats,  if  the 
language  used  is  such  as  tends  to  convey  the  impression  of  intimi- 
dation.* And  the  learned  Baron  afterwards  added, '  My  opinion  is 
that,  if  there  was  no  other  object  than  to  persuade  people  that  it 
was  their  interest  not  to  work  except  for  certain  wages,  and  not 
to  work  imder  certain  regulations  complied  with  in  a  peaceable 
way,  it  was  not  illegal'  (I) 

On  an  indictment  for  a  combination  by  workmen  contrary  to  the 
6  Geo.  4,  c.  129,  it  appeared  that  the  defendants  were  members 
of  a  society  called  the  Philanthropic  Society  of  Coopers.  The 
society  had  an  acting  member  in  every  coopers  yard.  C.  Evans, 
a  member  of  the  society,  was  working  in  Mr.  Turner's  yard  ;  but, 
with  his  permission,  he  did  four  days'  work  at  the  steam  mills  of 
other  masters,  where  steam  machinery  was  employed  for  making 
casks.  When  this  came  to  the  knowledge  of  the  society,  they  in- 
flicted a  fine  of  101.,  payable  by  instalments,  on  Evans  for  working 
in  a  yard  where  steam  machinery  was  employed.  Evans  refused  to 
pay,  and  the  other  men  in  Mr.  Turner's  yard  then  left  their  work, 
and  refused  to  return  whilst  Evans  was  employed.  Evans  was, 
in  consequence,  thrown  out  of  work.  Each  man  who  left  Turner's 
yard  on  account  of  Evans  was  paid  98.  for  his  loss  of  time  by 
the  committee.  Tiie  fine  was  imposed  in  accordance  with  the 
rules  of  the  society.  Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.,  was  of  opinion  that 
the  Philanthropic  Society  was,  according  to  its  rules,  a  lawful  in- 
stitution ;  but  it  could  not  be  permitted  that,  under  the  guise  of 
its  laudable  objects,  the  members  should  enter  into  a  combination 
to  injure  others.  By  law  every  man's  labour  was  his  own,  and  he 
might  make  what  bargain  he  liked  for  his  own  employment ;  but 
the  men  must  not  associate  themselves  to  do  that  which  might  pre- 


(k)  SeeR,  v.  Shepherd,  11  Cox,  C.  C. 
825  ;  R.  v.  Hibbert,  13  Cox,  C.  C.  82. 
Cleasby,  B.  This  is  so  now,  see  ss.  8  &  7, 
of  new  Act,  anfr.,  pp.  161,  162. 


(l)  Reg.  V.  Selsby,  6  Cox,  C.  C.  495, 
note.  Sp.  As.  1847.  See  sec.  7  of  the 
new  Act,  ante,  p.  1 62. 
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judice  another  man.  The  men  may  take  care  not  to  enter  into 
engagements  of  which  they  do  not  approve ;  but  they  must  not 
prevent  another  from  doing  so.  It  was  clear  the  defendants  un- 
lawfully imposed  a  fine  on  Evans,  and  proceeded  by  unlawful 
means  to  induce  him  to  pay  that  fine,  (m) 

The  first  count  stated  that  R.  P.  and  G.  H.  P.  carried  on  trade  as  Counts  for  a 

manufacturers  of  iapanned  and  tin  wares,  and  that  divers  persons  coj^pir^cy  *o 

1  jtI'jj  ijii  ^      1  ^  lOTOb  workmen 

were  workmen,  and  hired  and  employed  by  and  worked  as  workmen  ^o  leave  their 

for  the  said  R.  P.  and  G.  H.  P.  in  their  said  trade,  and  that  the  employment 

prisoners  unlawfully  conspired,  &c.,  by  unlawfully  molesting  the  ^^  'moleet- 

workmen  so  hired  and  employed  by  and  working  for  the  said  R.  P.  threats^to"^ 

and  G.  H.  P.  in  their  said  trade,  to  force  and  endeavour  to  force  the  and  *intimi- 

said  workmen  so  hired  and  employed  by  and  working  for  the  said  dating*  them, 

R.  P.  and  G.  H.  P.,  in  their  said  trade,  to  depart  from  their  said  they^stateThe 

hiring,  employment,  and  work.     The  second  count  was  like  the  means  in  the 

first,  but  stated  the  means  to  be  by  unlawfully  using  threats  to  ^^^J*^® 

the  said  workmen.    The  third  was  like  the  preceding,  but  stated  ^  129  s.  3. 
the  means  to  be  by  unlawfully  intimidating  the  said  workmen. 
The  fourth,  fifth,  and  sixth  were  similarly  framed  for  conspiring 
to  force  individual  workmen  to  depart  from  their  hiring  by  the 
means  stated  in  the  first,  second,  and  third  counts  respectively. 

The   seventh   count,    like   the   first,   stated   that  divers    persons  Andsoara 

were  workmen,  and  were  hired  and  employed  by  and  worked  for  counts  for  a 

R.  P.  and  G.  H.  P.  in  their  said  trade,  and  that  the  prisoners  f^fert^a^ld 

unlawfully  conspired,  &c.,  by  unlawfully  molesting  the  said  R.  P.  'obstruct*  an 

and  G.  H.  P.,  to  force  and  endeavour  to  force  the  said  workmen  so  employer. 
hired,  &c.,  to  depart  from  their  said  hiring,  &c.     The  eighth  count 
was  like  the  seventh,  but  stated  the  means  to  be  by  unlawfully 
obstructing  the  said  R.  P.  and  G.  H.  P.,  so  carrying  on  their  said 
trade,  and  the  said  workmen  so  hired,  &c.,  by  and  working  for  the 

said  R.  P.  and  G.  H.  P.  in  their  said  trade.     The  ninth  count  And  so  are 

stated  that  R.  P.  and  G.  H.  P.  carried  on  trade,  &c.,  and  that  the  ^^"''*? '°'  * 

conspiracT  to 

prisoners  unlawfully  conspired,  &c.,  by  molesting  the  said  R  P.  force  a  master 

and  G.  H.  P.,  to  force  and  endeavour  to  force  them  to  make  an  to  alter  the 

alteration  in  the  mode  of  carrying  on  their  said  trade.     The  tenth  Jli^n^'huT' 

count  stated  that  workmen  were  hired,  &c.,  by  R.  P.  and  G.  H.  P.  business  by 

as  in  the  former  counts,  and  that  the  prisoners  unlawfully  con-  '  molesting  * 

spired  by  obstructing  the  said  R.  P.  and  G.  H.  P.,  and  by  inducing  f"^.  '^^^^t 

and  persuading  the  said  workmen  in  the  hiring  and  employment  persuading 

of  the  said  R.  P.  and  G.  H.  P.  to  leave  their  hiring,  employment,  his  workmen 

and  work,  to  force  and  endeavour  to  force   the   said   R.  P.  and  to  leave  his 

service 

G.  H.  P.  to  make  an  alteration  in  the  mode  of  carrying  on  their 
said  trade.     The  eleventh  count  stated  that  R.  P.  and  G.  H.  P.  And  so  are 
carried  on  trade,  &c.,  and  that  divers  persons  were  being  hired  ^^^^y  ^ 
and  employed  as  workmen  for  the  said  R.  P.  and  G.  H.  P.  in  their  prevent  work- 
said  trade ;  and  that  the  prisoners  unlawfully  conspired  by  molest-  men  from 
ing  and  obstructing  such  workmen  as  aforesaid  as  might  be  willing  ^i"°fb ***"'" 
to  be  hired  and  employed  by  the  said  R.  P.  and  G.  H.  P.  in  their  molesting, 
said  trade,  and  who  were  not  then  hired  and  employed  by  the  obstructing, 
said  R.  P.  and  G.  H.  P.,  or  by  any  other  person,  to  prevent  and  ?^^  threaten- 

*  V         V  X  '         u  iDff  sucn  work" 

endeavour  to  prevent  the  said  workmen  so  willing  to  be  employed,  ^en. 
&c.,  from  hiring  themselves   to,  and   from   accepting  work   and 

(m)  Keg.  V.  Hewitt,  5  Cox,  C.  C.  162,  Feb.  1851. 
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employment  from  the  said  R  P.  and  G.  H.  P.  in  their  said  trade. 
The  twelfth  count  was  like  the  eleventh,  but  stated  the  means  to 
be  by  unlawfully  using  threats  and  intimidation  to  such  workmen 
And  80  are  who  might  be  willing,  &c.  The  thirteenth  {n)  count  stated  that 
counts  (framed  R.  P.  and  G.  H.  P.  carried  on  trade,  &c.,  and  that  divers  persons, 
to the4 G«o!^  being  artificers,  had  contracted  with  the  said  R.  P.  and  G.  H.  P. 
4,  c.  84, 8.  8)  to  serve  them  as  artificers  in  their  said  trade  for  certain  times  and 
for  a  con-  periods,  &c.,  and  had  entered  into  the  service  of  the  said  R  P. 

mduce\!^rk-  ^^^  ^'  ^'  ^'  ^  ^^^^  manufacturers.  And  that  the  prisoners 
men  to  absent  Unlawfully  conspired,  &c.,  by  divers  subtle  means  and  devices,  to 
themselves  induce  and  persuade  such  artificers  so  having  contracted,  &c.,  and 
plo^snTbe™  ^^  having  entered  into  the  service,  &c.,  unlawfully  to  absent 
fore  the  end  of  themselves  from  the  said  service  of  the  said  R  P.  and  G.  H.  P., 
their  hiring,  without  the  consent  of  either  of  them,  before  the  respective  terms 
of  the  same  contracts  were  completed.  The  fourteenth  count  stated 
that  W.  H.,  being  an  artificer,  had  contracted,  &c.,  for  a  period 
specified,  and  had  entered  into  the  service,  and  that  the  prisoners 
conspired,  &c.,  by  divers  subtle  means  and  devices,  and  illegal  acts 
and  practices,  and  by  intoxicating  the  said  W.  H.,  to  induce  and 
persuade  the  said  W.  H.,  so  having  contracted,  &c.,  and  so  having 
entered  into  the  said  service,  &c.,  unlawfully  to  absent  himself 
from  the  service  of  the  said  R  P.  and  G.  H.  P.  without  the 
consent  of  either  of  them  before  the  term  of  the  said  contract  was 
completed.  The  fifteenth  count  was  like  the  fourteenth,  but 
related  to  one  T.  G.  The  eighteenth  count  stated  that  the  pri- 
soners, intending  to  injure  and  oppress  the  said  R  P.  and  G.  H.  P. 
in  their  trade  as  manufacturers,  &c.,  conspired,  &c.,  by  divers 
subtle  means  and  devices,  and  by  intoxicating  and  thereby  render- 
ing senseless  the  workmen  of  the  said  R  P.  and  G.  H.  P.  in  their 
trade,  to  convey  to  a  distance  and  carry  away  the  said  workmen, 
and  thereby  to  prevent  the  said  workmen  from  continuing  to  work 
for  the  said  R.  P.  and  G.  H.  P.  in  their  said  trade.  The  twentieth 
count  stated  that  the  prisoners  conspired  by  divers  subtle  means 
and  devices,  and  by  illegal  acts  and  practices,  and  by  molesting 
and  intoxicating  the  workmen  in  the  employment  of  the  said  R.  P. 
and  G.  H.  P.,  and  by  inducing  the  workmen  to  depart  from  the 
said  employment  and  to  break  their  contracts  with  the  said  R.  P. 
and  G.  H.  P.,  to  force  and  compel  the  said  R.  P.  and  G.  H.  P.  to 
alter,  and  thereby  increase,  the  amount  of  wages  which  the  said 
R  P.  and  G.  H.  P.  then  were  in  the  habit  of  paying  to  the 
workmen  in  their  employment.  Each  count  concluded  *to  the 
great  damage  of  tlie  said  R  P.  and  G.  H.  P.,*  &c.  In  arrest  of 
judgment  it  was  urged  that  the  first  ten  counts  were  too  vague 
and  the  words,  'molest,'  'threats/  'intimidating,'  and  'obstruct- 
ing/ were  objected  to  as  not  necessarily  importing  anjrthing  un- 
lawful. To  the  eleventh  and  twelfth  counts  it  was  further 
objected  that  they  ought  to  have  alleged  that  the  prisoners  knew 
of  the  intended  hiring,  and  that  the  names  of  the  workmen  ought 
to  have  been  stated.  That  to  follow  the  words  of  a  statute  was 
only  sufficient  where  the  indictment  was  on  the  statute,  and  here 
the  charge  was  at  common   law.      The  offences  created  by  the 

(n)  This  and  the  two  following  counts  men  who  unlawfully  absent  themselves 
were  framed  with  reference  to  the  4  from  their  service  before  the  end  of  the 
Geo.  4,  c.  34,  8.  3,  which  relates  to  work-      term  for  which  they  have  been  engaged. 
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6  Geo.  4,  c.  129,  s.  3,  depended  entirely  upon  the  means  used, 
and  if  those  were  not  properly  described,  there  was  no  sufl&cient 
charge  of  conspiracy  to  violate  the  statute.  To  the  thirteenth, 
fourteenth,  and  fifteenth  counts  it  was  objected  that  they  ought 
to  have  stated  what  the  contracts  were,  and  that  the  absence  was 
without  lawful  excuse.  That  conspiring  merely  to  *  induce  and 
pei-suade,'  as  alleged  in  the  tenth  count,  was  no  ofifence,  even  if  a 
contract  appeared  which  made  it  unlawful  not  to  serve.  But  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  held  that  the  counts  were  wholly  unex- 
ceptionable. Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.,  'It  is  objected  that  some 
counts  do  not  disclose  the  nature  of  the  molestation  or  intimida- 
tion by  which  the  conspiracy  was  to  take  efifect ;  but  this  is  quite 
unnecessary.  The  words  of  the  legislature  are  used ;  the  terms 
in  question  have  a  meaning  stamped  upon  them  by  the  6  Geo.  4, 
c.  129,  s.  3,  and  we  must  take  it  that  they  are  used  here  in  that 
sense.  And  they  are  not  employed,  as  describing  the  substan- 
tive offence  for  which  the  indictment  is  prefen-ed ;  that  offence 
consists  in  the  conspiracy,  which  is  a  misdemeanor  at  common 
law.'  (o) 

In  summing  up  this  case  to  the  jury,  Erie,  J.,  said,  '  The  law  is  Workmen 
clear  that  workmen  have  a  right  to  combine  for  their  own  protec-  ^*^®  a  right 
tion,  and  to  obtain  such  wages  as  they  choose  to  agree  to  demand,  f^^  their^own 
I  say  nothing  at  present  as  to  the  legality  of  other  persons  not  protection  and 
workmen  combining  with  them  to  assist  in  that  purpose.     As  far   ^  obtain  such 
as  I  know,  there  is  no  objection,  in  point  of  law,  to  it ;  and  it  is  ^^^  to    *^ 
not  necessary  to  go  into  that  matter ;  but  I  consider  the  law  to  be  demand  ;  bnt 
clear  so  far  only  as  while  the  purpose  of  the  combination  is  to  *^®7.*^^^®  °** 
obtain  a  benefit  for  the  parties  who  combine ;  a  benefit  which  by  "^^  f^,  ^™' 
law  they  can  claim.     I  make  that  remark,  because  a  combination  pnrpose  of 
for  the  purpose  of  injuring  another  is  a  combination  of  a  different  "0™^ 
nature,  directed  personally  against  the  party  to  be  injured ;  and  m^^  may 
the  law  allowing  them  to  combine  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  a  also  combine 
lawful  benefit  to  themselves,  gives  no  sanction  to  combinations,  to  promote 
which  have  for  their  immediate  purpose  the  hurt  of  another.     The  ^dyn^s^ 
rights  of  workmen  are  conceded ;  but  the  exercise  of  free-will  and 
freedom  of  action  within  the  limits  of  the  law  is  also  secured 
equally  to  the  masters.     The  intention  of  the  law  is  at  present  to 
allow  either  of  them  to  follow  the  dictates  of  their  own  will  with 


{o)  Reg.  r.  Rowlands,  17  Q.  B.  671. 
2  Den.  C.  C.  364.  Sum.  Ass.  1851.  The 
other  objections  were  not  noticed.  The 
sixteenth  count  stated  that  the  prisoners 
conspired  unlawfuUy  to  intimidate,  pre- 
judice, and  oppress  R.  P.  and  G.  If.  P. 
in  their  tratlo  as  manufacturers  of  ja- 
panned and  tin  wares,  and  to  prevent  the 
workmen  of  the  said  R.  P.  and  G.  H.  P. 
from  continuing  to  work  for  them  in  their 
said  trade.  The  seventeenth  count  stated 
that  the  prisoners  conspired,  &c.,  by  divers 
subtle  means  and  devices,  and  wicked 
arts  and  practices,  to  injure  and  oppress 
the  said  K.  P.  and  G.  H.  P.  in  their  trade 
of  manufacturers  of  tin  and  japanned 
wares,  and  to  induce  the  workmen  of  the 
said  R.  P.  and  G.  H.  P.  to  depart  from 
their  hiring,  employment,  and  work  with 
the  said  R.  P.  and  G.  H.  P.  before  the 


period  of  their  agreement  with  them  was 
completed.  The  nineteenth  count  stated 
that  the  prisoners  conspired,  &c.,  unlaw- 
fully to  intimidate,  prejudice,  and  oppress 
R.  P.  and  G.  H.  P.  in  their  trade  of  mar 
nufacturers  of  japanned  and  tin  wares, 
and  to  entice  and  seduce  away  the  work- 
men of  the  said  R.  P.  and  G.  H.  P.  from 
their  employment,  and  therebv  to  injure 
and  oppress  the  said  R.  P.  and  G.  H.  P. 
in  their  said  trade  ;  and  Lord  Campbell, 
0.  J.,  said,  *  We  all  agree  in  thinking  that 
the  sixteenth,  seventeenth,  and  nineteenth, 
counts  are  open  to  objection,  as  being  too 
vague.  We  give  no  final  opinion  ;  but 
on  these  counts  there  will  be  a  rule  nisi 
to  arrest  the  judgment,  unless  a  noUe  pro- 
sequi be  entered  ; '  which  the  counsel  fur 
the  crown  consented  to  enter. 
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A  conRpiracy 
to  obstruct 
xnanufactarers 
iu  carrying  on 
their  business 
and  to  force 
them  to 
consent  to  a 
certain  scale 
of  prices,  and 
in  pursuance 
thereof  per- 
suading the 
workmen  to 
leave  their 
employ,  is 
illegal,  though 
it  be  merely  to 
gratify  ill-wilL 


Unengaged 
workmen  bare 
a  clear  right 
to  agree 
not  to  enter 
into  any  ser- 
vice unless 
they  obtain  a 
certain  rate  of 
wages ;  but 
they  have  no 
right  to  com- 
bine to  induce 
men  in  em- 
plo.v  to  leave 
their  service, 
in  order  to 
compel  their 
masters  to 
raise  their 
wages. 


respect  to  their  own  actions  and  their  own  property  ;  and  either,  I 
believe,  has  a  right  to  study  to  promote  his  own  advantage  or  to 
combine  with. others  to  promote  their  mutual  advantage.'  Erie,  J., 
then  said  that  in  this  case  there  had  been  a  combination  to  force 
the  prosecutors  to  agree  to  a  uniform  book  of  prices ;  and,  after 
adverting  to  the  different  counts,  added,  *  If  you  should  be  of 
opinion  that  a  combination  existed  for  the  purpose  of  obstructing 
the  prosecutors  in  carrying  on  their  business,  and  forcing  them  to 
consent  to  this  book  of  prices,  and,  in  pursuance  of  that  concert, 
they  persuaded  the  free  men,  and  gave  money  to  the  free  men,  to 
leave  the  employ  of  the  prosecutors,  the  purpose  being  to  obstruct 
them  in  their  manufacture,  and  to  injure  them  in  their  business, 
and  so  to  force  their  consent^  with  no  other  result  to  the  parties 
combining  than  gratifying  ill-will,  I  am  of  opinion  that  that  would 
also  be  a  violation  of  the  law,  and  would  warrant  a  conviction  on 
the  counts  directed  ao^ainst  that  form  of  offence.'  It  was  con- 
tended  that  this  language  led  the  jury  to  suppose  that,  although 
the  combination  were  for  a  legitimate  object,  yet,  if  the  means  to 
be  used  would  have  the  effect  of  obstructing  the  prosecutors  in 
carrying  on  their  business,  it  was  an  indictable  conspiracy ; 
whereas,  if  the  object  of  the  workmen  was  to  enforce  their  own 
rights,  they  were  justified  in  doing  so,  though  the  effect  were  an 
obstruction  of  the  prosecutors'  business.  But  Erie,  J.,  said  that 
his  words  had  no  such  meaning,  and  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench 
saw  no  objection  to  the  summing  up.  (p) 

And  on  an  indictment  containing  the  same  counts  as  the  preceding 
case  at  the  same  assizes,  Erie,  J.,  told  the  jury  '  that  with  respect 
to  the  law  relating  to  the  combinations  of  workmen,  nothing  can 
be  more  clearly  established  in  point  of  law  than  that  workmen 
are  at  liberty,  while  they  are  perfectly  free  from  engagement,  and 
have  the  option  of  entering  into  employ  or  not ;  nothing  can  be 
more  clear  than  that  they  have  a  right  to  agree  among  themselves 
to  say,  "  We  will  not  go  into  any  employ  unless  we  can  get  a  certain 
rate  of  wages."  But  I  think  it  would  be  most  dangerous  if  that 
proposition  were  carried  at  all  wider  than  the  terms  in  which  I 
put  it ;  that  is  to  say,  where  workmen  are  perfectly  free  from 
engagement,  having  the  option  whether  they  will  hire  themselves 
or  not,  each  man  for  himself  may  say,  *'  I  will  go  into  no  employ 
unless  I  can  get  a  certain  rate  of  wages,"  and  all  of  them,  if  they 
choose,  may  say,  *'  We  will  agree  with  one  another  that  in  our 
trade,  as  able-bodied  workmen,  we  will  not  take  employ  unless  the 
employers  agree  to  give  a  certain  rate  of  wages."  But  I  think  it 
would  be  most  dangerous  indeed  if  that  rule  of  law,  so  in  favour 
of  workmen  protecting  their  own  interests,  were  at  all  construed 
to  extend  to  that  which  is  charged  in  this  indictment ;  that  is  to  say, 
to  suppose  that  workmen,  who  think  that  a  certain  rate  of  wages 
ought  to  be  obtained,  have  a  right  to  combine  together  to  induce 
men,  already  in  the  employ  of  other  masters  (to  leave  their 
service),  for  the  purpose  of  compelling  those  masters  to  raise  their 
wages.'  ....  *  I  take  it  for  granted  that  if  a  manufacturer  has 
got  a  manufactory,  and  his  capital  embarked  in  it  for  the  purpose 


(p)  Ibid.  p.  686,  note  (6).      The  summing  up  is  given  at 'length  in  5  Cox,  C.  C. 

400,  ct  scq. 
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of  producing  articles  in  that  manufactory,  if  pereons  conspire  to- 
gether to  take  away  all  his  workmen,  that  would  necessarily  be  an 
obstruction  to  him  ;  that  would  necessarily  be  a  molesting  of  him 
in  his  manufactory/  and  that  would  certainly  be  a  conspiracy  for 
an  unlawful  purpose,  (q)     '  The  workmen  have  a  right  to  agree  Any  combina- 
that  none  of  those  who  make  the  agreement  will  go  into  employ  *^°'*J^™!j®** 
unless  they  are  to  receive  a  certain  rate  of  wages ;  but  with  respect  workmen  who 
to  their  fellow  workmen,  they  have  no  right  at  all  to  agree  to  are  willing  to 
molest  or  intimidate  or  annoy  other  workmen  in  the  same  line  of  ^^^ 
business,  who  refuse  to  enter  into  the  agreement,  and  who  choose 
to  go  and  work  for  the  employers  at  a  lower  rate  of  wages  than 
that  which  the  parties  agree  to  rely  on.'     'Let   those   without 
engagements  agree  to  any  terms  they  please,  but  they  have  no 
right  to  interfere  with  other  workmen,  who  do  not  come  into  the 
agreement,  and  who  are,  of  course,  at  liberty  to  go  to  any  em- 
ployers on  any  terms  they  choose '  (?') 

The  prosecutor  was  a  builder,  and  employed  a  large  number  of  What  are 
men.     In   1859   there   had   been   a  strike  of  workmen   in   the  threats  and 
building  trade,  and  the  prosecutor  determined  not  to  employ  any  ^jt^^  the^"* 
men  who  declined  to  work  under  a  certain  declaration.     In  May  a  Geo.  4, 
1860   the    prosecutor   had    some    men  in  his  employ  who  were  c-  129,  s.  8. 
working  under  this  declaration,  and  the  defendant  and  two  others 
brought  a  paper  signed  by  himself  and  about  thirty  other  work- 
men, which  informed  the  prosecutor  that  *  unless  the  men,  who 
are  working  under  the  declaration  in  his  shop,  are  discharged, 
and  we  have  a  definite  answer  by  dinner-time  to  that  effect,  we 
cease  work  immediately.'     The  defendant,  in  reply  to  questions 
ut  by  the  prosecutor,  said  they  had  no  fault  to  find  with  him, 
is  foremen  or  clerks,  or  with  the  wages  the  defendant  received ; 
but,  being  asked  what  he  wanted,  he  said,  '  You  must  discharge 
those  two  men  who  are  working  under  the  declaration,  and  if  you 
do  not  we  will  leave  work.'    The  prosecutor  refused  to  be  dictated 
to,  and  the  defendant  and  all  the  men  who  had  signed  the  paper 
left  his  employment ;  and  it  was  held  that  the  defendant  was 
rightly  convicted,  under  the  6  Geo.  4,  a  129,  s.  3,  of  unlawfully 
by  threats  endeavouring  to  force   the   prosecutor  to   limit   the 
description  of  his  workmen.  («) 


t 


(q)  Reg.   V,   Duffield,   6   Cox,    C.  C. 
404. 

(r)  Per  Erie,  J. ,  ibid.  See  Hilton  v. 
Eckereley,  6  E.  &  B.  47,  where  there  was 
much  discussion  as  to  rights  of  masters 
and  workmen  to  combine  to  protect  their 
interests ;  and  Lord  Campbell,  C.  J., 
after  citing  the  dictum  of  Grose,  J.,  in 
Rex  V.  Mawbey,  6  T.  R.  636,  there  said, 
*  I  cannot  bring  myself  to  believe,  with- 
out authority  mucn  more  cogent,  that  if 
two  workmen,  who  sincerely  believe  their 
wages  to  be  inadequate,  should  meet  and 
agree  that  they  woald  not  work  unless 
their  wages  were  raised,  without  design- 
ing or  contemplating  violence,  or  any 
illegal  means  for  gaining  their  object, 
they  would  be  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor.* 
See  Hornby  r.  Close,  36  L.  J.  M.  C.  43  ; 
Farrar  v.  Close,  38  L.  J.  M.  C.  132, 

(j?)  Walsby  v.  Anlcy,  8  Law  T.  666, 


A.D.  1861.  Cockbum,  C.  J.,  'Every 
workman  in  the  service  of  an  employer 
is  entitled  to  the  full  exercise  of  his  dis- 
cretion as  to  whether  he  will  continue  in 
that  employment,  so  long  as  ho  is  not 
bound  by  any  contract,  and  to  give  liis 
employer  the  alternative  of  either  losing 
his  services,  or  discharging  obnoxious  per- 
sons with  whom  he  might  not  choose  to 
work ;  and  more  than  that,  several  men, 
who  might  consider  other  workmen  as 
obnoxious,  have  a  perfect  right  to  put 
the  same  alternative  to  their  employer. 
But  if  the  men  go  further  than  that,  and 
seek  to  coerce  the  master  by  the  threat  of 
what  is  likely  to  operate  to  his  injury, 
that  comes  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act. 
In  the  present  case,  it  was  not  one  man 
who  went  to  the  employer,  but  several, 
who  adopted  the  same  course  ;  not  with 
the  view  of  giving  him  an  opportunity  of 
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So  where  one  Longman  was  a  member  of  the  United  Boiler 
Makers  and  Iron  Shipbuilders'  Society,  and  in  the  employ  of 
Messrs  Kruger ;  and  they  had  ordered  one  Norfolk,  who  was  not 
a  club-man,  to  work  on  boilers  by  bending  angle  iron,  and  he  did 
so.  Longman  attended  a  meeting  of  the  club,  summoned  '  to  stop 
an  encroachment,'  and  found  the  encroachment  was  '  Norfolk's 
working  at  the  angle  iron  ; '  a  resolution  was  passed  that  the  men 
belonging  to  the  society  should  not  be  allowed  to  work  at  Messrs. 
Kruger*s  if  Norfolk  was  allowed  to  work  at  angle  iron  work. 
O'Neill,  the  chairman  of  the  meeting,  told  Longman  and  others 
that,  being  club-men  working  at  Kruger's  yard,  they  would  have  to 
come  out  if  Norfolk  was  not  knocked  off  angle  work.  A  deputation 
from  the  club  waited  on  Messrs.  Kruger,  but  produced  no  effect. 
Longman  was  then  summoned  to  another  meeting,  at  which  a  re- 
port of  the  deputation  was  made,  and  Longman  was  asked  by 
O'Neill,  from  the  chair,  whether  he  intended  to  remain  an  honour- 
able member,  and  leave  the  shop  (Kruger's),  or  stay  in  the  shop, 
and  be  despised  by  the  club,  and  have  his  name  sent  round  all 
over  the  country  in  the  report,  and  be  put  to  all  sort  of  unpleasant- 
ness. Longman  told  O'Neill  that,  if  there  were  anything  to 
undergo,  he  would  bear  the  consequences.  He  had  further  time 
granted  him  for  consideration,  but  ultimately  refused  to  leave  his 
employment.  It  was  held,  chiefly  on  the  authority  of  the  pre- 
ceding case,  that  O'Neill  was  guilty  of  having  unlawfully,  by 
threats  and  intimidation,  endeavoured  to  force  Longman  to  depart 
from  his  service.  What  was  said  would  operate  most  formidably 
on  the  mind  of  a  person  who  felt  that  he  would  be  deprived  of  all 
the  benefit  he  would  otherwise  obtain  from  the  club,  and  be  dis- 
missed from  it,  and  put  to  all  sorts  of  unpleasantness.  It  was  difii- 
cult  to  conceive  what  sort  of  threat  could  be  intended  to  come 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Act,  shoi't  of  personal  violence,  if  this 
were  not  such  a  threat,  {t) 

The  respondent,  a  master  bricklayer,  with  his  men,  were  em- 
ployed on  a  building,  and  the  appellant,  Barrow,  and  another  man 
(O'Hare),  were  about  thirty  yards  off.  They  spoke  to  two  of  his 
men,  who  immediately  afterwards  took  away  their  tools,  and 
ceased  to  work  for  respondent.  This  they  were  at  liberty  to  do  by 
their  agreement.  The  respondent  asked  Barrow  and  O'Hare  why 
the  men  had  been  stopped,  and  they  told  him,  '  He  must  know  it 
was  on  account  of  his  apprentices.'  At  that  time  the  respondent 
had  four  apprentices.  Two  or  three  weeks  afterwards  respondent 
wrote  to  Barrow,  as  the  Secretary  of  the  United  Order  of  Brick- 
layers' Association,  asking  to  be  informed  of  the  reason  that  his 
men  were  taken  away  from  him,  and  stating  that  he  had  heard 


exercising  his  discretion,  bnt,  by  threat- 
ening to  leave  his  employ,  to  compel  and 
coerce  him  to  dischai^e  the  obnoxious 
persons.'  Hill,  J.,  'The  word  "threat" 
in  the  Act  must  be  constmed  with  those 
which  precede  and  follow.  It  may  be  a 
threat  to  do  an  illegal  act ;  and  the  (ques- 
tion is,  whether  the  act  threatened  to  be 
done  is  an  illegal  act.  A  man  has  a 
X)erfect  right  to  go  to  an  employer,  and 
say  all  that  was  aaid  in  this  case,  or 


several  might  do  it ;  but  if  they  acted  in 
combination,  not  honestly  and  indepen- 
dently, but  for  the  purpose  of  coercing 
the  master,  they  are  guilty  of  a  conspiracy 
at  common  law.  The  combination,  and 
the  attempt  to  carry  it  out,  were  iUegal.* 
See  K.  V.  Druitt,  10  Cox,  C.  C.  592. 

(0  O'Neill  V.  Longman,  9  Cox,  C.  C. 
360,  A.D.  1863.  4B.  &S.  376.  O'Neill 
V.  Kruger,  4  B.  &  S.  389. 
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that  it  was  because  he  employed  too  many  apprentices,  and  that 
he  should  like  to  know  what  the  society  required  him  to  do.  In 
reply,  a  letter  was  sent  in  Barrow*s  handwriting  in  these  terms : 
*  At  a  summoned  meeting  of  the  United  Order  of  Bricklayers  it 
wis  proposed,  seconded,  and  carried  unanimously,  that  no  society 
bricklayer  will  work  for  Thomas  Bowron  until  such  time  as  he 
parts  with  some  of  his  apprentices,  namely,  he  will  be  allowed 
two  ;  and  when  his  oldest  apprentice  arrives  to  his  last  year  of 
servitude  he  will  be  allowed  a  third,  and  until  then  there  will  be 
no  society  bricklayer  work  for  him ;  and  further,  there  will  be  so 
much  expenses  to  pay  as  well  before  any  society  bricklayer 
will  work  for  the  said  Thomas  Bowron.'  The  appellant  Wood 
acted  as  chairman  and  Barrow  as  secretary  at  the  meeting 
at  which  the  letter  was  written.  Shortly  after  the  meeting  a  de- 
mand of  18Z.  was  made  by  Wood,  who  stated  that  that  sum  must 
be  paid  before  they  would  allow  any  men  to  work  for  the  re- 
spondent. Held,  that  the  above  facts  were  not  sufficient  to  sustain 
the  conviction  of  the  appellant  under  6  Geo.  4,  c.  129,  s.  3  (now 
repealed)  for  unlawfully,  by  using  certain  threats,  forcing,  or  en- 
deavouriug  to  force,  the  respondent  to  limit  the  number  of  his 
apprentices,  (u) 

By  sect.  3  of  the  6  Geo.  4.  c.  129  (now  repealed),  it  is  enacted 
that  if  any  person  shall,  by  threats  or  intimidation,  force,  or 
endeavour  to  force,  any  manufacturer,  or  person  carrying  on  any 
trade  or  business,  to  limit  the  number  of  his  apprentices,  or  the 
number  or  description  of  his  journeymen,  workmen,  or  servants,  he 
shall,  being  convicted  thereof,  be  imprisoned,  &c. 

The  appellant,  secretary  of  a  lodge  of  the  General  Union  of 
Carpenters  and  Joiners,  delivered  to  the  respondent,  a  builder,  the 
following  notice  : — 

'  Mr.  William  Kitch, 

'  Sir, — I  am  requested  by  the  committee  of  Carpenters 
and  Joiners  to  give  the  men  in  your  employ  notice  to  come  out  on 
strike  against  James  Jordan,  unless  he  become  a  member  of  the 
above  society,  not  being  any  way  disrespectful  to  you  or  him,  but 


(«)  Wood  V.  Bowron,  10  Cox,  C.  C. 
S44,  ei  per  Lush,  J.,  'I  am  also  of  the 
same  opinion,  that  there  is  no  evidence  to 
sustain  the  conviction.  After  the  decisions 
that  have  been  given  upon  this  statute, 
it  is  too  late  to  say  that  the  word 
**  threat "  is  limited  to  the  declaration  of 
an  intention  to  do  acts  which  have  an  in- 
timate connection  with  injury  or  personal 
^olence  to  another.  The  cases  tnathave 
heen  decided  show  that  the  word  must 
have  a  wider  sense  than  has  been  put 
nx>on  it,  namely,  a  threat  by  act  or  words 
for  the  purpose  of  doing  some  injury  to 
another  person  ;  that  would  come  within 
the  meaning  of  a  threat  within  the  Act 
of  Parliament.  I  apprehend  that  it  is 
very  essential  to  a  ''threat,'*  that  it 
should  be  made  for  the  purpose  of  intimi- 
dating the  person  to  whom  it  is  addressed. 


Now,  here  an  agreement  was  come  to  not 
to  work  for  the  master  until  he  reduced 
the  number  of  his  apprentices.  Whatever 
its  (]^uality  might  be  at  common  law, 
certamly  it  is  no  offence  against  the 
statute ;  nevertheless,  it  is  not  so  used  as 
to  constitute  a  threat.  The  question,  in 
my  mind,  is  whether  it  was  used  for  a 
purpose  which  could  be  construed  into  a 
threat  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute  ? 
When  I  find  the  resolution  passed  was 
not  communicated  to  the  master,  except 
in  answer  to  his  inquiry,  by  way  of  ex- 
planation why  these  persons  had  left  his 
employment,  and  then  communicated 
simply  for  the  purpose  of  giving  that  in- 
formation, it  seems  to  me  that  it  wants 
the  essential  element  of  a  threat.  There- 
fore, I  am  of  opinion  that  the  appellants 
were  not  rightly  convicted.' 


176  Of  Conspiracy.  [book  v. 

being  compelled  by  the  Union  and  laws.  This  notice  will  be 
carried  out  after  the  27th  inst.,  unless  settled  in  accordance  with 
the  Society's  laws.  I  remain,  yours  most  respectfully,  Thomas 
Skinner,  Secretary.* 

Held,  that  the  appellant  had  thereby  brought  himself  within 
the  operation  of  the  3rd  section  as  above  mentioned,  (y) 

(t?)  Skinner  v.  Kitch,  10  Cox,  C.  C.  493. 
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CHAPTER  THE  THIRD. 

OF  LIBEL  AND  INDICTABLE  SLANDER. 

I.  Definition  of,  p.  177. 
II.  Privileged  communications,  p.  180. 

III.  Against  the  Christian  religion,  p.  193. 

IV.  Against  morality,  p.  197. 

V.  Against  the  constitution,  p.  197. 
VI.  Against  the  King,  p.  198. 

VII.  Against  the  two  Houses  of  Pariiament,  p.  200. 

VIII.  Against  the  Gbvemment,  p.  201. 

IX.  Against  the  magistrates  and  the  administration 

of  justice,  p.  203. 
X.  Against  private  individuals,  p.  205. 
XI.  Against  foreigners  of  distinction,  p.  208. 
XII.  Indictment  for,  p.  209. 

XIII.  Evidence— Plea,  Trial,  &c.  — Lord  Campbell's 
Act,  p.  211. 

Sec.  I. 
Definition  Of. 

It  appears  to  be  well  settled  that  publications  blaspheming  What  pnblica- 
God,  or  turnincr  the  doctrines  of  the  Christian  relifidon  into  contempt  ^^^  ^? 
and  ridicule,  may  be  made  the  subject  of  indictment ;  and  it  is  now  ubellous. 
fully  established,  though  some  doubt  seems  formerly  to  have  been 
entertained  upon  the  subject,  that  such  immodest  and  immoral 
publications  as  tend  to  corrupt  the  mind,  and  to  destroy  the  love 
of  decency,  morality,  and  good  order,  are  also  oifences  at  common 
law.  (a)  It  is  also  a  misdemeanor  wantonly  to  defame  or  indeco- 
rously to  calumniate  that  economy,  order  and  constitution  of 
things  which  make  up  the  general  system  of  the  law  and  govern- 
ment of  the  country.  (6)  And  it  is  especially  criminal  to  degrade 
or  calumniate  the  person  and  character  of  the  sovereign,  and  the 
administration  of  his  government  by  his  officers  and  ministers  of 
state,  (o)  or  the  administration  of  justice  by  his  judges,  (d)  And 
the  same  policy  which  prohibits  seditious  comments  on  the  King's 
conduct  and  government  extends,  on  the  same  grounds,  to  similar 
reflections  on  the  proceedings  of  the  two  Houses  of  Parliament,  {e) 
Such  publications  also  as  tend  to  cause  animosities  between  this 

(a)  See  the  cases  collected  in  2  Starkie  Campb.  898. 
on  Libel,  155.  {d)  2  Starkie  on  Libel,  194. 

(5)  Holt  on  Libel,  82.  {c)  2  Starkie  on  Libel,  202. 

(c)  Rex   V,    Lambert    and    Perry,    2 
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Of  slanderous 
words. 


Of  the  mode  of 
expression. 


country  and  any  foreign  state,  by  the  personal  abuse  of  the  sove- 
reign of  such  state,  his  ambassadors,  or  other  public  ministers, 
may  be  treated  as  libels.  (/)  With  respect  to  libels  upon  indi- 
viduals, thev  have  been  defined  to  be  malicious  defamations, 
expressed  either  in  printing  or  writing,  or  by  signs  or  pictures, 
tending  either  to  blacken  the  memory  of  one  who  is  dead,  or  the 
reputation  of  one  who  is  alive,  and  thereby  exposing  him  to  public 
hatred,  contempt,  and  ridicule,  {g) 

Upon  some  of  these  subjects  a  publication  by  slander,  or  words 

spoken  only,  though  not  properly  a  libel,  Qi)  may  be  the  subject  of 

criminal  proceeding,  as  will  be  shown  in  the  course  of  the  chapter. 

A  libel  may  be  as  well  by  descriptions  and  circumlocutions  as  in 

express  terms,  therefore  scandal  conveyed  by  way  of  allegory  or 

irony  amounts  to  a  libel.     As  where   a  writing,  in    a  taunting 

manner,  reckoning  up  several  acts  of  public  charity  done  by  a 

person,  said, '  Tov,  wM  not  play  the  Jew,  nor  ike  hypocrite*  and 

then  proceeded,  in  a  strain  of  ridicule,  to  insinuate  that  what  the 

person  did  was  owing  to  his  vainglory.     Or  where  a  publication, 

pretending  to  recommend  to  a  person  the  characters  of  several 

great  men  for  his  imitation,  instead  of  taking  notice  of  what  great 

men  are  generally  esteemed  famous  for,  selected  such  qualities  as 

their  enemies  accuse  them  of  not  possessing  (as  by  proposing  such 

a  one  to  be  imitated  for  his  courage  who  was  known  to  be  a  great 

statesman,  but   no  soldier;  and  another  to  be  imitated   for  his 

learning  who  was  known  to  be  a  great  general,  but  no  scholar)  ; 

such  a  publication   being  as  well  understood  to    mean  only  to 

upbraid  the  parties  with  the  want  of  these  qualities  as  if  it  had 

done  so  directly  and  expressly,  {i)     And,  upon  the  same  ground, 

not  only  an  allegory,  but  a   publication  in    hieroglyphics,  or  a 

rebus  or  anagram,  which  are  still  more  difficult  to  be  understood, 

may  be  a  libel,  {j)     So  a  libel  may  be  by  asking  questions ;  for  if 

a  man  insinuates  a  fact  in  asking  a  question ;  meaning  thereby  to 

assert  it,  it  is  the  same  thing  as  if  he  asserted  it  in  terms.  Qc) 

Formerly  it  was  the  practice  to  say  that  words  were  to  be  taken 

in  the  more  lenient  sense ;  but  that  doctrine  is  now  exploded : 

they  are  not  to  be  taken  in  the  more  lenient  or  more  severe  sense, 

but  in  the  sense  which  fairly  belongs  to  them,  and  which  they  were 

intended  to  convey.  Q) 


(/)  Rex  t7.  Peltier,  Holt  on  libel,  78. 
Rex  V.  D*Eon,  1  Blac.  R.  617. 

{g)  1  Hawk.  P.  C.  c  78,  ss.  1,  2,  8,  7. 
Bac.  Abr.  tit  Libel;  R  v.  Yates,  12 
Cox,  C.  C.  288,  and  see  as  to  libel  by  a 
picture,  Da  Bost  v.  Beresford,  2  Campb. 
511.  As  to  defaming  one  who  is  dead, 
see  postf  p.  '208. 

(h)  A  libel  is  termed  Libdlus  famoaua 
8eu  infamatoria  scriptura,  and  has  been 
usnally  treated  of  as  scandal,  torUten  or 
expressed  by  symbols.  Lamb.  Sax.  Law. 
64.  Bract,  lib. '8,  c.  36.  8  Inst.  174.  5 
Co.  126.  1  Lord  Raym.  416.  2  Salk. 
417,  418.  Libel  may  be  said  to  be  a 
technical  word,  deriving  its  meaning 
rather  from  its  use  than  its  etymology. 
*  There  is  no  other  name  but  that  of 
libel  applicable  to  the  offence  of  libelling ; 
and  we  know  the  offence  specifically  by 


that  name,  as  we  know  the  offences  of 
hoi^-steaHng,  forgeiy,  &c.,  by  the  names 
which  the  law  has  annexed  to  theuL '  By 
liOrd  Camden  in  Rex  v.  Wilkes,  2  Wils. 
121. 

(i)  1  Hawk.  P.  C.  c.  78,  s.  4.  Bac. 
Abr.  tit.  Libel  (A)  8. 

(j)  Holt  on  Libel,  285,  286. 

(k)  Gathercole's  case,  2  Lewin,  255, 
per  Alderson,  B. 

(I)  By  Lord  Ellenborough,  C.  J.,  in 
Rex  t7.  Lambert  and  Perry,  2  Campb. 
408.  And  in  a  case  of  libel,  Rex  v, 
"Watson  and  others,  2  T.  R.  206,  Buller, 
J.,  said,  *  Upon  occasions  of  this  sort  I 
have  never  adopted  any  other  rule  than 
that  which  has  been  frequently  repeated 
by  Lord  Mansfield  to  juries,  desiring 
them  to  read  the  pa]ier  stated  to  be  a 
libel  as  men  of  common  nndeiBtanding, 
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Upon  the  same  pi-inciples  it  has  been  resolved  that  a  de-  Name  of 
famatory  writing,  expressing  only  one  or  two  letters  of  a  name,  ^bltoks^^^^ 
in  such  a  manner  that  from  what  goes  before,  and  follows 
after,  it  must  needs  be  understood  to  signify  a  pailicular  per- 
son, in  the  plain,  obvious,  and  natural  construction  of  the 
whole,  and  would  be  nonsense  if  strained  to  any  other  meaning, 
is  as  properly  a  libel  as  if  it  had  expressed  the  whole  name  at 
large,  (m) 

An  indictment  lies  for  general  imputations  on  a  body  of  men,  Indictment 
though  no  individuals  be  pointed  out,  because  such  writings  have  7^^^  ^^^hU 
a  tendency  to  inflame  and   disorder  society,  and   are  therefore  of  men. 
within  the  cognizance  of  the  law.  (n)     And  scandal  published  of 
three  or  four  persons  is  punishable  on  the  complaint  of  one  or 
more,  or  all  of  them,  (o) 

It  appears  to  have  been  considered  that  the  remedies  by  action  Actions  and 
and  indictment  for  libels  are  co-extensive,  and  may  be  resfarded  as  indictments 

.1  r     X*         /    \  .'  o  Iqj  libels  CO- 

upon  the  same  footmg.  (2))  extensive. 

Formerly,  upon  an  indictment  or  criminal  prosecution  for  a  libel  ^^^    ^y 
the  party  could  not  justify  that  its  contents  were  true.     But  the  could  not  for- 
6  &  7  Vict.  c.  96,  permits  a  defendant  to  plead  to  any  indictment  '?®'^\^'*^^ 
or  information  for  a  defamatory  libel  that  the  libellous  mattei*s  ^true  *but 
are    true,  provided    it    was    for    the   public   benefit   that   such  he  may  now 
matters  should  be  published,  (g)     The  ground  of  the  former  rule,  in  cases  falling 
which  still  exists  where  no  sucn  plea  is  pleaded,  is,  in  the  case  of  J^^  ^  ^i^t, 
libels  against  religion,  morality,  or  the  constitution,  the  public  c.  96. 
TTtischief,  which  libels  are  calculated  to  create  in  alienating  the 
minds  of  the  people  from  religion  and  good  morals,  and  rendering 
them  hostile  to  the  government  and  magistracy  of  the  country ; 
and,  where  pailicular  individuals  are  attacked,  in  causing  such 
irritation  in  their  minds  as  may  induce  them  to  commit  a  breach 
of  the  public  peace.     A  libel  against  an  individual  may  consist  in 
the  exposure  of  some  personal  deformity,  the  actual  existence  of 
which  would  only  show  the  greater  malice  in  the  defendant ;  and 
even  if  it  contain  charges  of  misconduct  founded  in  fact,  the  pub- 
lication will  not  be  the  less  likely  to  produce  a  violation  of  the  public 
tranquillity.     It  has  been  observed,  that  the  greater  appearance  of 
truth  there  may  be  in  any  malicious  invective,  it  is  so  much  the 
more  provoking ;  and  that,  in  a  settled  state  of  government,  the 
party  grieved  ought  to  complain,  for  every  injury  done  to  him,  in 
the  ordinary  course  of  law,  and  not  by  any  means  to  avenge  him- 


and  say  whether  in  their  minds  it  conyeys 
the  idea  impated.'  See  Woolnoth  v.  Mea- 
dows, 5  East,  463. 

(m)  1  Hawk.  P.  C.  c.  78,  s.  6.  Bac. 
Abr.  tit.  Libel  (A)  8,  where  it  is  said  in 
the  marginal  note  that  if  an  application 
is  made  for  an  information  in  a  case  of 
this  kind,  some  friend  to  the  party  com- 
plaining should,  by  affidavit,  state  the 
naving  read  the  libel,  and  understanding 
and  believing  it  to  mean  the  party.  See 
Du  Bost  V.  Beresford,  2  Campb.  512. 

(»)  Holt  on  Libel,  237.  See  Le  Fanu 
V,  Malcomson,  1  H.  L.  637,  post. 

(o)  Id.  ibid.  In  Rex  v.  Benfield,  2 
Burr.  980,  it  was  held  that  an  informa- 
tion lay  against  two  for  singing  a  libel- 


lous song  on  A.  and  B.,  which  first 
abased  A.  and  then  B.  And  it  was  said 
that  if  the  defendants  had  sxmg  separate 
stanzas,  the  one  reflecting  on  A.  and  the 
other  on  B.,  the  oifence  would  still  have 
been  entire.  See  Rex  v.  Jenour,  7  Mod. 
400. 

(p)  Starkieon  libel,  150,  165,  550,  1st 
edit.  Holt  on  Libel,  215,  216.  Bradley  v. 
Methuen,  2  Ford's  MS.  78.  This  must 
be  understood,  however,  of  cases  where 
the  libel,  from  its  nature  and  subject, 
inflicts  a  private  injury,  and  not  of  those 
cases  in  which  the  public  only  can  be 
said  to  be  affected  by  the  libel. 

{q)  See  the  Act,  past,  p.  227. 

R  2 
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self  by  the  odious  proceeding  of  a  libel.  (^0     See  further  as  to  this, 
post,  p.  205. 

A  party  will  not  be  excused  by  showing  that  the  libel  with  which 
he  is  chained  was  copied  from  some  other  work,  even,  though  he 
may  have  stated  it  to  be  merely  a  copy,  and  disclosed  the  name 
of  the  original  author  at  the  time  of  its  publication,  (s) 


Petition  to 
the  King. 


Petitions  to 
Parliament. 
FroceedingB  in 
conrts  «f  jus- 
tice. 


Sec.  II. 
Privileged  Communications, 

But  there  are  some  circumstances  which  will  prevent  a  publica- 
tion from  being  deemed  libellous,  A  petition  to  the  King  to  be 
relieved  from  doing  what  the  King  has  directed  the  party  to  do, 
if  bond  fide  and  in  respectful  terms,  is  no  libel,  though  it  call  in 
question  the  legality  of  the  King's  direction.  James  II.  pub- 
lished a  declaration  of  liberty  of  conscience  and  worship  to  all 
his  subjects,  dispensing  with  the  oaths  and  tests  prescribed  by 
statutes  25  &  30  Car.  11,  and  directed  that  it  should  be  read  two 
days  in  every  church  and  chapel  in  the  realm,  and  that  the  bishops 
should  distribute  it  in  their  dioceses  that  it  might  be  so  read. 
The  Archbishop  of  Canterbury  and  six  bishops  presented  a  petition 
to  the  King  praying  that  he  would  not  insist  upon  their  distribut- 
ing and  reading  it,  principally  because  it  was  founded  on  such  a 
dispensing  power  as  had  ofted  been  declared  illegal  in  Parliament, 
and  that  they  could  not  in  prudence,  honour,  or  conscience,  so  far 
make  themselves  parties  to  it  as  to  distribute  and  publish  it.  This 
petition  was  treated  as  a  libel :  they  were  taken  up  and  tried  for 
it.  The  publication  was  proved ;  and  Wright,  C.  J.,  and  Alli- 
bone,  J.,  thought  it  a  libel :  but  HoUoway  and  Powell,  JJ.,  thought 
otherwise,  there  not  being  an  ill  intention  of  sedition  in  the  bishops, 
and  the  object  of  their  petition  being  to  free  themselves  from 
blame  in  not  complying  with  the  King's  command.  The  jury 
found  them  not  guilty,  {t) 

It  has  been  resolved  that  no  false  or  scandalous  matter  contained 
in  a  petition  to  a  committee  of  Pailiament,  or  in  articles  of  the 
peace  exhibited  to  justices  of  peace,  or  in  any  other  proceeding 
in  a  regular  course  of  justice,  will  make  the  complaint  amount  to 
a  libel ;  for  it  would  be  a  gi*eat  discouragement  to  suitors  to  sub- 
ject them  to  public  prosecution  in  respect  of  their  applications  to 

tions  of  the  libel  aro  general  and  in- 
definite, or  if  it  is  a  charge  against  the 
prosecutor  for  language  whicn  ho  has 
neld  in  Parliament.  4  Blac.  Com.  151, 
note  (6).  Dougl.  271,  872.  R.  r. 
Aunger,  12  Cox,  C.  C.  407. 

(*)  De  Crespigny  v.  Wellesley,  5  Bing. 
892.  2  M.  &  P.  695.  See  R.  v,  Sullivan, 
11  Cox,  C.  C.  44,  (Irish) ;  Rejj.  v.  New- 
man, post ;  MThereon  r.  Daniels,  10  B. 
&  C.  268  ;  Watkin  v.  Hall,  87L.  J.  Q.  B. 
125. 

(/)  Case  of  the  Seven  Bishops,  12  St.  Tri. 
183  ;  and  see  post,  as  to  communications 
made  bondJieU,  and  in  the  proper  course 
of  proceedings  in  courts  of  justice,  &c. 


(r)  1  Hawk.  P.  C.  c.  73,  s.  6.  Bac. 
Abr.  tit  Libel  (A.)  5.  4  Blac.  Coul  160, 
151.  2  Starkie  on  libel,  251,  et  acq. 
Holt  on  Libel,  275,  tt  seq.  But  whilst 
the  truth  was  no  justification  in  a  crimi- 
nal prosecution,  yet  in  many  instances 
it  was  considered  as  an  extenuation  of  the 
offence  ;  and  the  Court  of  King's  Bench 
has  laid  down  this  general  rum,  that  it 
will  not  grant  an  information  fur  a  libel 
unless  the  prosecutor  who  applies  for  it 
makes  an  affidavit  asserting  directly  and 
pointedly  that  he  is  innocent  of  the 
charge  imputed  to  him.  This  rule,  how- 
ever, may  be  dispensed  with  if  the  person 
libelled  resides  abVoad,  or  if  the  imputa- 
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a  court  of  justice,  (u)  Thus  where  the  defendant,  in  a  certain 
affidavit  before  the  Court,  had  said  that  the  plaintiff  in  a  former 
affidavit  against  the  defendant  had  sworn  falsely,  the  Court  held 
that  this  was  not  libellous ;  for  in  every  dispute  in  a  court  of 
justice^  where  one  by  affidavit  charges  a  thing  and  the  other  denies 
it,  the  charges  must  be  contradictory,  and  there  must  be  affirmation 
of  falsehood,  (y)  No  presentment  of  a  grand  jury  can  be  a  libel, 
not  only  because  persons  who  are  supposed  to  be  returned  without 
their  own  seeking,  and  are  sworn  to  act  impartially,  shall  be  pre- 
sumed to  have  proper  evidence  for  what  they  do,  but  also  because 
it  would  be  of  the  utmost  ill  consequence  in  any  way  to  discourage 
them  from  making  their  inquiries  with  that  freedom  and  readiness 
which  the  public  good  requires,  {w)  Where  an  action  was  brought 
against  the  president  of  a  military  court  of  inquiry  for  a  libel 
contained  in  the  minutes  of  such  court,  which  had  been  delivered 
by  the  defendant  to  the  commander-in-chief  and  deposited  in  his 
office,  it  was  held  that  these  minutes  were  a  privileged  communi- 
cation, and  properly  rejected  when  tendered  at  the  trial  in  proof 
of  the  alleged  libel ;  and  also  that  a  copy  of  them  had  been 
properly  rejected,  {x)  And  where  a  court-martial,  after  stating 
in  their  sentence  the  acquittal  of  an  officer  against  whom  a  charge 
had  been  preferred,  subjoined  thereto  a  declaration  of  their  opinion, 
that  the  charge  was  malicious  and  groundless,  and  that  the  con* 
duct  of  the  prosecutor  in  falsely  calumniating  the  accused  was 
highly  injurious  to  the  service,  it  was  held  that  the  president  of 
the  court-martial  was  not  liable  to  an  action  for  a  libel  for  having 
delivered  such  sentence  and  declaration  to  the  judge-advocate ; 
and  Mansfield,  C.  J.,  in  delivering  his  opinion,  said  : '  If  it  appear 
that  the  charges  are  absolutely  without  foundation,  is  the  president 
of  the  court-martial  to  remain  perfectly  silent  on  the  conduct  of 
the  prosecutor,  or  can  it  be  any  offence  for  him  to  state  that  the 
charge  is  groundless  and  malicious  ? '  {y) 

It  having  been  reported  that  the  plaintiff,  an  officer  in  the  army, 
had  made  charges  against  his  brother  officers,  the  commander-in- 
chief  directed  that  a  court  of  enquiry  should  be  assembled  who 
should  enquire  into  the  matter,  and  report  thereon  to  the  com- 
mander-in-chief. A  court  was  held,  at  which  the  defendant,  an 
officer  in  the  army,  was  required  to  attend  as  a  witness.  Being 
examined  as  a  witness  he  gave  vivd  voce  evidence,  and  then  handed 
in  a  paper  containing  in  substance  a  repetition  of  bis  evidence,  with 
some  additions  upon  the  subject,  and  this  paper  was  received  by 
the  court.  A  report  was  made  by  the  court  to  the  commander-in- 
chief.  The  plaintiff  applied  for  a  court-martial  upon  the  defendant 
for  such  his  conduct  towards  the  plaintiff.     The  application  was 
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(m)  1  Hawk.  P.  C.  c.  78,  s.  8.  Bac. 
Abr.  tit.  Libel  (A.)  4.  And  see  the 
judgment  of  Holroyd,  J.,  in  Hodgson  v. 
Scarlett,  1  B.  &  A.  232.  It  isbolden  by 
some  that  no  want  of  jariadiction  in  the 
court  to  which  the  complaint  shall  be  ex- 
hibited will  make  it  a  libel ;  because  the 
mistake  of  the  court  is  not  imputable  to 
the  party,  but  to  his  counsel ;  see  1  Hawk. 
P.  C.  c  73,  B.  8,  1  Starkie  on  Libel,  254, 
2nd  edit 

(v)  Astley  v,   Younge,  2  Burr.  '817. 


Revis  t>.  Smith,  18  C.  B.  126.  Hender- 
son 17.  Broomhead,  4  H.  &  N.  569,  cases 
of  malicious  and  false  affidavits.  See 
Fitjgohni?.  Mackinder,  9  C.  B.  (N.  S.) 
506;  Doyle  v,  O'Doherty,  C.  &  M. 
418. 

(w)  1  Hawk.  P.  C.  c.  73,  s.  8.  Bac. 
Abr.  tit  Ubtl  (A.) 

{x)  Home  v.  Lord  F.  C.  Bentinck,  4 
Hoore,  563. 

{y)  Jekyll  r.  Sir  John  Moore,  2  N.  R. 
341. 
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not  acceded  to,  and  the  plaintiff  brought  an  action  against  the 
defendant,  in  respect  of  the  written  paper  as  a  libel,  and  in  respect 
of  the  vivd  voce  evidence  as  slander.  The  judge  at  the  trial  ruled 
that  the  action  would  not  lie  if  the  verbal  and  written  statements 
complained  of  were  made  by  the  defendant,  being  a  military  officer, 
in  the  course  of  a  military  enquiry  in  relation  to  the  conduct  of  the 
plaintiff,  he  being  also  a  military  officer,  and  with  reference  to  the 
subject  of  the  enquiry,  although  the  defendant  had  acted  maid 
fide,  and  with  actual  malice,  and  without  any  reasonable  and  pro- 
bable cause,  and  with  a  knowledge  that  the  statement  made  and 
handed  in  by  him  as  aforesaid  was  false.  A  bill  of  exceptions 
having  been  tendered :  Held,  that  this  ruling  as  to  the  law  was 
correct.  Held,  also,  that  the  evidence  of  the  defendant  was  but  a 
parcel  of  the  minutes  of  the  proceedings  of  the  Court,  which,  when 
reported  and  delivered  to  the  commander-in-chief,  was  received 
and  held  by  him  on  behalf  of  the  sovereign,  and  as  such  was  inad- 
missible in  evidence.  {2^ 

The  members  of  the  two  houses  of  Parliament,  by  reason  of 
their  privilege,  are  not  answerable  at  law  for  any  personal  reflec- 
tions on  individuals  contained  in  speeches  in  their  respective 
houses ;  for  policy  requires  that  those  who  are  by  the  constitution 
appointed  to  provide  for  the  safety  and  welfai'e  of  the  public, 
should,  in  the  execution  of  their  high  functions,  be  wholly  unin- 
fluenced by  private  considerations,  (a) 

Thus  the  actual  proceedings  in  courts  of  justice  and  in  Parlia- 
ment are  exempted  from  being  deemed  libellous;  it  becomes 
important  to  inquire  in  the  next  place  how  far  the  same  privilege 
will  be  extended  to  communications  of  those  proceedings  to  the 
public,  made  with  impartiality  and  correctness. 

In  Waaon  v.  WaUer,  4  L.  R  Q.  B.  73,  38  L.  J.  Q.  B.  34,  Cock- 
bum,  C.  J.,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court  said,  that 
faithful  and  fair  reports  of  the  proceedings  of  courts  of  justice, 
though  the  character  of  individuals  may  incidentally  suffer,  are 
privileged,  and  that  for  the  publication  of  such  reports  the  pub- 
lishers are  neither  criminally  nor  civilly  responsible.  (6)  But  a  pub- 
lication of  the  proceedings  in  a  court  of  justice  will  not  be  protected 
unless  it  be  a  true  and  honest  statement  of  those  proceedings,  (c) 
And  it  has  been  said  that  it  must  not  be  taken  for  granted  that 
the  publication  of  every  matter  which  passes  in  a  court  of  justice, 
however  truly  represented,  is,  under  all  circumstances  and  with 
whatever  motive  published,  justifiable;  and  that  such  doctrine 
must  be  taken  with  grains   of  allowance,  (d)     And  Lord  Ellen- 


(z)  Dawkin3  v.  Lord  Rokeby,  42  L.  J. 
Q.  B.  68,  Ex.  Ch.  et  per  Kelly,  C.  B., 
no  .action  lies  against  parties  or  witnesses 
for  anything  said  or  done,  although 
falsely  and  maliciouflly,  and  without  any 
reasonable  or  probable  cause,  in  the 
ordinaiT  course  of  any  proceedings  in  a 
court  of  justice.  Affirmed  in  H.  L.  45, 
L.  J.  Q.  B.  8. 

(a)  Holt  on  Libel,  190.  1  Starkie  on 
Libel,  239.  Bex  v.  Lord  Abingdon,  1 
Esp.  Rep.  226.  By  4  Hen.  8,  c.  8, 
members  of  Parliament  are  protected 
from  all  charges  against  them  for  any- 
thing said  in  either  House ;  and  this  is 


further  declared  in  the  Bill  of  Rights,  1 
Wm.  &  M.  St.  2,  c  2. 

(b)  See  also  Curry  v.  Walter,  1  Bos.  & 
Pull,  523.  A  defence  that  the  matter 
complained  of  is  so  privileged,  can  be 
given  in  evidence  under  not  guilty. 

(c)  Waterfield  v.  The  Bishop  of  Chi- 
chester, 2  Mod.  118.  Rex  v.  Wright,  8 
T.  Rep.  297,  298,  per  Lawrence,  J. 
Stiles  V.  Nokes,  7  East,  498  ;  Wason  v, 
Walter,  88  L.  J.  Q.  B.  84. 

{d)  By  Lord  EUenborough,  C.  J.,  and 
Grose,  J.,  in  Stiles  v.  Nokes,  7  East, 
508.    ^ 
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borough,  C.  J.,  said,  '  It  often  happens  that  circumstances  necessary 
for  the  sake  of  public  justice  to  be  disclosed  by  a  witness  in  a  judi- 
cial inquiiy  are  veiy  distressing  to  the  feelings  of  individuals  on 
whom  they  reflect :  and  if  such  circumstances  were  afterwards 
wantonly  published,  I  should  hesitate  to  say  that  such  unnecessary 
publication  was  not  libellous  merely  because  the  matter  had  been 
given  in  evidence  in  a  court  of  justice.'  (e)  In  a  subsequent  case, 
not  relating  directly  to  this  point,  but  to  the  publication  of  pro- 
ceedings in  Parliament,  Bayley,  J.,  said,  '  It  has  been  argued  that 
the  proceedings  of  courts  of  justice  are  open  to  publication.  Against 
that,  as  an  unqualified  proposition,  I  enter  my  protest.  Suppose  an 
indictment  for  blasphemy,  or  a  trial  where  indecent  evidence  was 
necessarily  introduced  ;  would  every  one  be  at  liberty  to  poison  the 
minds  of  the  public,  by  circulating  that  which  for  the  purposes  of 
justice  the  Court  is  bound  to  hear  ?  I  should  think  not :  and  it  is 
not  true,  therefore,  that  in  all  instances  the  proceedings  of  a  court 
of  justice  may  be  published/  (/)  This  doctrine  was  recognized 
and  acted  upon  in  a  later  case.  The  defendant's  husband  had  been 
convicted  of  publishing  a  blasphemous  libel,  after  having  in  his  de- 
fence at  the  trial  used  arguments  and  statements  of  a  blasphemous 
and  indecent  description.  His  wife  published  the  trial ;  and,  upon 
showing  cause  against  a  rule  for  a  criminal  information,  it  was 
urged  that  she  had  a  right  to  publish  what  actually  took  place  in  a 
court  of  justice :  but  the  Court  were  clear  she  had  not,  if  that  state- 
ment contained  anything  seditious,  blasphemous,  or  indecent :  and 
the  rule  was  made  absolute,  (g)  And  where  it  is  allowable  to  pub- 
lish what  passes  in  a  court  of  justice  it  is  not  essential  that  every 
word  of  the  evidence,  of  the  speeches,  and  of  what  was  said  by  the 
judge,  should  be  inserted ;  if  the  report  is  substantially  a  fair  and 
correct  report  of  what  took  place  in  a  court  of  justice,  it  is  privi- 
leged, (h)  It  may  sometimes  not  be  Justifiable  to  publish  every- 
thing a  counsel  says  in  the  course  of  his  speech,  (t)  but  no  action 
will  lie  against  a  barrister  for  words  spoken  by  him  in  a  cause, 
which  are  pertinent  to  the  matter  in  issue,  (j)  And  an  attorney 
acting  as  an  advocate  has  the  same  privilege,  (k) 

The  party  making  the  publication  will  not  be  justified,  unless  he 
confines  himself  to  what  actually  passed  in  court,  (l)  Before  the  case 
of  Wason  v.  Walter,  noticed  post,  p.  185,  was  decided,  it  was  an  esta- 
blished principle,  upon  which  the  privilege  of  publishing  a  report  of 
aTit^  judicial  proceedings  was  admitted  to  rest,  that  such  report  must 
be  strictly  confined  to  the  actual  proceedings  in  court,  and  must 
contain  no  defamatory  observations  or  comments  from  any  quarter 
whatever,  in  addition  to  what  formed  strictly  and  properly  the  legal 
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(e)  Ibid.  And  see  Rex  v,  Salisbiiry, 
1  Lord  Raym.  341,  that  it  is  indict- 
able to  publish  a  scandalous  petition 
to  the  Hoase  of  Lords,  or  a  scandalous 
affidavit  made  in  a  court  of  justice. 

(/)  Rex  V.  Creeyey,  1  M.  ft  8.  281. 

(g)  Rex  V.  Carlisle,  8  B.  ft  A.  167  ; 
Steele  v.  Brannan,  41  L.  J.  M.  C.  85, 
where  a  report  of  proceedings  in  a  court 
of  justice  was  hela  not  to  to  privileged, 
as  the  same  was  offensive  to  public  de- 
cency. 

{h)  Andrews  v.  Chapman,  8  C.  ft  E. 
286,  Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.    See  Smith  v. 


Scott,  2  C.  &  K.  580.  Hoare  v.  Silver- 
lock,  9  C.  B.  20.  See  Lewis  v.  Walter, 
4  B.  ft  A.  645. 

(t)  Per  Bayley,  J.,  Flint  v.  Pike,  4  B. 
ft  0.  478.  6  D.  &  R.  628.  Per  Holroyd, 
J.,  ibid,  and  per  Tindal,  C.  J.  Roberts 
V.  Brown,  10  Bing.  519 ;  Saunders  v. 
Mills,  6  Bing.  218.  S.  C.  8  M.  ft  P. 
520  ;  R.  V.  Creevey,  1  M.  ft  Sel.  281. 

{/)  Hodgson  V,  Scarlett,  1  B.  ft  Aid. 
232. 

(it)  Mackay  r.  Ford,  6  H.  ft  N.  792. 

{I)  Delegal  v.  Highley,  3  B,  N,  C. 
950. 
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proceedings.  But  perhaps  it  will  now  be  considered  that  a  fair 
comment  upon  any  matter  of  public  interest  is  privileged,  (m) 

Proceedings  before  magistrates,  under  the  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  43, 
with  respect  to  summary  convictions  and  orders,  in  which,  after 
both  parties  are  heard,  a  final  judgment  is  given,  are  strictly  of  a 
judicial  nature,  and  the  trial  and  the  judgment  may  lawfully  be 
made  the  subject  of  a  printed  report,  if  that  report  be  impartial 
and  correct ;  (n)  and  the  like  privilege  extends  to  the  publication  of 
proceedings  taking  place  publicly  before  a  magistrate  on  the  preli- 
minary investigation  of  a  charge  of  an  indictable  offence,  termi- 
nating in  the  disc'.iarge  of  the  party  charged,  although  there  were 
several  hearings,  and  separate  publications  as  to  each  hearing ;  (o) 
but  it  has  not  yet  been  decided  that  the  publication  of  such  preli- 
minary inquiries  is  lawful  where  they  end  in  the  case  being  sent  for 
trial,  (p)  The  publication  of  preliminary  examinations  before  a 
magistrate,  taken  ex  parte,  have  been  held  not  to  come  within  the 
principle  by  which  the  fair  reports  of  proceedings  in  courts  of  jus- 
tice are  privileged.  It  has  been  said  that  such  publications  have  a 
tendency  to  cause  great  mischief  by  pervei-ting  the  public  mind, 
and  disturbing  the  course  of  justice  ;  and,  if  they  contain  libellous 
matter,  will  be  considered  as  criminal,  {q)  And  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench  has  granted  a  criminal  information  for  publishing  in  a  news- 
paper a  statement  of  the  evidence  given  before  a  coroners  jury, 
accompanied  with  comments  ;  although  the  statement  was  correct, 
and  the  party  had  no  malicious  motive  in  the  publication,  (r) 
But  in  Waaon  v.  Walter,  88  L.  J.  Q.  B.  34,  decided  since  the 
above  cases,  Cockburn,  C.  J.,  whilst  delivering  the  judgment 
of  the  Court,  is  reported  to  have  said,  '  Even  in  quite  recent 
days,  judges,  in  holding  the  publication  of  the  proceedings  of 
courts  of  justice  lawful,  have  thought  it  necessary  to  distinguish 
what  are  called  ex  parte  proceedings  as  a  probable  exception  from 
the  operation  of  the  rule.  Yet  ex  parte  proceedings  before  magis- 
trates, and  even  before  this  Court,  as,  for  instance,  on  applica- 
tion  for  criminal  informations,  are  published  every  day ;  but  such 
a  thing  as  an  action  or  indictment,  founded  on  a  report  of  such 
an  ex  parte  proceeding,  is  unheard  of,  and  if  any  such  action  or  in- 
dictment should  be  brought,  it  would  probably  be  held  that  the 
time  criterion  of  the  privilege  is  not  whether  the  report  was,  or  was 
not,  ex  parte,  but  whether  it  was  a  fair  and  honest  report  of  what 
had  taken  place,  published  simpler  with  a  view  to  the  information 
of  the  public,  and  innocent  of  all  intention  to  do  injury  to  the  re- 
putation of  the  party  affected.' 

The  examination  of  a  prisoner  in  gaol  by  the  registrar  in  bank- 
ruptcy, under  the  101st  section  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1861,  is  a 
public  judicial  proceeding,  and  therefore  a  fair  and  correct  report. 


(m)  Delegal  v.  Highloy,  3  B.  N.  0. 
950  ;  Lewis  v.  Clement,  8  B.  ft  A.  702. 

(»)  Lewis  r.  Levy,  E.  B.  &  E.  537. 

{o)  Ibid. 

(p)  Ibid. 

iq)  Kex  r.  Lee,  5  Esp.  123.  Rex  v. 
Fisuer,  2  Canipb.  563.  Duncan  r. 
Thwaites,  3  B.  &  C.  556.  5  D.  &  B. 
447.  Delegal  v.  Highley,  3  B.  N.  C. 
950 ;  but  see  the  remarks  in  Lewis  r. 
Levy,  sujmi.    And  still  leas  can  th^  de- 


fendant justify  the  publication  of  a  matter 
which  was  not  brought  before  the  magis- 
trate in  his  Judicial  character,  or  in  the 
regular  discharge  of  his  magisterial  func- 
tions. M  'Gregor  v.  Thwaites  and  another, 
3  B.  &  C.  24  ;  4  D.  &  R.  695. 

ir)  Rex  V.  Fleet,  1  Barn,  ft  Aid.  379. 
See  Eaht  r.  Chapman,  M.  ft  M.  46.  2 
C.  ft  P.  570;  Charlton  v.  Watton,  6 
C.  &  P.  885 ;  R  r.  Gray,  10  Cox,  C.  C 
184, 


CHAP.  III.  §  II.]    Privileged  Communications.  185 

i;vithout  comment,  of  the  examination,  is  privileged,  even  though  it 
may  contain  statements  which  injuriously  affect  the  character  of  a 
third  person.  (») 

In  general  a  fair  report  in  a  newspaper  of  what  takes  place  at  a  ProoeedlngB  of 
public  meeting,  if  it  contain  matter  defamatory  of  an  individual,  is  p^^^^  ^^^' 
not  privileged.    Therefore  a  fair  report  of  what  took  place  at  a  ^°^ 
public  meeting  of  the  West  Hartlepool  Commissioners,  acting  under 
the  powers  of  an  Act  of  Parliament,  and  which  contained  injurious 
expressions  concerning  an  individual,  is  not  privileged,  (t) 

If  a  report  made  by  a  medical  officer  of  health  to  a  vestry  Medical  report 
board,  in  pursuance  of  the  Metropolitan  Local  Management  Act  *<>  *  ▼esiiy. 
(18  &  19  Vict.  c.  120)  contains  libellous  matter,  a  new.spaper  pro- 
prietor is  not  justified  in  publishing  it.  (u) 

The  publication  of  a  faithful  report  of  a  debate  in  either  house  How  far  the 
of  Parliament  is  privileged,  so  that  the  publisher  is  not  responsible  EJ^^^^^n 
for  defamatory  statements  made  in  the  course  of  the  debate  so  re-  Parliament  is 
ported  and  published,  and  the  publication  of  aiticles  fairly  com-  allowable, 
menting  upon  the  debate  so  reported  and  published  is  equally  pri- 
vileged, (v)     The  printing  and  delivering  a  petition  to  members  of 
a  committee  of  the  House  of  Commons,  being  according  to  the 
order  of  proceedings  of  Parliament  and  their  committees,  has  been 
held  to  be  justifiable,  {w) 

It  was  decided  upon  demurrer  in  a  case,  which  underwent  great  Stockdale  v. 
consideration,  that  it  is  no  defence  in  law  to  an  action  for  publish-  ^°*^' 
ing  a  libel,  that  the  defamatory  matter  is  part  of  a  document 
which  was,  by  order  of  the  House  of  Commons,  laid  before  the 
House,  and  thereupon  became  part  of  the  proceedings   of  the 
House,  and  which  was  afterwards,  by  orders  of  the  House,  printed 


(«)  Ryalls  V.  Leader,  85  L.  J.  Ex.  185 ; 
L.  R.  Ex.  296. 

(0  Davisou  p.  Dancan,  7  E.  ft  B.  229. 

(u)  Popham  v.  Fickbum,  7  H.  ft  N. 
891. 

{v)  VTasoii  V,  Walter,  88  L.  J.  Q.  B. 
34,  etper  cur.^  *'  our  judgment  will  in  no 
way  interfere  with  the  decisions  that  the 
publication  of  a  single  speech  for  the  pur- 

Sose  or  with  the  effect  of  ii^juring  an  in- 
ividual  will  be  unlawful,  as  was  held  in 
the  cases  of  R.  v.  Lord  Abingdon,  1  Esp. 
225,  andR.  v.  Creevey,  1 M.  ftS.  278.  At 
the  same  time  it  may  be  as  well  to  observe 
that  we  are  disposed  to  agree  with  what 
was  said  in  Davidson  v.  Duncan,  7  E.  ft 
B.  232,  as  to  such  a  speech  being  privi- 
leged if  bond  fide  published  by  a  member 
for  the  information  of  his  constitueuts. 
But  whatever  would  deprive  a  report  of 
the  proceedings  in  a  court  of  justice  of 
immunity  will  equally  apply  to  a  report 
of  proceedings  in  parliameut  We  pass 
on  to  the  second  branch  of  this  rule, 
which  has  reference  to  allpsed  misdirec- 
tion in  respect  of  the  second  count  of  the 
declaration,  which  is  founded  on  the 
article  in  the  Times,  commenting  on  the 
debate  in  the  House  of  Lords ;  and  the 
conduct  of  the  plaintiff  in  prefeiriug  the 
petition  which  gave  rise  to  it.  We  are 
of  opinion  that  the  direction  given  to  the 
ury  was  perfectly  correct.    The  publi- 


cation of  the  debate  having  been  justifi- 
able, the  jury  were  properly  told  that  the 
subject  was,  for  tne  reasons  we  have 
already  adverted  to,  pre-eminently  one  of 
public  interest,  and  therefore  one  on 
which  public  comment  and  observation 
might  properly  be  made  ;  and  that  con- 
sequently the  occasion  was  privileged .  in 
the  absence  of  malice.  As  to  the  latter, 
the  jury  were  told  that  they  must  be 
satisfied  that  the  article  was  an  honest 
and  fair  comment  on  the  facts  ;  in  other 
words,  that,  in  the  first  place,  they  must 
be  satisfied  that  the  comments  had  been 
made  with  an  honest  belief  in  their  jus- 
tice ;  but  that  this  was  not  enough,  inas- 
much OS  such  belief  might  originate  in 
the  blindness  of  party  zeal,  or  in  personal 
or  political  aversion,  that  a  person  taking 
upon  himself  publicly  to  criticize  and  to 
condemn  the  conduct  or  motives  of 
another  must  brin^  to  the  task,  not  only 
an  honest  sense  of  justice,  but  also  a  rea- 
sonable degree  of  judgment  and  modera- 
tion, so  that  the  result  may  be  what  a 
jury  shall  deem  under  the  circumstances 
of  the  case  a  fair  and  Intimate  criticism 
on  the  conduct  and  motives  of  the  party 
who  is  the  object  of  censure.  See  Hen- 
wood  p.  Harrison,  41  L.  J.  C.  P.  206. 

(w)  Lake  v.  King,  1  Sannd.  131.  See 
the  judgment  of  I^ord  Ellenborough,  C. 
J.,  in  aez  v,  Creevey,  1  M.  ft  S,  278. 
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and  pablished  by  the  defendant ;  and  that  the  House  of  Commons 
had  theretofore  resolved,  '  that  the  power  of  publishing  such  of  its 
reports,  votes,  and  proceedings,  as  it  shall  deem  necessary  or  con- 
ducive to  the  public  interests,  is  an  essential  incident  to  the  con- 
stitutional functions  of  Parliament,  more  especially  to  the  Commons' 
House  of  Parliament,  as  the  representative  portion  of  it/  (x) 

In  consequence  of  this  decision  the  3  &  4  Yict.  c.  9,  was  passed, 
which  by  Sec.  1,  reciting,  '  whereas  it  is  essential  to  the  due  and 
effectual  exercise  and  discharge  of  the  functions  and  duties  of 
Parliament,  and  to  the  promotion  of  wise  legislation,  that  no 
obstructions  or  impediments  should  exist  to  the  publication  of  such 
of  the  reports,  papers,  votes,  or  proceedings  of  either  House  of 
Parliament  as  such  House  of  Parliament  may  deem  fit  or  necessary 
to  be  published  :  And  whereas  obstructions  or  impediments  to  such 
publication  have  arisen,  and  hereafter  may  arise,  by  means  of  civil 
or  criminal  proceedings  being  taken  against  persons  employed  by 
or  acting  under  the  authority  of  the  Houses  of  Parliament,  or  one 
of  them,  in  the  publication  of  such  reports,  papers,  votes,  or  pro- 
ceedings ;  by  reason  and  for  remedy  whereof  it  is  expedient  that 
more  speedy  protection  should  be  afforded  to  all  persons  acting 
under  the  authority  aforesaid,  and  that  all  such  civil  or  criminal 
proceedings  should  be  summarily  put  an  end  to  and  determined 
in  manner  hereinafter  mentioned  :  enacts,  *  that  it  shall  and  may 
be  lawful  for  any  person  or  persons  who  now  is  or  are,  or  hereafter 
shall  be,  a  defendant  or  defendants  in  any  civil  or  criminal  proceed- 
ing commenced  or  prosecuted  in  any  manner  soever,  for  or  on 
account  or  in  respect  of  the  publication  of  any  such  report,  paper, 
votes,  or  proceedings  by  such  person  or  persons,  or  by  nis,  her,  or 
their  servant  or  servants,  by  or  under  the  authority  of  either  House 
of  Parliament,  to  bring  before  the  court  in  which  such  proceeding 
shall  have  been  or  shall  be  so  commenced  or  prosecuted,  or  before 
any  judge  of  the  same  (if  one  of  the  superior  courts  of  Westminster), 
first  giving  twenty-four  hours'  notice  of  his  intention  so  to  do  to 
the  prosecutor  or  plaintiff  in  such  proceeding,  a  certificate  under 
the  hand  of  the  Lord  High  Chancellor  of  Great  Britain,  or  the 
Lord  Keeper  of  the  Great  Seal,  or  of  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of 
Lords,  for  the  time  being,  or  of  the  Clerk  of  the  Parliaments,  or  of 
the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Commons,  or  of  the  Clerk  of  the  same 
House,  stating  that  the  report,  paper,  votes,  or  proceedings,  as  the 
case  may  be,  in  respect  whereof  such  civil  or  criminal  proceeding 
shall  have  been  commenced  or  prosecuted,  was  published  by  such 
person  or  persons,  or  by  his,  her,  or  their  servant  or  servants,  by 
order  or  under  the  authority  of  the  House  of  Lords  or  of  the  House 
of  Commons,  as  the  case  may  be,  together  with  an  affidavit  verify- 
ing such  certificate  ;  and  such  court  or  judge  shall  thereupon  im- 
mediately stay  such  civil  or  criminal  proceeding,  and  the  same,  and 
every  writ  or  process  issued  therein,  shall  be  and  shall  be  deemed 


(x)  Stockdale  v.  Hansard,  9  A.  ft  £. 
1,  2  P.  ft  D.  1.  See  Wason  v.  Walter, 
supra,  per  Cockbum,  C.  J.  ;  Henwood  v. 
Harrison,  41  L.  J.  C.  P.  206,  per  WiUea, 
J.,  *By89  Geo.  8,  c  79,  (An  Act  for 
the  more  effectual  suppression  of  societies 
established  for  seditious  and  treasonable 


purposes ;  and  for  better  preventing 
treasonable  and  seditious  practices)  s.  28, 
nothing  in  this  Act  contained  shaU  ex- 
tend or  be  construed  to  extend  to  any 
papers  printed  by  the  authority  and  for 
the  use  of  either  House  of  Parliament. ' 
See  82  ft  88  Vict.  c.  24. 
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and  taken  to  be  finally  put  an  end  to,  detennined,  and  superseded 
by  virtue  of  this  Act/  (y) 

Sec.  2.  '  In  case  of  any  civil  or  criminal  proceeding  hereafter  to  Proceedings  to 
be  commenced  or  prosecuted  for  or  on  account  or  in  respect  of  the  .^  stayed 
publication  of  any  copy  of  such  report,  paper,  votes,  or  proceed-  fenced  S." 
ings,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  defendant  or  defendants  at  any  stage  respect  of  a 
of  the  proceedings  to  lay  before  the  court  or  judge  such  report,  copy  of  an 
paper,  votes,  or  proceedings,  and  such  copy,  with  an  affidavit  veri-  reTOrt^ 
lying  such  report,  paper,  votes,  or  proceedings,  and  the  correctness 
of  such  copy,  and  the  court  or  judge  shall  immediately  stay  such 
civil  or  criminal  proceeding,  and  the  same,  and  every  widt  or  process 
issued  therein,  shall  be  and  shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  finally 
put  an  end  to,  determined,  and  superseded  by  virtue  of  this  Act/ 

Sec.  3.  'It  shall  be  lawful  in  any  civil  or  criminal  proceeding  Tnanypro- 
to  be  commenced  or  prosecuted  for  printing  any  extract  from  or  c««d\°«»J* 

mav  be  sliown 

an  abstract  of  such  report,  paper,  votes,  or  proceedings,  to  give  that  such  ex- 
in  evidence  under  the  general  issue  such  report,  paper,  votes,  or  tract  was  bond 
proceedings,  and  to  show  that  such  extract  or  abstract  was  pub-  ^  ™*^®' 
lished  bond  fide  and  without  malice ;  and  if  such  shall  be  the 
opinion  of  the  jury  a  verdict  of  not  guilty  shall  be  entered  for  the 
defendant  or  defendants.' 

Sec.  4.  '  Nothing  herein  contained  shall  be  deemed  or  taken,  or 
held  or  construed,  directly  or  indirectly,  by  implication  or  otherwise, 
to  aflFect  the  privileges  of  ParUament  in  any  manner  whatsoever/ 

A  publication  commenting  upon  a  literary  work,  exposing  its  Comments 
follies  and  errors,  and  holding  up  the  author  to  ridicule,  will  not  ^^J^juctions^ 
be  deemed  a  libel,  provided  such  comment  does  not  exceed  the 
limits  of  fair  and  candid  criticism,  by  attacking  the  character  of 
the  writer,  unconnected  with  his  publication,  {z)  But  if  a  per- 
son, under  the  pretence  of  criticising  a  literary  work,  defames 
the  private  character  of  the  author,  and,  instead  of  writing  in  the 
spirit  and  for  the  purpose  of  fair  and  candid  discussion,  travels 
into  collateral  matter,  and  introduces  facts  not  stated  in  the  work, 
accompanied  with  injurious  comments  upon  them,  such  person  is 
a  libeller,  (a)  So  if  a  reviewer  imputes  base,  sordid,  dishonest, 
and  wicked  motives,  it  is  no  answer  that  the  reviewer  published 
only  what  he  believed  was  correct  and  true.  (6)  A  fair  and  candid 
comment  on  a  place  of  public  entertainment,  in  a  newspaper,  is 
not  a  libel,  (o)  And  there  is  no  distinction  between  a  handbill, 
circular,  or  advertisement  of  a  tradesman  and  a  book  ;  both  are 


(2f)  The  Act  is  imperatiye  upon  tlie 
Court  to  stay  proceedings.  StocKdale  v. 
Hansard,  11  A.  ft  £.  297.  8  P.  &  D. 
846. 

(z)  Carr  v.  Hood,  1  Campb.  855.  And 
in  an  action  for  a  libel  upon  the  plaintiff 
in  his  business  of  a  booKseUer,  accusing 
him  of  being  in  the  habit  of  publishing 
immoral  ana  foolish  books,  the  aefendan^ 
under  the  plea  of  not  guilty,  may  adduce 
eridence  to  show  that  the  supposed  libel 
is  a  fair  stricture  upon  the  general  run  of 
the  plaintiff's  publications.  Tabart  r. 
Tipper,  1  Campb.  350;  Strauss  v, 
Francis,  4  F.  &  F.  1107.  If  the  plaintiff 
contends  that  the  alleged  libel  exceeds 
the  limits  of  fair  criticiBm,  he  should, 


unless  the  contrary  appears  on  the  face 
thereof,  put  in  his  woric  as  part  of  his 
cafle  (S.  C.  and  see  4  F.  &  F.  939.) 

(a)  Nightingale  v.  Stockdale,  49  Geo. 
8,  cor,  EUenborough,  C.  J.  Selw.  N.  P. 
1044.  It  is  lawful  to  animadvert  u^n 
the  conduct  of  a  bookseller  in  publishing 
books  of  an  improper  tendency.  Tabart 
V.  Tipper,  1  Campb.  854.  And  see  Her- 
riott  V.  Stuart,  1  £sp.  487,  and  Stuart  v, 
Lovell,  2  Stark.  R.  93. 

(h)  Campbell  v.  Spottiswoode,  81  L.  J. 
Q.  B.  185.  8  B.  ft  S.  769. 

(c)  Dibden  v.  Swan,  1  Esp.  N.  P.  C. 
28  ;  and  see  also  Ashley  v.  Harrison,  1 
Esp.  N.P.  C.  48.     Peake,  N,  P.  C.  191. 
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literary  productions,  aad  are  addressed  to  the  public,  and  both  are 
subject  to  such  comments  as  do  not  exceed  the  bounds  of  fair  and 
reasonable  criticism,  (d) 

It  has  been  doubted  whether  the  preaching  a  sermon,  in  the 
ordinary  mode  of  a  clergyman's  duty,  makes  it  public  property, 
so  as  to  allow  observations  upon  it  in  the  same  way  that  a  publi- 
cation of  a  literary  work  does,  (e) 

A  fair  comment  in  a  newspaper  upon  the  conduct  of  a  person 
attending  a  meeting,  held  for  the  purpose  of  hearing  a  candidate 
at  a  parliamentary  election,  was  held  to  be  privileged.  (/) 

Confidential  communications  are  in  some  cases  privileged  :  as 
where  it  was  holden  that  a  letter  written  confidentially  to  persons 
who  employed  A.  as  their  solicitor,  conveying  charges  injurious  to 
his  professional  character  in  the  management  of  certain  concerns 
which  they  had  entrusted  to  him,  and  in  which  B.,  the  writer  of 
the  letter,  was  likewise  interested,  was  not  a  libel,  (gr)  And  if  a 
persoUjUn  a  private  letter  to  the  party,  should  expostulate  with 
him  about  some  vices,  of  which  he  apprehends  him  to  be  guilty, 
and  desire  him  to  refrain  from  them ;  or  if  a  person  should  send 
such  a  letter  to  a  father,  in  relation  to  some  faults  of  his  children  ; 
these,  it  seems,  would  not  be  considered  as  libellous,  but  as  acts 
.  of  friendship,  not  designed  for  defamation  but  reformation,  (h) 
But  this  doctrine  must  be  applied  with  some  caution  ;  since  the 
sending  an  abusive  letter  filled  with  provoking  language  to 
another,  is  an  offence  of  a  public  nature,  and  punishable  as  such, 
inasmuch  as  it  tends  to  create  ill  blood,  and  cause  a  disturbance  of 
the  public  peace  ;  (i)  and  the  reason  asssigned  by  Lord  Bacon, 
why  such  private  letter  should  be  punishable,  seems  to  be  a  very 
sufficient  one,  namely,  that  it  enforces  the  party  to  whom  the 
letter  is  directed  to  publish  it  to  his  friends,  and  thus  induces 
a  compulsory  publication,  (j)  And  though  a  letter  written  by  a 
master,  in  giving  a  character  of  a  servant,  will  not  be  libellous, 
unless  its  contents  be  not  only  false  but  malicious  ;  {k)  yet  in  such 
a  case  malice  may  be  inferred  from  the  circumstances.  {I) 

Where  a  writer  is  acting  on  any  duty,  legal  or  moral,  towards 
the  person  to  whom  he  writes,  or  where  he  has  by  his  situation  to 
protect  the  interests  of  another,  that  which  he  writes  under  such 
circumstances  is  a  privileged  communication,  if  he  writes  it  bond 
fide.  If,  therefore,  a  tenant  be  desired  by  his  landlord  to  make 
communications  to  him  in  respect  of  any  neglect  of  duty  in  his 
gamekeepers,  any  communication  made  by  him  in  respect  of  any 


(rf)  Paris  r.  I^vy,  9  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  842. 

(e)  Gatherccle  v.  Miall,  15  H.  &  W. 
319.  See  Kelly  v.  Tinliug,  35  L.  J. 
Q.  B.  231,  noticed  post,  p.  192. 

(/)  Davies  v.  Duncan,  43  L.  J.  C.  P. 
185. 

{g)  M'Dongall  v.  Claridge,  1  Campb. 
267.  Wright  r.  Woodgate,  1  T.  &  G. 
12. 

{h)  Peacock  r.  Sir  George  Reynell, 
2  Brownl.  151,  152.  Bac.  Abr.  tit  Lihel 
(A.)  2,  in  the  notes. 

(i)  Bac.  Abr.  tit.  Libel  (B.)  2.  Rex 
V.  Gator,  2  East,  R.  361.  Thorley  v.  Tx>Td 
Kerry,  4  Tannt  355.  In  the  last  case  the 
letter  was  unsealed,  and  opened  and  read 


by  the  bearer. 

(;')  Poph.  189,  cited  in  Holt  on  Libel, 
222. 

(A;)  Weatherstone  v.  Hawkins,  1  T.  R. 
110.  Edmondson  v.  Stephenson,  Bull. 
N.  P.  8.  Child  r.  Affleck,  9  B.  &  0.  408. 
4  M.  &  R.  338.  Manby  v.  Witt,  18  C.  B. 
544.  Taylor  v,  Hawkins,  16  Q.  B.  308. 
Somerville  v.  Hawkins,  10  C.  B.  583. 
Gardener  v.  Slade,  13  Q.  B.  796.  Croft 
r.  Stevens,  6  H.  &  N.  670. 

(0  Rogers  17.  Sir  G.  Clifton,  3  Bos. 
ft  Pul.  587.  Patteson  v.  Jones,  8  B.  &  C. 
578.  3  M.  &  R.  101.  Kelly  v.  Parting- 
ton, 4  B.  ft  Ad.  700.  2  Key.  ft  M. 
460. 
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such  neglect  of  duty  is  privileged,  if  written  hoiid  fide,  and  on 
the  supposition  that  he  was  doing  his  duty  to  his  landlord,  (m) 
The  plaintiff  was  the  agent  of  the  defendants,  a  trading  company, 
and  It  was  part  of  his  duty  to  furnish  them  with  an  account  of  his 
transactions,  to  enable  them  to  prepare  the  balance-sheet  for  the 
inspection  of  the  shareholdei-s.  This  balance-sheet  was  prepared 
and  duly  referred  to  the  auditors,  who  reported  that  there  was  a 
deficiency,  for  which  the  plaintiff  was  responsible,  and  that  his 
accounts  had  been  badly  kept  There  was  evidence  that  an  ex- 
planation had  been  offered  to  the  auditors,  which  they  had  disre- 
garded, but  no  evidence  that  the  directors  had  any  knowledge  of 
this  explanation.  The  directors,  after  laying  the  accounts  before 
a  general  meeting  of  the  shareholders,  caused  a  letter  containing 
the  part  of  the  report  which  affected  the  character  of  the  plaintiff 
to  be  printed  and  forwarded  to  the  absent  shareholders :  Held, 
first,  that  this  letter  was  published  on  a  privileged  occasion,  as  it 
was  the  duty  of  the  defendants  to  communicate  to  all  the  share- 
holders any  part  of  the  report  of  the  auditors  which  materially 
affected  the  accounts  of  the  company  ;  secondly,  that  there  was  no 
intrinsic  or  extrinsic  evidence  of  malice  to  be  left  to  the  jury,  as 
the  report  of  the  auditors  was  published  without  comment,  and 
the  explanations  offered  to  the  auditors  did  not  come  before  the 
defendants;  and  that  causing  the  letter  to  be  printed  was  a 
reasonable  and  necessary  mode  of  publishing  it  to  the  absent 
shareholdel-s.  {n) 

If  a  man  bond  fide  writes  a  letter  in  his  own  defence,  and  for 
the  defence  of  his  rights  and  interests,  and  is  not  actuated  by  any 
malice,  that  letter  is  privileged,  although  it  may  impute  dishonesty 
to  another,  (o) 

A  letter  published  by  an  attorney  honestly  in  vindication  of  the 
character  of  a  client  against  charges  published  and  circulated 
against  the  client  by  the  prosecutor,  is  privileged.  ( p) 

Sending  defamatory  matter  by  a  post-office  telegram  is  an  un- 
authorized publication  which  prevents  a  communication  from  being 
privileged  though  made  bona  fide,  and  under  circumstances  which    ' 
otherwise  would  have  made  it  privileged,  {q) 

Any  one,  in  the  transaction  of  business  with  another,  has  a  right  In  the  conduct 
to  use  language  bond  fide,  which  is  relevant  to  that  business,  and  ^»™»>i'» 
which   a  due  regard  to  his  own  interest  makes  necessary,  even 
if   it   should   directly  or   by  its  consequences   be   injurious   or 
painful  to  another  ;  and  this  is  the  principle  upon  which  privileged 
communication  rests ;  but  defamatory  comments  on  the  motives 
or  conduct  of  the  party  with  whom  he  is  dealing  do  not  fall  within 
that  rule,  (r)     But  the  privilege,  which  protects  a  communication.  The  privilege 
must  result  from  a  right  to  discuss  the  particular  matter  in  respect  jl^^^kfL*** 
of  which  the  alleged  libel  is  published  ;  nothing  else  can  be  privi-  discnw  the 
leged.      Where,  therefore,   remarks   were   made  reflecting  on  a  particular 
Boman  Catholic  priest  at  a  public  meeting  called  for  the  purpose  "^a*^®"^  >"  f?- 

(m)  Cockayne    v,   Hodgkinson,  5  C.  Adams,  infra, 

k  P.  648,  Parke,  B.  (p)  R.  v,  Veley,  4  F.  &  F.  1117. 

(n)  Lawless   v.  The  Anglo-Egyptian  {q)  Williamson  r.  Frere,  48  L.  J.  C.  P. 

Cotton  and  Oil  Company,  88  L.  37 Q.  B.  161. 

129.  (r)  Per  curiam,  Tuson  r.  Evans,  12  A. 

(o)  Coward  r.  Wellington,  7  C.   &  P.  &  E.  783.     See  Whiteley  v.  Adams,  88 

681.     Littledale,   J.,    see    Whiteley    v.  L.  J.  C.  P.  89  ;  15  C.  B.  N.  S.  892. 
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of  petitioning  Parliament  against  the  grant  to  the  Roman  Catholic 
College  at  Maynooth,  it  was  held  that  the  speaker  was  not  justi- 
fied by  the  circumstance  that  the  libel  wasjpublished  in  the  course 
of  a  bond  fide  discussion  respecting  the  propriety  of  supporting 
that  college,  (s) 

Although  that  which  is  written  may  be  injurious  to  the 
character  of  another,  yet  if  done  bond  fi/ie,  or  with  a  view  of 
investigating  a  fact,  in  which  the  party  making  it  is  interested,  it 
is  not  libellous.  Thus  where  an  advertisement  was  published  by 
the  defendant  at  the  instigation  of  A.,  the  plaintiff's  wife,  for  the 

!)urpose  of  ascertaining  whether  the  plaintiff  had  another  wife 
iving  when  he  married  A.,  it  was  holden  that  although  the  adver- 
tisement might  impute  bigamy  to  the  plaintiff,  yet  having  been 
fmblished  under  such  authority,  and  with  such  a  view,  it  was  not 
ibellous.  (t) 

A  communication  fairly  made  by  a  person  in  the  discharge  of 
some  public  (tt)  or  private  duty,  whether  legal  or  moral,  or  in  the 
conduct  of  his  own  affairs,  in  matters  where  his  interest  is  con- 
cerned, is  a  privileged  communication,  (u)  And  if  the  communica- 
tion be  made  in  the  regular  and  proper  course  of  a  proceeding,  it 
will  not  be  libellous.  As  where  a  writing,  containing  the  defen- 
dant's case,  and  stating  that  some  money,  due  to  him  from  the 
government  for  furnishing  the  guard  at  Whitehall  with  fire  and 
candle,  had  been  improperly  obtained  by  a  Captain  C,  was  directed 
to  a  general  officer,  and  the  four  principal  officers  of  the  Quards,  to 
be  presented  to  his  Majesty  for  redress,  and  information  was  refused, 
on  the  ground  that  the  writing  was  no  libel,  but  a  representation 
of  an  injury  drawn  up  in  a  proper  way  for  redress,  without  any 
intention  to  asperse  the  prosecutor ;  and  that  though  there  was  a 
suggestion  of  fraud,  yet  that  is  no  more  than  is  contained  in  every 
bill  in  Chancery,  which  is  never  held  libellous  if  relative  to  the 
subject  matter,  {v)  So  a  petition  addressed  by  a  creditor  of  an 
officer  in  the  army  to  the  Secretary-at-War,  bond  fide,  and  with 
the  view  of  obtaining,  through  his  interference,  the  payment  of  a 
debt  due,  and  containing  a  statement  of  facts  which,  though 
derogatory  to  the  officer's  character,  the  creditor  believed  to  be 
true,  is  not  a  malicious  libel  for  which  an  action  is  maintainable,  {w) 
A  letter  written  to  the  Postmaster-General,  or  to  ^the  Secretary 
to  the  General  Post-Office,  complaining  of  misconduct  in  a  post- 
master, or  guard  of  a  mail,  is  not  a  libel,  if  it  was  written  as  a 
bond  fide  complaint  to  obtain  redress  for  a  grievance  that  the 
party  really  believed  he  had  suffered,  {x)  And  where  the  defen- 
dant, being  deputy-governor  of  Greenwich  Hospital,  wrote  a  lai'ge 
volume,  containing  an  accoimt  of  the  abuses  of  the  hospital,  and 


(5)  Heame  v.  Stowell,  12  A.  &  £. 
719. 

(t)  Delany  «.  Jones,  4  Esp.  191.  Lay 
V.  Lawson,  4  A.  ft  £.  795. 

{U)  Henwood  v.  Harrison,  41  L.  J. 
M.  C.  206. 

(w)  Toogood  V.  Spyring,  4  Tyrw.  582. 
1  C.  M.  &  R.  181.  See  Spencer  v,  Amer- 
ton,  1  M.  ft  Rob.  470.  Warren  r. 
Warren,  4  Tyrw.  850.  1 C.  M.  ft  R.  150. 
Wright  V.  Woodgate,  2  C.  M.  ft  R.  573. 
1  T.  ft  G.  12.     Coxhead  v.  RichardB,  2 


C.  B.  669. 

(t?)  Rex  V.  Bayley,  Andr.  229,  Bac. 
Abr.  tit  Libel  (A. )  2.  As  to  the  priyilege 
of  proceedings  in  courts  of  justice,  see 
ante,  p.  180. 

(w)  Fainnan  v.  Ives,  5  B.  ft  A.  642. 
See  per  Maule,  J.,  in  Wenman  v.  Ash, 
18  C.  B.  836. 

{x)  Woodward  v.  Lander,  6  C.  ft.  P. 
548.  Alderson,  B.  Blake  «.  Pilford,  1 
M.  ft  Rob.  198,  Taunton,  J. 
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treating  the  characters  of  many  of  the  officers  of  the  hospital 
(who  were  public  officers),  and  Lord  Sandwich  in  particular,  who 
was  First  Lord  of  the  Admiralty,  with  much  asperity,  and  printed 
several  copies  of  it,  which  he  distributed  to  the  governors  of  the 
hospital  only,  and  not  to  any  other  person  ;  the  rule  for  an  infor- 
mation was  discharged.  Lord  Mansfield  said,  that  this  distribution 
of  the  copies  to  the  persons  only  who  were  from  their  situations 
called  on  to  redress  these  grievances,'and  had,  from  their  situations, 
competent  power  to  do  it,  was  not  a  publication  sufficient  to 
make  the  writing  a  libel,  (y)  Where,  however,  the  defendant 
wrote  a  letter  to  the  Secretary  of  State,  imputing  to  the  town 
clerk  and  clerk  to  the  justices  of  a  borough,  cormption  in  the 
latter  office,  it  was  held  that  this  was  not  privileged,  because  the 
Secretary  of  State  had  no  direct  authority  in  respect  of  the  matter 
complained  of,  and  was  not  a  competent  tribunal  to  receive  the 
application,  (z)  But  a  memorial  presented  to  the  Secretary  of 
State  for  the  Home  Department  by  the  elector  of  a  borough  com- 
plaining of  the  conduct  of  a  justice  of  the  peace  during  a  recent 
election  of  a  Member  of  Parliament  for  the  borough,  and  im- 
puting that  he  had  made  speeches  inciting  to  a  breach  of  the  peace, 
and  praying  that  the  secretary  would  cause  an  inquiry  to  be  made 
into  the  conduct  of  the  plaintiff,  and  that,  on  the  allegations  being 
substantiated,  the  seci'etary  would  recommend  to  the  Queen  that 
the  justice  should  be  removed  from  the  commission  of  the 
peace,  is  a  privileged  communication;  for  though  the  Lord 
Chancellor  generally  is  consulted  as  to  the  removal  of  justices  of 
the  peace,  the  memorial  might  be  considered  as  addressed  to 
the  Queen,  through  the  secretary,  who  might  have  caused 
the  inquiry  to  be  made,  have  communicated  with  the  Lord 
Chancellor,  and  have,  in  effect,  recommended  the  removal  of  the 
justice,  (a)  And  where  the  publication  is  an  admonition,  or  in 
the  course  of  the  discipline  of  a  religious  sect,  as  the  sentence  of 
expulsion  from  a  society  of  Quakers,  it  is  not  libellous.  (6)  So  a 
letter  written  by  a  son-in-law  to  his  mother-in-law,  containing 
imputations  on  the  character  of  a  person  whom  she  was  about  to 
marry,  and  desiring  a  diligent  and  attentive  inquiry  into  his 
character,  if  written  bond  fide,  is  a  privileged  communication,  (c) 
And  it  has  been  decided^  that  an  action  will  not  lie  for  words 
innocently  read  as  a  story  out  of  a  book,  however  false  and  defa- 
matory they  may  be.  Thus,  where  a  clergyman  in  a  sermon 
redted  a  story  out  of  Fox*8  Martyrology,  that  one  G.,  being  a 
perjured  person,  and  a  great  persecutor,  had  great  plagues  inflicted 
upon  him,  and  was  killed  by  the  hand  of  Qod  ;  whereas  in  truth 
he  never  was  so  plagued,  and  was  himself  actually  present  at  the 
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(y)  Bex  V.  Baillie,  30  Geo.  8.  Holt  on 
Libel,  173.  1  Ridgway's  Collection  of 
Erakine^s  Speeches,  p.  1.  Lord  Mans- 
field seemed  to  think  that  whether  the 
paper  were  in  manuscript  or  printed, 
under  these  circumstances,  made  no  dif- 
ference. 

{z)  Blaggt>.  Sturt,  10  Q.  B.  899.  This 
case  was  much  considered  in  Harrison  v. 
Bush,  infra,  and  may,  perhaps,  be  shaken 
by  it  The  cases,  however,  are  distin- 
guishable, as  the  clerk  to  justices  of  the 


peace  is  appointed  by  them,  and  a  secre- 
taiy  of  state  has  no  authority  as  to  him, 
either  directly  or  indirectly. 

(a)  Harrison  v.  Bush,  5  E.  &  B.  844  ; 
Dickeson  r.  HUUard,  43  L.  J.  Ex.  37. 

{b)  Rex  V.  Hart,  2  Bum's  Ecc  L.  779. 
The  charge  of  a  bishop  to  his  clergy  in 
convocation  is  a  privil^ed  communica- 
tion. Laughton  v.  The  Bishop  of  Sodor 
and  Man,  42  L.  J.  P.  C.  11. 

(c)  Todd  V.  Hawkins,  8  C.  &  P.  88, 
Alderson,  B. 
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discourse ;  the  words  being  delivered  only  as  matter  of  history, 
and  not  with  any  intention  to  slander,  it  was  adjudged  for  the 
defendant,  {d) 

To  a  declaration  in  an  action  for  libel,  setting  out  letters  written 
of  and  concerning  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant  pleaded,  in  substance, 
that  when  he  wrote  the  letters  he  was  the  superior  military  officer 
of  the  plaintiff,  and  that  it  was  his  duty,  as  such  superior  officer, 
to  forward  to  the  Adjutant-Qeneral  letters  written  by  the  officers 
under  his  command,  and  sent  to  him  in  relation  to  their  military 
conduct,  &c.,  and  to  make  reports  in  writing  to  the  Adjutant- 
General  upon  such  letters  for  the  information  of  the  Commander- 
in-Chief ;  that  he  (defendant)  had  received  such  letters  from  the 
plaintiff,  and  had  forwarded  them  in  the  ordinary  course  of  his 
military  duty  as  such  superior  military  officer  to  the  Adjutantt 
Qeneral  as  an  act  of  military  duty  and  not  otherwise,  and  had  made 
certain  reports  in  writing,  &c.,  which  letters  and  reports  were  the 
libels  complained  of.  To  this  plea  the  plaintiff  replied  that  *  the 
said  words  in  the  declaration  mentioned  were  written  and  pub- 
lished by  the  defendant  of  actual  malice  on  his  (the  defendant's) 
part,  and  without  reasonable,  probable,  or  justifiable  cause,  and 
not  bond  fide  or  in  the  bond  fide  discharge  of  the  defendant's 
duty  as  such  superior  officer,  as  in  the  said  second  plea  alleged  : ' 
Held,  by  Mellor,  J.,  and  Lush,  J.,  that  even  though  the  words 
complained  of  were  published  of  actual  malice,  and  without  any 
reasonable,  probable,  or  justifiable  cause,  as  alleged  in  the  replica- 
tion, yet  that,  inasmuch  as  the  question  raised  was  one  purely  of 
military  cognizance,  the  plaintiff'  and  the  defendant  being  officers 
in  the  army,  and  both  bound  by  the  Articles  of  War,  the  plaintiff 
had  no  remedy  at  law :  Held,  by  Cockbum,  C.  J.,  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  entitled  to  judgment,  (e) 

The  Board  of  Admiralty  having  ordered  the  defendant,  the 
Queen's  printer,  to  print  a  board  minute  relating  to  their  pro- 
ceedings m  naval  ship-building,  which  contained  a  letter  of  the 
Comptroller  of  the  Navy  in  reference  to  plans  of  the  plaintiff  sub- 
mitted to  the  board ;  the  defendant  sold  copies  to  the  public ;  the 
plaintiff  brought  his  action  of  libel  against  the  defendant,  averring 
that  a  statement  in  such  letter  that  the  plans  derived  no  weight 
from  his  antecedents,  meant  that  his  plans  were  worthless,  and 
were  calculated  to  injure  him  in  his  profession;  no  actual  malice 
was  imputed :  Held,  by  the  majority  (Willes,  J.,  Byles,  J.,  and 
Brett,  J.)  of  the  Court  (dissentiente,  Grove,  J.),  that  the  plaintiff 
was  rightly  non-suited  on  the  ground  that  every  man  has  a  right 
to  discuss  freely,  if  honestly  and  without  malice,  any  subject  in 
which  the  public  are  generally  interested,  and  that  what  the  de- 
fendant had  done  merely  amounted  to  this.  (/) 

Comments  by  a  churchwarden  upon  the  conduct  of  the  clergy- 
men, in  taking  meals  in  the  vestry,  and  in  causing  books  to  be 
sold  in  the  church  during  service,  are  matters  of  public  interest, 
and  may  lawfully  be  published  if  they  do  not  exceed  the 
boundaries  of  fair  criticism,  (g) 


{d)  Bac.  Ab.  label  (A.)  2. 

(c)  Dawkins  v.  Paulet,  32  L.  J.  Q.  B. 
58.  See  Dawkins  v.  lx»rd  Rokeby,  42 
h.  J.  Q.  B.  63. 


(/)  Henwood  v,  Harrison,  41  L.  J. 
C   ±*  206 

ig)  Koliy  V.  Tinling,  36  I*  J.  Q.  B. 
231. 
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The  proper  meaning  of  a  privileged  communication  is  this  :  that  Proper  mean- 
the  occasion  on  which  the  communication  was  made,  rebuts  the  |^j^^  *  P"^^' 
iaterence,  priTod  fade,  arising  from  a  statement  prejudicial  to  the  iSSti^*^^' 
character  of  the  plaintiff,  and  puts  it  upon  him  to  prove  that 
th^re  was  malice  in  fact;  that  the  defendant  was  actuated  by 
motives  of  personal  spite  or  ill  will,  independent  of  the  occasion 
on  which  the  communication  was  made.     This  may  be  made  out 
either  from  the  language    of  the  letter  itself,  or  by  extrinsic 
evidence,  or  by  proof  of  the  conduct  or  expressions  of  the  de- 
fendant, showing  that  he  was  actuated  by  a  motive  of  personal  ill 
will,  (k)     But  where  the  publication  is  primd  facie  privileged, 
juries  ought  not  to  look  too  strictly  at  the  particular  expressions 
used,  but  ought  clearly  to  see  that  the  letter  was  written  with  a 
malicious  intent  before  they  find  it  to  be  a  libel.  ({) 

It  is  matter  of  law  for  the  judge  to  determine  whether  the  occa-  It  ia  for  the 
sion  of  writing  or  speaking  criminatory  language  repels  the  in-  ^"^^*®^^ 
ference   of  malice,    constituting    what    is    called    a    privileged  pH^iege 
communication  ;  and  if  at  the  close  of  the  case  for  the  prosecution  exists,  and  for 
there  is  no  intrinsic  or  extrinsic  evidence  of  malice,  it  is  the  duty  ^^  Jpy 
of  the  judge  to  direct  a  verdict  for  the  defendant ;  but  wherever  J  ^^    *" 
there  is  evidence  of  malice,  either  intrinsic  or  extrinsic,  it  is  the  malice, 
duty  of  the  judge  to  leave  the  question  of  express  malice  to  the 
jury,  (j )     But  where  a  communication  is  mimd  facie  privileged, 
in  order  to  leave  the  question  of  malice  to  the  jury,  it  is  not  enough 
that  the  facts  proved  are  consistent  with  the  presence  of  malice  as 
well  as  with  its  absence ;  for  actual  malice  must  be  proved,  and 
therefore   its   absence   must    be  presumed   until   such   proof   is 
given,  (k)     Where  a  letter  containing  defamatory  words  is  written 
upon  a  privileged  occasion,  surrounding  circumstances  are  to  be 
considered  by  the  judge  at  the  trial  in  determining  whether  the 
words  used  are  so  much  too  violent  for  the  occasion  as  to  rebut  the 
presumption  of  the  absence  of  malice  arising  from  the  privilege  of 
the  occasion ;  and  if  from  surrounding  circumstances  it  appears 
that  the  words  are  capable  of  two  constructions,  one  of  which  is 
compatible  with  the  absence  of  malice,  then  the  presumption  of  the 
absence  of  malice  which  existed  in  the  first  instance  from  the 
privilege  of  the  occasion  should  be  allowed  to  prevail  through- 
out. (Z) 


Sec.  III. 
Pvhlications  against  the  Christian  Religion. 

1.  It  has  been  before  observed,  (m)  that  blaspheming  God,  or  Of  pubUcations 
turning  the  doctrines  of  the  Christian  religion  into  contempt  and  ^risti^n  rc- 
ridicule,  is  an  indictable  offence.     At  common  law,  all  blasphemies  iigioiL 


(A)  Wright  V.  Woodgate,  2  C.  M.  &  R. 
578.  IT.*  Gr.  12.  See  Blake  v,  Pil- 
fold,  1  M.  fc  Rob.  198,  Taunton,  J.  Blagg 
V.  Start,  10  Q.  B.  899. 

(i)  Woodward  V.  JLander,  6  C.  ft  P. 
548,  Aldeison,  B.  Todd  v,  Hawkins,  8 
V.  ft  X.  88. 

(j)  Cooke  V  Wildes,  5  E.  ft  B.  328. 
Gilpin  r.  Fowler,  9  Ezc.  R.  615. 

TOL.  III. 


{k)  Somerville  v,  Hawkins,  10  C.  B. 
588.  Taylor  V.  Hawkins,  16  Q.  B.  808. 
Harris  «.  Thompson,  13  C.  B.  838.  Wen- 
man  V.  Ash,  13  C.  B.  836  ;  Wason  v. 
Walter,  38  L.  J.  Q.  B.  41,  per  Cockbum, 
C.  J.,  Hart  V,  Yon  Gompack,  43  L.  J. 
P.  C.  25. 

(0  Spill  V,  Maule,  88  L.  J.  Ex.  138. 

(m)  ArUe,  p.  177. 
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against  God,  as  denying  His  being  or  providence ;  and  all  con- 
tumelious reproaches  of  Jesus  Christ ;  all  profane  scoffing  at  the 
Holy  Scripture,  or  exposing  any  part  thereof  to  contempt  or 
ridicule  ;  and  also  seditious  words  in  derogation  of  the  established 
religion  ;  are  considered  as  offences  tending  to  subvert  all  religion 
and  morality,  and  punishable  by  the  temporal  courts  with  fine  and 
imprisonment,  and  also  infamous  corporal  punishment,  in  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  court,  (n) 

Some  provisions  have  also  been  made  upon  this  subject  by 
statutes.  The  1  Edw.  6,  c.  1,  (o)  enacts,  that  persons  reviling  the 
Sacrament  of  the  Lord's  Supper  by  contemptuous  words  or  other- 
wise, shall  suffer  imprisonment.  The  1  Eliz.  c.  2,  (p)  enacts,  that 
if  any  minister  shall  speak  anything  in  derogation  of  the  Book  of 
Common  Prayer,  he  shall,  if  not  beneficed,  be  imprisoned  one  year 
for  the  first  offence,  and  for  life  for  the  second ;  and  if  he  be  bene- 
ficed, shaU  for  the  first  offence  be  imprisoned  six  months  and  for- 
feit a  year's  value  of  his  benefice  ;  for  the  second,  shall  be  deprived 
and  suffer  one  year's  imprisonment ;  and  for  the  third,  shall  in  like 
manner  be  deprived  and  suffer  imprisonment  for  life.  And  that 
if  any  person  whatsoever  shall  in  plays,  songs,  or  other  open 
words,  speak  anything  in  derogation,  depraving,  or  despising  of 
the  said  book,  or  shall  forcibly  prevent  the  reading  of  it,  or  cause 
any  other  service  to  be  read  in  its  stead,  he  shall  forfeit  for  the 
first  offence  100  marks  ;  for  the  second,  400  ;  and  for  the  third, 
shall  forfeit  all  his  goods  and  chattels,  and  suffer  imprisonment 
for  life.  The  1  Will.  3,  c.  18,  s.  17,  enacted,  that  whosoever  should 
deny  in  his  preaching  or  writing  the  doctrine  of  the  Blessed  Trinity, 
should  lose  all  benefit  of  the  Act  for  granting  toleration.  This 
section  is  now  repealed  by  53  Geo.  3,  c.  160 :  but  while  it  was 
in  existence  it  was  considered  as  operating  to  deprive  the  offender 
of  the  benefit  therein  mentioned,  leaving  the  punishment  of  the 
offence  as  for  a  misdemeanor  at  common  law.  (q)  The  9  &  10 
Will.  3,  c.  32,  enacted,  that  if  any  person,  educated  in  or  having 
made  profession  of  the  Christian  religion,   should,  by  writing, 

frinting,  teaching,  or  advised  speaking,  deny  any  one  of  the 
'ersons  in  the  Holy  Trinity  to  be  God,  (r)  or  should  assert  or 
maintain  there  are  more  gods  than  one,  or  should  deny  the 
Christian  religion  to  be  true,  or  the  Holy  Scriptures  to  be  of 
divine  authority,  he  should  upon  the  first  offence  be  rendered  in- 
capable to  hold  any  office  or  place  of  trust ;  and  for  the  second 
be  rendered  incapable  of  bringing  any  action,  being  guardian, 
executor,  legatee,  or  purchaser  of  lands,  and  should  suffer  three 
years'  imprisonment  without  bail.  («)  A  person  offending  under 
this  statute  was  held  to  be  also  indictable  at  common  law.  (Q    And 


(n)  See  ante,  p.  177,  and  the  cases 
collected  in  1  Hawk.  P.  0.  c.  5.  Gather- 
cole's  case,  2  Lewin,  287. 

(o)  Repealed  by  1  Maxy,  c.  2,  and  re- 
vived by  1  Eliz.  c.  1. 

( p)  rartly  repealed  by  the  7  &  8  Vict, 
c.  102,  and  9  ft  10  Yict.  c.  59,  but  not  so 
as  to  affect  the  provisions  here  men- 
tioned. 

iq)  By  Lord  Kenyon  in  Rex  v.  Wil- 
liams, 1797.     Holt  on  Libel,  66. 

(r)  Repealed  by  the  58  Geo.  8,  c.  160, 


s.  2,  '  so  Hblt  as  the  same  relates  to  persons 
denying  an  therein  mentioned  respecting 
the  Holy  Trinity.' 

(»)  But  the  delinquent  publicly  re- 
nouncing his  error  in  open  court,  within 
four  months  after  the  first  conviction,  ia 
to  be  discharged  for  that  once  from  all 
disabilities. 

(0  Barnard,  162.  2  Str.  834.  Fitzgib. 
64.  Rex  V.  Williams,  1797.  Rex  v. 
Caton,  1812. 
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where  a  motion  was  made  in  arrest  of  judgment  on  an  information  for 
a  blasphemous  libel,  on  the  ground  that  this  statute  had  put  an  end 
to  the  common  law  offence :  the  Court  were  clear  that  it  had  not,  con- 
sidering that  the  provisions  of  the  statute  were  cumulative.  (i6). 

Upon   the  trial  of  an  infoi*mation  against  the  defendant  for  Toreproacli 
uttering  expressions  grossly  blasphemous,  Hale,  G.  J.,  observed,  *^®  ChrirtUn 
that  such  kind  of  wicked  blasphemous  words  were  not  only  an  gpeS^hi'sab. 
offence  to  God  and  religion,  but  a  crime  against  the  laws,  state^  yenion  of  the 
and  government,  and  therefore  punishable  in  the  Court  of  King's  ^*^' 
Bench.     That  to  say  religion  is  a  cheat  is  to  dissolve  all  those 
obligations  whereby  civil  society  is  preserved  ;  that  Christianity 
is  part  of  the  laws  of  England,  and  therefore  to  reproach  the 
Christian  reUgion  is  to  speak  in  subversion  of  the  law.  {v)     In  a 
case  where  a  libel  stated  that  Jesus  Christ  was  an  impostor,  a 
murderer  in  principle,  and  a  fanatic,  a  juryman  asked  whether  a 
work   denying  the  divinity    of  our  Saviour  was  a  libel ;    and 
Abbott,  C.  J.,  answered  that  a  work  speaking  of  Jesus  Christ  in 
the  language  here  used  was  a  libel ;  and  on  a  motion  for  a  new 
trial,  on  the  ground  that  this  was  a  wrong  answer,  the  Court  with- 
out difficulty  held  that  the  answer  was  right  {w) 

Where  the  defendant  had  been  convicted  for  publishing  several  The  OhristiAii 
blasphemous  libels,  in  which  the  miracles  of  our  Saviour  were  ^^m\ » p«* 
turned  into  ridicule  and  contempt,  and  his  life  and  conversation  ^e  kni"" 
calumniated,  it  was  moved  in  arrest  of  judgment  that  this  was  not 
an  offence  within  the  cognizance  of  the  temporal  courts  at  common 
law ;  but  the  Court  would  not  suffer  the  point  to  be  argued,  saying 
that  the  Christian  religion,  as  established  in  this  kingdom,  is  part 
of  the  law;  and,  therefore,  that  whatever  derided  Christianity 
derided  the  law,  and  consequently  must  be  an  offence  against 
the  law.  (oj)   It    was  also   moved   in   arrest    of  judgment,   that 
as  the  intent  of  the  book  was  only  to  show  that  the  miracles  of 
Jesus  Christ  were  not  to  be  taken  in  their  literal  sense,  it  could 
not  be  considered  as  attacking  Christianity  in  general,  but  only  as 
striking  against  one  received  proof  of  His  being  the  Messiah  ;  to  Bat  thongh  to 
which  the  Court  said,  that  the  attacking  Christianity  in  the  way  J^fite  against 
in  which  it  was  attacked  in  this  publication  was  destroying  the  ^J^^^l^ 
very  foundation  of  it ;  and  that,  though  there  were  professions  in  oflFence  at  com- 
the  book  that  its  design  was  to  establish  Christianity  upon  a  true  ^^^  '*^n*^\ 
bottom  by  considering  these  narrations  in  Scripture  as  emble-  jj^^\^^^ 
matical  and  prophetical,  yet  that  such  professions  were  not  to  be  diflferences  of 
credited,  and  that  the  rule  is  allegatio  contra  factum  non  eat  opinion  u^ 
admittenda.  But  the  Court  also  said,  that  though  to  write  against  ^^J^^ 
Christianity  in  general  is  clearly  an  offence  at  common  law,  they 
laid  stress  upon  the  word  general,  and  did  not  intend  to  include 
disputes  between  learned  men  upon  particular  controverted  points ; 
and,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  Raymond,  C.  J.,  said, 
*  I  would  have  it  taken  notice  of  that  we  do  not  meddle  with  any 
differences  of  opinion,  and  that  we  interpose  only  where  the  very 
root  of  Christianity  itself  is  struck  at.*  {y) 

The  doctrine  of  the  Christian  religion  constituting  part  of  the  The  dread  of 


f; 


(u)  Rezv.  Carlisle,  3  B.  &  A.  161.  {x)  Rex  r.   Woolston,   Barnard,  162. 

\v)  Rex  V.  Taylor,  Vent.  293.  8  Keb.       2  Str.  834.     Fitzgib.  64. 
607.  (y)  Rex  V.  Woolston,  Fitzgib.  66. 

(to)  Rezv.  Waddington,  1  B.  &  C.26. 
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law  of  the  land  was  recognized  in  a  later  case,  where  the  judgment 
of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  was  pronounced  upon  a  person  con- 
victed of  having  published  a  very  impious  and  blasphemous  libel, 
called  Paine* 8  Age  of  Reason,  (z)  Ashhurst,  J.,  said,  that  although 
the  Almighty  did  not  require  the  aid  of  human  tribunals  to 
vindicate  His  precepts,  it  was,  nevertheless,  fit  to  show  our  abhor- 
rence of  such  wicked  doctrines  as  were  not  only  an  offence  against 
Ood,  but  against  all  law  and  government,  from  their  direct  tendency 
to  dissolve  all  the  bonds  and  obligations  of  civil  society ;  and  that 
it  was  upon  this  ground  that  the  Christian  religion  constituted  part 
of  the  law  of  the  land.  That  if  the  name  of  our  Redeemer  was 
suffered  to  be  traduced,  and  His  holy  religion  treated  with  con- 
tempt, the  solemnity  of  an  oath,  on  which  the  due  administration 
of  justice  depended,  would  be  destroyed,  and  the  law  be  stripped  of 
one  of  its  principal  sanctions,  the  dread  of  future  punishments,  (a) 

Contumely  and  contempt  are  what  no  establishment  can 
tolerate  :  but,  on  the  other  hand,  it  would  not  be  proper  to  lay 
any  restraint  upon  rational  and  dispassionate  discussions  of  the 
rectitude  and  propriety  of  the  established  mode  of  worship.  (6) 
A  sensible  writer  upon  the  subject  of  libel  says,  as  to  this  point— 
'  that  it  may  not  be  going  too  far  to  infer,  from  the  principles  and 
decisions,  that  no  author  or  preacher  who  fairly  and  conscientiously 
promulgates  the  opinions  with  whose  truth  he  is  impressed,  for 
the  benefit  of  others,  is,  for  so  doing,  amenable  as  a  criminal ;  but 
a  malicious  and  mischievous  intention  is  in  such  case  the  broad 
boundary  between  right  and  wrong  ;  and  that  if  it  can  be  collected, 
from  the  offensive  levity  with  which  so  serious  a  subject  is  treated, 
or  from  other  circumstances,  that  the  act  of  the  party  was  malicious, 
then,  since  the  law  has  no  means  of  distinguishing  between  dif- 
ferent degrees  of  evil  tendency,  if  the  matter  published  contain 
any  such  tendency,  the  publisher  becomes  amenable  to  justice.'  (o) 

Where  a  defendant  was  charged  with  publishing  a  libel  upon  a 
reli^ous  order,  consisting  of  females,  professing  the  Roman 
Catholic  faith,  called  the  Scorton  Nunnery,  Alderson,  B.,  observed, 
a  person  may,  without  being  liable  to  prosecution  for  it,  attack 
Judaism  or  Mahomedanism,  or  even  any  sect  of  the  Christian 
religion,  save  the  established  religion  of  the  country  ;  and  the  only 
reason  why  the  latter  is  in  a  different  situation  from  the  other 
is,  because  it  is  the  form  established  by  law,  and  is  therefore  a  part 
of  the  constitution  of  the  country.  For  the  same  reason  any 
general  attack  on  Christianity  is  the  subject  of  a  criminal  prose- 
cution, because  Christianity  is  the  established  religion  of  the 
country.  Any  person  has  a  right  to  entertain  his  opinions,  to  ex- 
press them,  to  discuss  the  subject  of  the  Roman  Catholic  religion, 
and  its  institutions ;  but  lie  Itaa  no  right  in  so  doing  to  attack  the 
characters  of  individvuds,  {d) 


(z)  This  libel  was  of  the  worst  kind, 
attacking  the  trath  of  the  Old  and  New 
Testaments  ;  aiding  that  there  was  no 
genuine  revelation  of  the  will  of  God 
existing  in  the  world ;  and  that  reason 
was  the  only  true  faith  which  laid  any 
obligations  on  the  conduct  of  mankind. 
In  other  respects  also  it  ridiculed  and 
vilified  the  prophets,  our  Saviour,  His 


disciples,  and  the  Sacred  Scriptures. 

(a)  Rex  V.  Williams,  1797.  Holt  on 
Libel,  69,  note  (0}.  2  Starkie  on  libel, 
141. 

(6)  4  Blac.  Com.  51. 

(c)  Starkie  on  Libel,  Ist  edit.  496, 497. 
See  2nd  edit,  vol.  2,  146-7. 

{d)  Gathercole's  case,  2  Lewin,  237. 
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As  to  the  extent  of  this  offence  and  the  nature  and  certainty  of 
the  words,  it  appears  to  be  immaterial  whether  the  publication  is 
oral  or  written ;  though  the  committing  mischievous  matter  to 
print  or  writing,  and  thereby  affording  it  a  wider  circulation, 
would  undoubtedly  be  considered  as  an  aggravation,  and  affect  the 
measure  of  punishment,  (e) 


Sec.  IV. 
Publications  against  Morality, 

When  the  Star  Chamber  had  been  abolished,  it  appears  that   Of  poblicatioDa 
the  Court  of  King's  Bench  came  to  be  considered  as  the  custos  •««^* 
morwm,  having  cognizance   of   all    offences    against  the  public  "^^'^^^y* 
morals  ;  (/)  under  which  head  may  be  comprehended  representa- 
tions whether  by  writing,  picture,  sign,  or  substitute,  tending  to 
vitiate  and  corrupt  the  minds  and  morals  of  the  people,  (g)     For- 
merly, indeed,  it  appears  to  have  been  holden  that  publications 
of  this  kind  were  not  punishable  in  the  temporal  courts :  (/i)  but  a 
different  doctrine  has  since  been  established :  (i)  And  in  late  times 
indictments  for  obscene  writings  and  prints  have  frequently  been 
preferred,  without  any  objection  having  been  made  to  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  temporal  courts. 

The  principle  of  the  cases  upon  this  subject  seems  to  compre-  Oral  commuiii- 
hend  oral  communications,  when  made  before  a  large  assembly,  <***<>"■• 
and  when  there  is  a  clear  tendency  to  produce  immorality,  as  in  the 
case  of  the  performance  of  an  obscene  play,  {j) 


Sec.  V. 
Lihds  against  the  Constitution. 

Libels  against  the  constitution,  abstracted  from  all  personal  Of  publications 
allusions,  do  not  appear,  either  in  ancient  or  modem  times,  to  have  »«»init  the 
been  often  made  the  subject  of  legal  inquiry.     In  general,  publi-  ^^-^^^^^o"- 
cations  upon  the  constitution,  avoiding  all  discussions  of  personal 
rights  and  privileges,  are  speculative  in  their  nature,  and  not  cal- 
culated to  generate  popular  heat.    But  if  they  should  be  of  a 
different  description,  tending  to  degrade  and  vilify  the  constitution, 
to  promote  insurrection,  and  circulate  discontent  through  its  mem- 
bers, they  would,  without  doubt,  be  considered  as  seditious  and 
criminal,  (k) 

Thus  it  appears  to  have  been  adjudged,  that  though  no  indict- 
ment lay  for  sayine  that  the  laws  of  the  realm  were  not  the  laws  of 
Qod,  because  true  it  is  that  they  are  not  the  laws  of  God  ;  yet  that 

(«)  2  Starkie  on  Libel,  144,  2nd  edit  (9*)  2  Starkie  on  libel,  169.      In  Rez 

(/)  Sir  Ch.Sedley'8  case,  1668.    Keb.  v.  Curl,  2  Str.  790,  it  was  stated  that 

720.     2  Str.  790.    Sid.  168.  there  had  been  many  prosecntions  against 

{g)  Holt  on  Xibel,  78.  the  players  for  obscene  plays,  bnt  that 

{h)  Bex  V.  Read,  11  Mod.  142. 1  Hawk.  they  had  interest  enough  to  get  the'pro 

P.  C.  c  78,  a.  9.  oeedings  stayed  before  judgment 
(«}  Bez  V.  Curl,  2  Str.  788.    Bez  v,         (k)  Holt  on  Libel,  86. 

Wilka,  4  Burr.  2627. 
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it  would  be  otherwise  to  say  that  the  laws  of  the  realm  are  con- 
trary to  the  laws  of  God.  (l)  And  a  defendant  was  convicted  on 
an  information  charging  him  with  having  published,  concerning 
the  government  of  England  and  the  traitors  who  adjudged  King 
Charles  the  First  to  death,  that  the  government  of  the  kingdom 
consists  of  three  estates,  and  that  if  a  rebellion  should  happen  in 
the  kingdom,  unless  that  rebellion  was  against  the  three  estates,  it 
was  no  rebellion,  (m)  In  another  case  a  person  was  convicted  for 
publishing  a  libel,  in  which  it  was  suggested  that  the  revolution 
was  aD  unjust  and  unconstitutional  proceeding,  and  the  limitation 
established  by  the  Act  of  Settlement  was  represented  as  illegal, 
and  that  the  revolution  and  settlement  of  the  crown  as  by  law 
established  had  been  attended  with  fatal  and  pernicious  conse- 
quences to  the  subjects  of  the  kingdom,  (n) 


Of  publications 
against  the 
King. 


Statutes. 


Sec.  VL 
Libels  dgainat  the  King. 

Though  a  different  construction  may  have  prevailed  in  more  ar- 
bitrary times,  it  is  now  settled  that  bare  words,  not  relative  to  any 
act  or  design,  however  wicked,  indecent,  or  reprehensible  they  may 
be,  are  not  in  themselves  overt  acts  of  high  treason  ;  but  only  a 
misprision,  punishable  at  common  law  by  a  fine  and  imprisonment, 
or  other  corporal  punishment,  (o)  Though  words  may  expound 
an  overt  act,  and  show  with  what  intent  it  was  done.  (2>)  And, 
generally  speaking,  any  words,  acts,  or  writing  tending  to  vilify  or 
disgrace  the  King,  or  to  lessen  him  in  the  esteem  of  his  subjects, 
or  any  denial  of  his  right  to  the  crown,  even  in  common  and  un- 
advised discourse,  amount  at  common  law  to  a  misprision  punish- 
able by  fine  and  imprisonment,  (q) 

There  are  also  some  legislative  provisions  upon  this  subject. 
The  3  Edwd.  1,  c.  34,  enacts,  that  none  be  so  hardy  to  tell  or  ,pub- 
lish  any  false  news  or  tales,  whereby  discord  or  occasion  of  discord 
or  slander  may  grow  between  the  King  and  his  people,  and  the 
great  men  of  the  realm,  (r)  And  with  a  view  to  the  security  of 
the  succession  of  the  House  of  Hanover,  according  to  the  Act  of 
Settlement,  a  law  was  passed  declaring  it  to  be  treason  to  write  or 
print  against  it.  (s) 

The  nature  of  the  offence  of  libel  against  the  monarch  personally 
has  been  ably  explained  and  illustrated,  according  to  the  more  mild 
and  liberal  doctrines  of  the  present  time,  in  the  following  case  : — 

(Q  2  RoU.  Abr.  78. 

(m)  Rex  V.  Harrison,  1677.  3  Keb. 
841.  Vent.  824.  And  a  treatise  upon 
hereditary  right  was  holden  to  be  a  libel, 
though  it  contained  no  reflection  upon 
any  part  of  the  then  govemment,  Reg.  v. 
Bedford,  1711.     2  Str.  789.     Gilb.  297. 

(n)  Rex  V.  Nutt,  1754.  Dig.  L.  L. 
126,  and  see  Dr.  Shebbeare's  case,  and 
Rext'.  Paine,  Holt  on  Libel,  88,  89,  and 
2  Starkie  on  Libel,  164. 

(o)  1  East,  P.  C.  c.  2,  s,  65,  p.  117. 

(p)  Crohagan's  case,  Cro.  Car.  882. 

(q)  4  Blac.  Com.  123. 


(r)  It  is  said  to  have  been  resolved  by 
all  tne  judges  that  aU  writers  of  fialse 
news  are  indictable  and  punishable 
(4  Read.  St.  L.  Dig.  L.  L.  23) ;  and  pro- 
bably at  this  day  the  fabrication  of  news 
likely  to  produce  any  public  detriment 
would  be  considered  as  criminal.  Starkie 
on  Libel,  546,  1st  edit. 

(s)  6  Anne,  c.  7 ;  and  see  other  sta- 
tutes which  were  passed  for  the  purpose 
of  guarding  the  King's  character  and 
title,  cited  in  2  Starkie  on  Libel,  171, 
2nd  edit. 
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The  defendant  was  charged  with  having  published  a  libel  to  the  Box  v.  Lam* 
following  effect : '  What  a  crowd  of  blessings  rush  upon  one's  mind,  {^-  It  i*  Jio* 
that  might  be  bestowed  upon  the  country  in  the  event  of  a  total  ^ter^^ho 
change  of  system  !    Of  all  monarchs,  indeed,  since  the  Revolution,  allowB  the 
the  successor  of  Gteorge  the  Third  will  have   the   finest  oppor-  8ov«™^a  to  be 
tunity  of  becoming  nobly  popular/      Lord  Ellenborough,  C.  J.,  S©  welfare^of 
in  addressing   the  jury,  stated,  that  the  first  sentence   of  this  his  subjects, 
passage  would  easily  admit  of  an  innocent  interpretation ;  that  the  ^^,  T^***^  * 
fair  meaning  of  the  expression  '  change  of  system '  was  a  change  ^^niating 
of  political  system — ^not  a  change  in  the  frame  of  the  established  him,  or  of 
government — but  in  the  measures  of  policy  which  had  been  for  bringing  his 
some  time  pursued  ;  and  that  by  total  change  of  system  was  cer-  ^^menfuito 
tainly  not  meant  subversion  or  demolition,  the  descent  of  the  public  odium, 
crown  to  the  successor  of  his  Majesty  being  mentioned  immediately  ^  T^f'v"" 
after.     His  lordship  then  proceeded : — '  If  a  person  who   admits  £^  t^e,j  ^ 
the  wisdom  and  vii-tues  of  his  Majesty,  laments  that  in  the  exercise  erroneous  yiew 
of  these  he  has  taken  an  unfortunate  and  erroneous  view  of  the  of  «»y  ques- 
interests  of  his  dominions,  I  am  not  prepared  to  say  that  this  tends  or*dom«^^^ 
to  degrade  his  Majesty,  or  to  alienate  the  affections  of  his  subjects,  policy. 
I  am  not  prepared  to  say  that  this  is  libellous.    But  it  must  be 
with  perfect  decency  and  respect,  and  without  any  imputation  of 
bad  motives.     Go  one  step  further,  and  say  or  insinuate  that  his 
Majesty  acts  from  any  partial  or  corrupt  view  or  with  an  intention 
to  favour  or  oppress  any  individual  or  class  of  men,  and  it  would 
become  most  libellous.'     Upon  the  second  sentence,  after  stating 
that  it  was  more  equivocal,  and  telling  the  jury  that  they  must 
determine  what  was  the  fair  import  of  the  words  employed,  not  in 
the  more  lenient  or  severe  sense,  but  in  the  sense  fairly  belonring 
to  them,  and  which  they  were  intended  to  convey.  Lord  Ellen- 
borough  proceeded  :  *  Now  do  these  words  mean,  that  his  Majesty 
is  actuated  by  improper  motives,  or  that  his  successor  may  render 
himself  nobly  popular  by  taking  a  more  lively  interest  in  the  wel- 
fare of  his  subjects  ?    Such  sentiments,  as  it  would  be  most  mis- 
chievous, so  it  would  be  most  criminal  to  propagate.     But  if  the 
passage  only  means  that  his  Majesty,  during  his  reign,  or  any  length 
of  time,  may  have  taken  an  imperfect  view  of  the  interests  of  the 
country,  either  respecting  our  foreign  relations,  or  the  system  of 
our  internal  policy  ;  if  it  imputes  nothing  but  honest  error,  without 
moral  blame,  I  am  not  prepai-ed  to  sav  that  it  is  a  libel.'     And 
again,  towards  the  conclusion  of  his  address,  his  lordship  said, '  The 
question  of  intention  is  for  your  consideration.     You  will  not  dis- 
tort the  words,  but  give  them  their  application  and  meaning  as 
they  impress  your  minds.     What  appears  to  me  most  material  is 
the  substantive  paragraph  itself;  (t)  and  if  you  consider  it  as  meant 
to  represent  that  the  reign  of  his  Majesty  is  the  only  thing  inter- 
posed between  the  subjects  of  this  country  and  the  possession  of 
great  blessings  which  are  likely  to  be  enjoyed  in  the  reign  of  his 
successor,  and  thus  to  render  his  Majesty's  administration  of  his 
government  odious,  it  is  a  calumnious  paragraph,  and  to  be  dealt 
with  as  a  libeL    If  on  the  contrary  you  do  not  see  that  it  means 

« 

(0  The  libel  was  published  in  a  news-  with  the  subject  of  the  passage  charged 

paper ;  and  it  had  been  allowed  to  the  as  libellous,  although  disjoined  from  it 

derendant  to  have  read  in  evidence  an  hj  extraneous  matter,  and  printed  in  a 

extract  from  the  same  paper  connected  diiferent  character. 
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distinctly,  according  to  your  reasoning,  to  impute  any  purposed 
maladministration  to  his  Majesty,  or  those  acting  under  him,  but 
may  be  fairly  construed  as  an  expression  of  regret,  that  an  ewoneous 
view  has  been  taken  of  public  affairs,  I  am  not  prepared  to  say 
that  it  is  a  libel.  There^have  been  errors  in  the  administration  of 
the  most  eDlightened  men/  (u) 

Falsely  publishing  that  the  King  is  labouring  under  mental  de- 
rangement is  a  libel :  it  tends  to  unsettle  and  agitate  the  public 
mind,  and  to  lower  the  respect  due  to  the  King,  (v) 


Of  pnblicationB 
against  the 
two  HoDses  of 
Parliament. 


Sec.  VIT. 

LiheU  against  Houses  of  Parliament 

The  two  Houses  of  Parliament  are  an  essential  part  of  the  con- 
stitution, and  entitled  to  reverence  and  respect,  on  account  of  the 
important  public  duties  which  they  have  to  discharge.  But  as 
they  have  the  power  of  treating  libels  against  them  as  breaches  of 
their  privileges,  and  vindicating  them  in  the  nature  of  contempts, 
more  cases  of  such  libels  are  to  be  met  with  in  their  journals  than 
in  the  proceedings  of  the  courts  of  law.  The  common  law,  how- 
ever, is  fully  capable  of  taking  cognizance  of  any  publications 
reflecting  in  a  libellous  manner  upon  the  members  or  proceedings 
of  the  Houses  of  Parliament ;  (w)  and  it  seems  rather  to  have  been 
the  inclination  of  Parliament  in  modern  times  to  direct  prosecu- 
tions for  such  offences  in  the  courts  of  common  law,  and  to  waive 
the  exercise  of  their  own  extensive  privileges.  In  the  case  of  the 
King  v.  Siockdale,  {x)  the  attorney-general  in  his  speech  to  the 
jury,  after  stating  the  addre&s  of  the  House  of  Commons  to  the 
KiDg,  praying  that  his  Majesty  would  direct  the  information  to  be 
filed,  proceeded  thus,  'I  state  it  as  a  measure  which  they  have 
taken,  thinking  it  in  their  wisdom,  as  every  one  must  think  it,  to 
be  the  fittest  to  bring  before  a  jury  of  their  country  an  offender 
against  themselves,  avoiding  thereby,  what  sometimes  indeed  is  un- 
avoidable, but  which  they  wish  to  avoid  whenever  it  can  be  done 
with  propriety,  the  acting  both  as  judges  and  accusers,  which  they 
must  necessarily  have  done,  had  they  resorted  to  their  own  powers, 
which  are  great  and  extensive,  for  the  purposes  of  vindicating  them- 
selves against  insult  and  contempt,  but  which  in  the  present  instance 
they  have  wisely  forborne  to  exercise,  thinking  it  better  to  leave 
the  offender  to  be  dealt  with  by  a  fair  and  impartial  jury.'  (y) 

of  the  Honse  of  Commons,  declaring  a 
pamphlet,  ptiblished  by  the  defendant,  to 
he  a  libel.  In  the  pamphlet,  which  waa 
called  '  Thoughts  on  the  English  Govern- 
ment/ there  was  this  passage  amongst 
others  which  the  House  deemed  libellous 
— *  That  the  King's  government  might  go 
on  if  the  Lords  and  Gammons  were  lopped 
off.'  The  jm'y  considered  the  expressions 
as  merely  metaphorical,  and  acquitted  the 
defendant. 

(xS  Ante,  note  («?). 

(y)  See  2  Ridgway^s  speeches  of  the 
Hon.  T.  Erskine,  p.  208. 


(u)  Rex  V,  Lambert,  2  Camb.  398. 

{v)  Bexv.  Harvey,  2  B.  &  C.  257,  and 
malice  wiU  bo  implied  from  such  wilful 
defaming  without  excuse.  See  the  case, 
po$t,  p.  222. 

(w)  As  in  Rex  r.  Rayner,  2  Barnard, 
293,  where  the  defendant  was  convicted  of 
printing  a  scandalous  libel  on  the  Tjords 
and  Commons;  and  in  Rex  v.  Owen, 
25  Geo.  2.  MS.  Dig.  L.  L.  67.  In  Rex  v. 
Stockdale,  28  Geo.  3,  an  information  was 
filed  bv  the  attorney-general  for  a  libel 
upon  tne  House  of  Commons.  A  prose- 
cution was  also  instituted  in  Rex  v.  Reeves, 
86  Geo.  8,  in  consequence  of  a  resolution 
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Sec.  VIII. 
Libels  upon  the  Oovemment 

The  extent  to  which  the  measures  of  the  King;  or  the  proceed-  Of  publieationi 
ings  of  hifl  government,  may  be  fairly  and  legally  canvassed,  has  •«""*  ^« 
been  the  sui^ect  of  much  discussion,  as  it  is  undoubtedly  one  of  the  ^^•™™*'' 
first  importance :  but  it  is  not  within  the  scope  and  design  of  this 
Treatise  to  enter  further  upon  the  question,  than  by  stating  a  few 
of  the  established  principles  and  decided  cases. 

It-  may  be  observed,  that  the  liberty  of  discussion,  which  in  many 
instances  has  been  admitted  on  the  part  of  the  officers  of  the 
crown,  would  seem  to  be  sufficient  to  answer  all  the  purposes  of 
the  honest  patriot ;  the  man  who  would  condemn  only  with  a  view 
to  genuine  and  constitutional  reformation.  Upon  a  late  prosecu- 
tion for  a  libel,  the  attorney-general  in  his  opening  to  the  jury 
thus  expressed  himself : '  The  right  of  every  man  to  represent  what 
he  may  conceive  to  be  an  abuse  or  grievance  in  the  government  of 
the  country,  if  his  intention  in  so  doing  be  honest,  and  the  state- 
ment made  upon  fair  and  open  grounds,  can  never  for  a  moment 
be  questioned.  I  shall  never  think  it  my  duty  to  prosecute  any 
person  for  writing,  printing,  and  publishing,  fair  and  candid 
opinions  on  the  system  of  the  government  aud  constitution  of 
this  country,  nor  for  pointing  out  what  he  may  honestly  conceive 
to  be  grievances,  nor  for  proposing  legal  means  of  redress.'  {z) 
Evenr  man  has  a  right  to  give  every  public  matter  a  candid,  full, 
and  free  discussion ;  but  although  the  people  have  a  right  to  discuss 
any  grievances  they  have  to  complain  of,  they  must  not  do  it  in 
a  way  to  excite  tumult ;  and  if  a  party  publish  a  paper  on  auy 
such  matter,  and  it  contain  no  more  than  a  calm  and  quiet  dis- 
cussion, allowing  something  for  a  little  feeling  in  men's  minds, 
that  will  be  no  libel;  but  if  the  paper  go  beyond  that  limit,  and 
be  calculated  to  excite  tumult,  it  is  a  libel,  (a) 

In  many  cases  which  may  occur,  the  due  exercise  of  this  liberty 
and  right  of  discussion  will  involve  considerations  of  much  diffi- 
culty, and  require  great  nicety  of  discrimination ;  as  it  may  be- 
come necessary  to  ascertain  the  particular  points  at  which  the 
bounds  of  rational  discussion  have  been  exceeded.  The  answer  to 
the  following  question  has,  however,  been  proposed  as  a  test,  by 
which  the  intrinsic  illegality  of  such  publications  may  be  decided :  (6) 
'  Has  the  communication  a  plain  tendency  to  produce  public  mis- 
chief by  perverting  the  mind  of  the  subject,  and  creating  a  general 
dissatisfaction  towards  government?' 

However  innocent  and  allowable  it  may  be  to  canvass  political 
measures  within  these  limits,  it  is  quite  clear  that  their  discussion 
must  not  be  made  a  cloak  for  an  attack  upon  private  character. 
Libels  on  persons  employed  in  a  public  capacity  receive  an  aggia- 
vation  as  they  tend  to  scandalize  tne  government  by  reflecting  on 

(s)  Bex  V.  Peny,  1798.    See  2  Bidg-         (a)  Beg.  v.  Collins,  9  C.  &  P.  466. 
wave  speecbes,  871.  Littledale,  J. 

(h)  Starkifl  on  Libel,  525,  Ist  edit 
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those  who  are  entrusted  with  the  administration  of  public  affairs  ; 
for  they  not  only  endanger  the  public  peace,  as  all  other  libels  do, 
by  stirring  up  the  parties  immediately  concerned  to  acts  of  revenge, 
but  also  have  a  direct  tendency  to  breed  in  the  people  a  dislike  of 
their  governors,  and  incline  them  to  faction  and  sedition,  (o)  If 
a  paper  has  a  direct  tendency  to  cause  unlawful  meetings  and 
disturbances,  and  to  lead  to  a  violation  of  the  laws,  it  is  a  seditious 
libel,  (d) 

Cases.  A  person  delivered  a  ticket  up  to  the  minister  after  sermon, 

wherein  he  desired  him  to  take  notice  that  offences  passed  now 
without  control  from  the  civil  magistrate,  and  to  quicken  the 
civil  magistrate  to  do  his  duty,  &c, ;  and  this  was  held  to  be  a 
libel,  though  no  magistrate  in  particular  was  mentioned,  and 
though  it  was  not  averred  that  the  magistrates  suffered  those  vices 
knowingly,  (e) 

Eeg.v.Tuchin.  In  a  case  where  the  defendant  was  prosecuted  upon  an  infor- 
mation for  a  libel  upon  the  government,  his  counsel  contended  that 
the  publication  was  innocent,  and  could  not  be  considered  as  libel- 
lous, because  it  did  not  reflect  upon  particular  persons.  But 
Holt,  C.  J.,  said,  '  They  say  nothing  is  a  libel  but  what  reflects  on 
some  particular  person.  But  this  is  a  very  strange  doctrine  to  say 
that  it  is  not  a  libel  reflecting  on  the  government,  endeavouring  to 
possess  the  people  that  the  government  is  maladministered  by 
corrupt  persons  that  are  employed  in  such  stations,  either  in  the 
navy  or  army.  To  say  that  corrupt  officers  are  appointed  to 
administer  affairs  is  certainly  a  reflection  on  the  government  If 
men  should  not  be  called  to  account  for  possessing  the  people  with 
an  ill  opinion  of  the  government,  no  government  can  subsist ; 
nothing  can  be  worse  to  any  government  than  to  endeavour  to 
procure  animosities  as  to  the  management  of  it ;  this  has  always 
been  looked  upon  as  a  crime,  and  no  government  can  be  safe  unless 
it  be  punished.*  (/) 

Rexv.Oobbett.       This  doctrine  was  recognized  in  a  case,  where  the  defendant 

was  charged  with  publishing  a  libel  upon  the  administration  of  the 
Irish  government,  and  upon  the  public  conduct  and  character  of 
the  Lord  Lieutenant  and  Lord  Chancellor  of  Ireland.  Lord 
EUenborough,  C.  J.,  in  his  address  to  the  jury,  observed,  '  It  is 
no  new  doctrine  that  if  a  publication  be  calculated  to  alienate  the 
affections  of  the  people,  by  bringing  the  government  into  dis- 
esteem,  whether  the  expedient  be  by  ridicule  or  obloquy,  the  person 
so  conducting  himself  is  exposed  to  the  inflictions  of  the  law.  It 
is  a  crime ;  it  has  ever  been  considered  as  a  crime,  whether  wrapt 
in  one  form  or  another.  The  case  of  Reg,  v.  Tuchin,  decided  in 
the  time  of  Lord  Chief  Justice  Holt,  has  removed  all  ambiguity 
from  this  question;  and,  although  at  the  period  when  that  case 
was  decided  great  political  contentions  existed,  the  matter  was  not 
again  brought  before  the  judges  of  the  Court  by  any  application 
for  a  new  trial.'  And  afterwards  his  lordship  said,  *  It  has  been 
observed,  that  it  is  the  right  of  the  British  subject  to  exhibit  the 
folly  or  imbecility  of  the  members  of  the  government.   But,  gentle- 


(c)  1  Hawk.  P.  C.  c.  73,  s.  7.  Bac. 
Abr.  tit.  lAbel  (A.)  2.  Rex  v.  Franklin, 
9  St.  Tri.  265. 

(d)  Reg,  r.  LoTett,  9  C.  &  P.   462. 


Littledale,  J. 

{e)  Bac.  Abr.  tit  Libel  (A.)  2. 

(/)  Reg.  V.  Tnchin,  1704.     Holt's  R. 
424.    6  St.  Tri.  532. 


CHAP.  in.  §  IX.]       On  Mdgistrates,  &c. 

men,  we  must  confine  ourselves  within  limits.  If  in  so  doing 
individual  feelings  are  violated,  there  the  line  of  interdiction  begins, 
and  the  offence  becomes  the  subject  of  penal  visitation.'  {g) 
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Sec.  IX. 
LibeU  on  Magistrates  and  Administration  of  Justice, 

As  nothing  tends  more  to  the  disturbance  of  the  public  weal  Of  publications 
than  aspersions  upon  the   administration   of  justice ;   contempts  ?*^*j^  Tfh " 
against  the  King's  judges,  and  scandalous  reflections  upon  their  aSainUtiation 
proceedings,  have    always   been   considered    as   highly   criminal  of  justice, 
offences ;  and  one  of  the  earliest  cases  of  libel  appears  to  have 
been  an  indictment  for  an  offence  of  this  kind.  Qi) 

Generally,  any  contemptuous  or  contumacious  words  spoken  to 
the  judges  of  any  courts  in  the  execution  of  their  offices  are 
indictable ;  and  when  reflecting  words  are  spoken  of  the  judges  of 
the  superior  courts  at  Westminster,  the  speaker  is  indictable  both 
at  common  law  and  under  the  statutes  of  acandalum  onagnatum, 
whether  the  words  relate  to  their  office  or  not.  (i) 

Any  publications  reflecting  upon  and  calumniating  the  admi-  Oases, 
nistration  of  justice  are  of  a  libellous  nature,  (f)  So  an  order  £ex  v.  Watson, 
made  by  a  corporation,  and  entered  in  their  books,  stating  that  A. 
(against  whom  a  jury  had  found  a  verdict  with  large  damages  in 
an  action  for  a  malicious  prosecution,  and  which  verdict  had  been 
confirmed  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,)  was  actuated  by  motives 
of  public  justice  in  preferring  the  indictment,  was  held  to  be  a 
libel  reflecting  on  the  administration  of  justice,  for  which  an 
information  should  be  granted  against  the  members  who  had  made 
the  order.  Ashhurst,  J.,  said,  that  the  assertion  that  A.  was 
actuated  by  motives  of  public  justice  carried  with  it  an  imputation 
on  the  public  justice  of  the  country ;  for  if  those  were  his  only 
motives,  then  the  verdict  must  be  wrong.  BuUer,  J.,  said, 
*  Nothing  can  be  of  greater  importance  to  the  welfare  of  the  public 
than  to  put  a  stop  to  the  animadversions  and  censures  which  are 
so  frequently  made  on  courts  of  justice  in  this  country.  They  can 
be  of  no  service,  and  may  be  attended  with  the  most  mischievous 
consequences.  Cases  may  happen  in  which  the  judge  and  jury 
may  be  mistaken  :  when  they  are,  the  law  has  afforded  a  remedy ; 
and  the  party  injured  is  entitled  to  pursue  every  method  which  the 
law  allows  to  correct  the  mistake.  But  when  a  person  has  recourse 
either  by  a  writing  like  the  present,  by  publications  in  print,  or  by 
any  other  means,   to  calumniate  the  proceedings  of  a  court  of 


(g)  Eex  V.  Cobbett,  1804.  Holt  on 
libel,  114,  115.  2  Starkie  on  Libel,  193, 
where  see  in   the   note   other  cases  re- 

ffilTfid  to 

{h)  Holt  on  Libel,  158. 

(i)  2  Starkie  on  Libel,  195,  where  see 
the  cases  collected.  And  see  1  Hawk. 
P.  C.  c  7,  et  seq.  The  proceeding  by 
writ  of  scandalum  magnaium  npon  the 
statutes  3  £dw.  1,  c.  84.  2  R.  2,  st.  1, 
c.  5.     12  R.  2,  c.  11,  is  of  a  ciyil,  as  well 


as  of  a  criminal  nature  ;  and  was  formerly 
had  recourse  to  in  case  of  defamation  of 
any  of  the  great  officers  and  nobles.  But 
the  civil  proceeding  is  now  almost  obso- 
lete, the  nobility  preferring  to  waive 
their  privileges  in  any  action  of  slander, 
and  to  stand  upon  the  same  footing,  with 
respect  to  civil  remedies,  as  their  fellow 
subjects. 

(;)  Vin.  Abr.  tit.  ConUmpt  (A.)  44. 
Pool  V.  Sachererel,  1720, 
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justice,  the  obvious  tendency  of  it  is  to  weaken  the  administration 
of  justice,  and  in  consequence  to  sap  the  very  foundation  of  the 
constitution  itself/  (k) 
B>ex  V.  White.  In  another  case  the  same  doctrine  was  acted  upon :  but  it  was  at 
the  same  time  clearly  admitted  that  it  would  be  lawful  to  discuss 
the  merits  of  the  verdict  of  a  jury,  or  the  decisions  of  a  judge, 
provided  it  be  done  with  candour  and  decency.  An  information 
was  filed  against  the  proprietors  and  printers  of  a  Sunday  news- 
paper, for  a  libel  upon  Le  Blanc,  J.,  and  a  jury,  by  whom  a 
prisoner  had  been  tried  for  murder  and  acquitted;  and  it  was 
contended  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  that  they  had  only  made 
a  fair  use  of  their  right  to  canvass  the  proceedings  of  a  court  of 
justice.  Grose,  J.,  said,  that  *  it  certainlv  was  lawful,  with  decency 
and  candour,  to  discuss  the  propriety  of  the  verdict  of  a  jury,  or 
the  decisions  of  a  judge  ;  and  if  the  defendants  should  be  thought 
to  have  done  no  more  in  this  instance,  they  would  be  entitled  to 
an  acquittal :  but,  on  the  contrary,  they  bad  transgressed  the  law, 
and  ought  to  be  convicted,  if  the  extracts  from  the  newspaper, 
set  out  in  the  information,  contained  no  reasoning  or  discussion, 
but  only  declamation  and  invective,  and  were  written  not  with  a 
view  to  elucidate  the  truth,  but  to  injure  the  characters  of  indi- 
viduals, and  to  bring  into  hatred  and  contempt  the  administration 
of  justice  in  the  country.'  (I) 

It  seems  that  no  indictment  will  lie  for  contemptuous  words 
spoken  either  of  or  to  inferior  magistrates,  unless  they  are  at  the 
time  in  the  actual  execution  of  their  duty,  or  at  least  unless  the 
words  affect  them  directly  in  their  office  ;  though  it  may  be  good 
cause  for  binding  the  offender  to  his  good  behaviour,  (m)  This 
doctrine  was  recognized  in  a  case,  where  the  defendant  was  indicted 
for  saying  of  a  justice  of  the  peace  for  the  county  of  Middlesex, 
in  his  absence,  that  he  was  a  scoundrel  and  a  Uar.  {n)  Lord 
EUenborough,  C.  J.,  said,  'the  words  not  being  spoken  to  the 
justice,  I  think  they  are  not  indictable.  This  doctrine  is  laid 
down  by  Lord  Holt  in  a  case  in  Salkeld;  (o)  and  in  Rex  v. 
Pocock  (p)  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  refused  to  grant  an  infor- 
mation for  saying  of  a  justice,  in  his  absence,  that  he  was  a 
forsworn  rogue.  However,  I  will  not  direct  an  acquittal  upon 
this  point,  as  it  is  upon  the  record,  and  may  be  taken  advantage  of 
in  arrest  of  judgment.  It  will  be  for  the  jury  now  to  say  whether 
these  words  were  spoken  of  the  prosecutor  as  a  justice  of  the 
peace,  and  with  intent  to  defame  him  in  that  capacity  ;  for  if  they 
were  not,  this  indictment  is  not  supported ;  and  it  could  not  by 
possibi^ty  be  a  misdemeanor  to  utter  them,  although  the  prose- 
cutor's name  may  be  in  the  commission  of  the  peace  for  the  county 
of  Middlesex.'  (q)  But  it  has  been  holden  to  be  an  indictable 
offence  to  say  of  a  justice  of  the  peace,  when  in  the  execution  of 
his  office,  'you  are  a  rogue  and  a  liar.'  (r)  The  Court  will  not, 
however,  gi-ant  an  information  for   calling  a  magistrate  a  liar, 


Of  words 
spoken  of,  or 
to,  inferior 
magistrates. 


(k)  Rex  V.  Watson,  2  T.  B.  199. 

(Z)  Rex  V.  White,  1  Campb.  859.  And 
■ee  a  note  of  another  proceeding  by  infor- 
mation affainst  the  same  defenoants  for  a 
libel  on  Lord  EUenborough,  C.  J.  Holt 
on  libel,  170,  171. 

(m)  2  Starkie  on  Ubol,  195.  1  Hawk. 


P.  C.  c.  21,  8.  18. 

(n)  Rex  V,  Weltje,  2  Campb.  142. 

io)  Rex  V.  Wrightson,  2  Salk.  698. 

Ip)  2  Str.    1157.     And   see    Rex  «. 
Penny,  1  Lord  Raym.  158. 

(q)  Rex  V.  Weltje,  2  Campb.  141 

(r)  Rex  V.  Reyel,  1  8tr.  420. 


CHAP,  III.  §  X.]     On  Private  Individuals. 

accasing  him  of  misconduct  in  having  absented  himself  from  an 
election  of  clerk  to  the  magistrates,  and  threatening  a  repetition 
of  the  same  language  whenever  such  magistrate  came  into  the 
town^  unless  they  tend  to  a  breach  of  the  peace,  (s) 
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Sec.  X. 
Libels  on  Private  Individuals. 

A  general  definition  of  a  libel  on  an  individual  has  already 
been  given,  ante,  p.  178. 

As  every  person  desires  to  appear  agreeable  in  life,  and  must  be  Of  pablications 
highly  provoked  by  such  ridiculous  representations  of  him  as  tend  ,^j!^i^^„^?7**^ 
to  lessen  him  in  the  esteem  of  the  world,  and  take  away  his  repu- 
tation, which  to  some  men  is  more  dear  than  life  itself ;  it  has 
been  held  that  not  only  chai'ges  of  a  flagrant  nature,  and  which 
reflect  a  moral  (t)  turpitude  on  the  party,  are  libellous,  but  also 
such  as  set  him  in  a  scurrilous,  ignominious,  or  ludicrous  (u)  light, 
whether  expressed  in  printing  or  writing,  or  by  signs  or  pictures  ; 
for  these  equally  create  ill  blood,  and  provoke  the  parties  to  acts 
of  revenge  and  breaches  of  the  peace,  {v) 

But  it  should  be  observed,  that  there  is  an  important  distinction  Words  spokea 
under  this  head  between  words  spoken  only,  and  words  published  ^  "®*  indict- 
by  writing  or  printing.     Words  spoken,  however  scurrilous,  even  *  *' 
though  spoken  peraonally  to  an  individual,  are  not  the  subject  of 
indictment,  unless  they  directly  tend  to  a  breach  of  the  peace, 
as  if  they  convey  a  challeuge  to  fight,  (w)     But  words,  though 
not  scandalous  in  themselves,  if  published  in  writing,  and  tending 
in  any  degree  to  the  discredit  of  a  man,  have  been  held  to  be 
libellous,  {x) 

Upon  these  principles  it  has  been  held  to  be  libellous  to  write  Cases, 
of  a  man  that  he  had  the  itch,  and  stunk  of  brimstone,  (y)  And 
an  information  was  granted  against  the  mayor  of  a  town  for 
sending  to  a  nobleman  a  license  to  keep  a  public  house,  (z)  An 
information  was  also  granted  for  a  publication  reflecting  upon  a 
person  who  had  been  unsuccessful  in  a  lawsuit ;  (a)  and  against 


(s)  Ex  parte  Chapman,  4  A.  &  £.  773. 

{l)  A  charge  of  ingratitude  is  action- 
ahle  as  libel,  Cox  «.  Lee.  S8  L.  J.,  Ex. 
219. 

(u)  Cooke  V.  Ward,  6  Bing.  409.  4  M. 
&  P.  99. 

(v)  Ante,  p.  178.  Bac.  Abr.  tit  Ltbel 
(A.)  2.  So  in  the  case  of  Thorley  v.  Lord 
Eeiiy,  4  Taunt  864,  Mansfield,  C.  J., 
delivering  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  said, 
'  there  is  no  doubt  that  this  is  a  libel  for 
which  the  plaintiff  in  error  might  have 
been  indicted  and  punished,  because, 
though  the  words  impute  no  punishable 
crimes,  they  contain  that  sort  of  imputa- 
tion which  is  calculated  to  vilify  a  man, 
and  bring  him,  as  the  books  say,  into 
hatred,  contempt,  and  ridicule ;  for  all 
words  of  that  description  an  indictment 
lies.'    And  in  Rex  r.  Cobbctt,  Holt  on 


Libel,  114, 115,  Lord  Ellcnborough,  C.  J., 
said,  '  No  man  has  a  right  to  render  the 
person  or  abilities  of  another  ridiculous, 
not  only  in  publications,  but  if  the  peace 
and  welfare  of  individuals,  or  of  society, 
be  interrupted,  or  even  exposed  by  types 
and  fif^ures,  the  act,  by  the  law  of  Eng- 
land, isalibeL' 

{to)  Reg.  V.  Langley,  6  Mod.  125.  Rex 
V.  Bear,  2  Salk.  417.  By  Holt,  C.  J. 
Yillarfl  v.  Monsley,  2  Wils.  408,  and  see 
2  Starkie  on  Libel,  208.  Thorley  v.  Lord 
Kerry,  4  Taunt  855. 

(a)  Bac.  Abr.  tit  Liba  (A.)  2.  Fray  v. 
Fray,  84  L.  J.  C.  P.  45. 

{ij)  Villars  v.  Monsley,  2  WiUs.  408. 

(z)  The  Mayor  of  Northampton's  case. 
1  Str.  422. 

(a)  2  Barnard.  84. 
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the  printer  of  a  newspaper  for  publisfaing  a  ludicrous  paragraph, 
giving  an  account  of  the  marriage  of  a  nobleman  with  an  actress, 
and  of  his  appearing  with  her  in  the  boxes  with  jewels,  &c.  (b) 
A  defendant  was  convicted  for  publishiDg  a  libel  in  a  review, 
tending  to  traduce,  vilify,  and  ridicule  an  officer  of  high  rank  in 
the  navy ;  and  to  insinuate  that  he  wanted  courage  and  veracity ; 
and  to  cause  it  to  be  believed  that  he  was  of  a  conceited,  obstinate, 
and  incendiary  disposition,  (o)  And  an  information  was  granted 
against  a  printer  of  a  newspaper,  for  publishing  a  paragraph  con- 
taining a  libel  on  the  Bishop  of  Derry,  by  representing  him  as  a 
bankrupt,  (d)  But  in  an  action  for  publishing  a  libel  by  posting 
it  on  a  paper  in  the  Casino-room  at  Southwold,  containing  these 
words,  *  The  Rev.  John  Robinson  and  Mr.  James  Robinson, 
inhabitants  of  this  town,  not  being  persons  that  the  proprietors 
and  annual  subscribers  think  it  proper  to  associate  with,  are 
excluded  this  room ; '  the  Court  of  Exchequer  held,  that  the 
publication  was  not  a  libel,  as  it  did  not  affect  the  moral  character 
of  the  plaintiffs,  nor  state  that  they  were  not  proper  persons  for 
general  society ;  that  the  paper  might  import  no  more  than  that 
the  plaintiff  was  not  a  social  and  agreeable  character  in  the  inter- 
course of  common  life,  (e)  But  where  a  count  alleged  that  the 
defendant  published  of  the  Duke  of  Brunswick  the  following 
libel :  *  Why  should  Theophilus  be  surprised  at  anything  Mrs. 
W.  does?  If  she  chooses  to  entertain  the  Duke  of  Bninswick, 
she  does  what  very  few  will  do  ;  and  she  is  of  course  at  liberty 
to  follow  the  bent  of  her  own  inclining,  by  inviting  all  the 
eocpatt^aied  foreigners  who  crowd  our  streets  to  her  table,  if  she 
thinks  fit ; '  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  held  that  the  mat- 
ter stated  was  libellous,  as  it  might  be  understood  in  such  a  sense 
as  to  be  injurious  to  the  prosecutor's  character.'  (/) 
Publication  A  publication  reflecting  upon  a  man  in  respect  of  his  trade  may 

refleciang  upon  ^jg^  |j^  libellous :  as  where  A.,  a  gunsmith,  published  in  an  adver- 

a  man  in  re-  iiii-  ii  i«i/»  i  i 

spect  of  his       tisement  that  he  had  mvented  a  short  kmd  of  gun,  that  shot  as 
trade.  far  as  others  of  a  longer  size,  and  that  he  was  gunsmith  to  the 

Prince  of  Wales ;  and  B.,  another  gunsmith,  counter-advertised, 
'That  whereas,  &c.  (reciting  the  former  advertisement),  he  desired 
all  gentlemen  to  be  cautious,  for  that  the  said  A.  durst  not  engage 
with  any  artist  in  town,  nor  ever  did  make  such  an  experiment, 
except  out  of  a  leather  gun,  as  any  gentleman  might  be  satisfied 
at  the  Cross  Guns  in  Long  Acre,  the  said  B.*s  house.'  The  Court 
held,  that  though  B.,  or  any  other  of  the  trade,  might  counter- 
advertise  what  was  published  by  A.,  yet  it  should  have  been  done 
without  any  general  reflections  on  him  in  the  way  of  his  business  : 
that  the  advice  to  '  all  gentlemen  to  be  cautious,'  was  a  reflection 
upon  his  honesty ;  and  the  allegation  that  he  would  not  engage 
with  an  artist  was  setting  him  below  the  rest  of  his  trade,  and 
calling  him  a  hungrier  in  general  terms  ;  and  that  the  expression 
'  except  out  of  a  leather  gun '  was  charging  him  with  a  lie,  the 

(b)  Rez  V.  Einnenley,  1  Blao.  R.  294.  private  familiea 

It  was  sworn  that  the  nobleman  was  a  (e)  Rex  «.  Dr.  Smollet,  1759.    Holt  on. 

married  man  ;  and  the  Court  said,  that  Libel,  224. 

nnder  snch  circnmstances  the  publication  {d)  Anonymous,  Hill,  T.  1312. 

would  have  been  a  high  offence  even  (e)  Robinson  v.  Jermyn,  1  Price,  R.  11. 

af;ain8t  a    commoner,  and  that  it  was  (/)  Gregory  v.  The  Queen,  15  Q.  B. 

high  time  to  stop  such  intermeddling  in  957t 
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word  gwn,  being  vulgarly  used  for  a  lie,  and  gunner  for  a  liar,  and 
that  therefore  these  words  were  libellous,  {g) 

Declaration,  'that  the  plaintiffs  carried  on  the  business  of 
manufacturers  of  bags,  and  in  such  business  invented,  manufac- 
tured, and  sold  great  numbers  of  a  bag  called  "  The  Bag  of  Bags," 
and  the  defendant  maliciously  printed  and  published  of  and  con- 
cerning the  plaintiffs  in  their  business,  in  a  periodical  called  the 
Tomahawk,  the  words  following : — "  Novelty  and  enough.  Let  us 
[meauing  the  defendant]  premise  our  remarks  that  they  are  not  a 
planned  advertisement,  and  then  let  us  declare  that  Messrs.  J.  & 
K.  [meaning  the  plaintiffs]  have  introduced  and  largely  advertised 
an  article  of  their  manufacture  as  the  Bag  of  Bags.  As  we  have 
not  seen  the  Bag  of  Bags,  we  cannot  say  that  it  is  useful,  or  that  it 
is  portable,  or  that  it  is  elegant.  All  this  it  may  be,  but  the  only 
point  we  can  deal  with  is  the  title,  which  we  think  very  silly,  very 
slangy,  and  very  vulgar,  and  which  has  been  forced  upon  the  notice 
of  the  public  ad  nxx/useam'* *  Held,  on  demurrer,  by  the  majority 
of  the  Court  (Mellor,  J.,  and  Hannen,  J.),  that  the  declai*ation  was 
good,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  a  question  for  the  jury  whether 
the  article  did  not  exceed  the  limits  of  fair  criticism,  and  tend  to 
disparage  the  plaintiffs  to  the  public  in  respect  to  their  mode  of 
carrying  on  their  business ;  but  by  Lush,  J.,  that  the  declaration 
was  bad,  and  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  a  libel  for  the  jury,  as 
there  was  nothing  in  the  article  which  conveyed  an  imputation  on 
the  character  of  the  plaintiffs,  or  on  the  manner  in  which  they 
conducted  their  business.  (A) 

General  imputations  upon  a  body  of  men  are  indictable,  though  CksnenJ  impa- 
no  individuals  may  be  pointed  out.  (i)  An  information  was  ^^^f'S^JJ* 
prayed  against  the  defendant  for  publishing  a  paper  containing  an  ax©  LdidSible. 
account  of  a  murder  committed  upon  a  Jewish  woman  and  her 
child,  by  certain  Jews  lately  arrived  from  Portugal,  and  living  near 
Broad  Street,  because  the  child  was  begotten  by  a  Christian,  (j) 
It  was  objected  that  no  information  should  be  granted  in  this  case, 
because  it  did  not  appear  who  in  particular  the  peraons  reflected 
on  were,  {k)  But  the  Court  said,  that  admitting  that  an  informa- 
tion for  a  libel  might  be  improper,  yet  the  publication  of  this  paper 
was  deservedly  punishable  in  an  information  for  a  misdemeanor, 
and  that  of  the  highest  kind ;  such  sort  of  advertisements  neces- 
sarily tending  to  raise  tumults  and  disorders  amongst  the  people, 
and  inflame  them  with  an  universal  spirit  of  barbarity  against  a 
whole  body  of  men,  as  if  guilty  of  crimes  scarcely  practicable, 
and  wholly  incredible.  (I)  And  if  some  of  the  individuals  affected 
by  the  libel  are  specified,  it  will  be  sufficient ;  as  where  it  was 
objected  that  the  names  of  certain  trustees,  who  were  part  of  the 
body  prosecuting,  were  not  mentioned.  Lord  Hardwicke  observed, 
that  though  there  were  authorities  where,  in  cases  of  libel  upon 


(g)  Harman  v,  Delanj,  Barnard,  E.  B. 
289.  Fit^b.  121.  2  8tr.  898,  S.  C. 
See  The  'V^^stem  Counties  Manure  Com- 
pany V.  Lawes  Chemical  Manure  Com- 
pany, 48  L.  J.  Ex.  171. 

(h)  Jenner  and  another  v.  A'Beckett, 
41  L.  J.  Q.  B.  14. 

(i)  AnU,  p.  179. 

(/)  The  amdayit  set  forth  that  several 
perBons  therein  mentioned,  who  were  re- 


cently arrived  from  Portugal,  and  lived  in 
Broad  Street,  were  attacked  by  multitudes 
in  several  parts  of  the  city,  barbarously 
treated,  and  threatened  with  death,  in 
case  they  were  found  abroad  any  more. 

{k)  Rex  V.  Orme,  8  Salk.  224.  1  Lord 
Ravm.  486,  was  cited. 

(l)  Rex  V.  Osborne,  Sess.  Cas.  260.  2 
Barnard,  188,  166.    EeL  230,  pi.  188. 


208 


Libel  upon  a 
person  de- 
ceased. 


Of  Libel,  dc. 


[book  v. 


persons  in  their  private  capacities,  it  had  been  holden  necessaiy 
that  some  particular  person  should  be  named,  this  was  never 
carried  so  far  as  to  make  it  necessary  that  every  pei'son  injured 
by  such  libel  should  be  specified,  (m) 

Where  a  publication  stated  that,  upon  the  death  of  her  late 
Majesty,  none  of  the  bells  of  the  several  churches  of  Durham 
were  tolled ;  and  ascribed  this  omission  to  the  clergy,  and  then 
proceeded  to  make  some  very  severe  observations  on  that  body,  a 
criminal  information  was  granted,  (n) 

A  malicious  defamation  of  one  who  is  dead,  if  published  with 
a  malevolent  purpose,  to  vilify  the  memory  of  the  deceased,  and 
with  a  view  to  injure  his  posterity,  will  be  libellous ;  but  it  has 
been  holden  that  an  indictment  for  a  libel,  reflecting  on  the 
memory  of  a  deceased  person,  cannot  be  supported,  unless  it  state 
that  it  was  done  with  a  design  to  bring  contempt  on  his  family, 
or  to  stir  up  the  hatred  of  the  King's  subjects  against  his  relations, 
and  to  induce  them  to  break  the  peace  in  vindicating  the  honour 
of  the  family,  (o) 


Of  pablications 
against 
foreigners  of 
distinction. 


Sec.  XI. 

Libels  on  Foreigners  of  Distinction, 

Upon  the  ground  that  malicious  and  scurrilous  reflections  upon 
those  who  are  possessed  of  rank  and  influence  in  foreign  states 
may  tend  to  involve  this  country  in  disputes  and  warfare,  it  has 
been  held  that  publications  tending  to  degrade  and  defame  per- 
sons in  considerable  situations  of  power  and  dignity  in  foreign 
countries  may  be  treated  as  libels.  Thus  an  information  was  filed, 
by  the  command  of  the  Crown,  for  a  libel  on  a  French  ambassador, 
then  residing  at  the  British  court,  consisting  principally  of  some 
angry  reflections  on  his  public  conduct,  and  charging  him  with 
ignorance  in  his  official  capacity,  and  with  having  used  stratagem 
to  supplant  and  depreciate  the  defendant  at  the  court  of  Ver- 
sailles, (p)  And  Lord  George  Gordon  was  found  guilty  upon  an 
information  for  having  published  some  severe  reflections  upon  the 
Queen  of  France,  in  which  she  was  represented  as  the  leader  of  a 
faction :  upon  which  occasion  Ashhurst,  J.,  observed,  in  passing 
sentence,  that  the  object  of  the  publication  being  to  rekindle  ani- 
mosities between  England  and  France  by  the  personal  abuse  of 
the  sovereign  of  one  of  them,  it  was  highly  necessary  to  repress  an 
offence  of  so  dangerous  a  nature :  and  that  such  libels  might  be 
supposed  to  have  been  made  with  the  connivance  of  the  state 
where  they  were  published,  unless  the  authors  were  subjected  to 
punishment,  (q)  So  a  defendant  was  found  guilty  upon  an  in- 
formation charging  him  with  having  published  the  following  libel : 
'The  Emperor  of  Russia  is  rendering  himself  obnoxious  to  his 
subjects  by  various  acts  of  tyranny,  and  ridiculous  in  the  eyes  of 
Europe  by  his  inconsistency.  He  has  lately  passed  an  edict  to 
prohibit  the  exportation  of  deals  and  other  naval  stores.    In  con- 


(m)  Rex  V.  Griflinand  others,  Holt  on 
libel,  289. 
(n)  Rex  V.  WiUiims,  5  B.  &  A.  597. 
(o)  Rex  V.  Topham,  4  T.  R.  126. 


(p)  Rex  V,  D'Eon,  1  Black.  Rep.  510. 
The  defendant  waa  oonyicted. 
is)  Rex  V.  Lord  Geoi^ge  Gordon,  1787. 
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sequence  of  this  ill-judged  law,  a  hundred  sail  of  vessels  are  likely 
to  return  to  this  country  without  freight,  (r) 

And  in  a  case  where  the  defendant  was  charged  by  an  informa- 
tion with  a  libel  upon  Napoleon  Buonaparte,  Lord  Ellenborough, 
C.  J.,  in  his  address  to  the  jury,  said, '  I  lay  it  down  as  law,  that  any 
publication  which  tends  to  degrade,  revile,  and  defame  persons  in 
considerable  situations  of  power  and  dignity  in  foreign  countries, 
may  be  taken  to  be  and  treated  as  a  libel ;  and  particularly  when 
it  has  a  tendency  to  interrupt  the  pacific  relations  between  the  two 
countries.'  (s) 


Sec.  XII. 
Indictment  for  Libel 


Having  stated  the  different  sorts  of  publications  for  which  a 
party  may  be  found  guilty  of  libel,  we  may  mention  some  of  the 
points  relating  to  the  indictment  on  a  prosecution  for  this  offence. 

An  indictment  for  a  libel  must  import  to  whom  the  libellous  Indictment, 
matter  referred  :  and  stating  that  the  libel  was  published  to  defame 
and  vilify  J.  S.,  and  to  bring  him  into  disgrace,  and  concluding 
that  it  was  to  the  great  scandal  and  disgi-ace  of  J.  S.,  is  not  suffi- 
cient to  show  that  the  libellous  matter  referred  to  J.  S.  An  in- 
dictment stated  that  the  defenidant  intended  to  vilify  W.  S.,  Mayor 
of  Colchester,  and  a  justice  ;  and  in  order  to  cause  it  to  be  believed 
that  W.  S.,  as  such  mayor,  had  been  guilty  of  great  abuse  in  grant- 
ing an  ale-licence  to  J.  L.,  and  in  order  to  bring  him  into  great 
disgrace,  published  a  certain  scandalous  libel,  in  which  said  libel 
was  contained,  &c.,  and  the  libel  stated  a  speech  supposed  to  have 
been  made  before  the  borough  magistrates  by  a  fictitious  character, 
called  Excise,  who  was  supposed  to  lay  before  them  a  case  of  gross 
corruption,  sanctioned  by  the  mayor  [innuendo  the  said  W.  S.)  to 
the  great  scandal,  injury,  and  disgrace  of  the  said  W.  S.  The 
usual  allegation,  that  the  libellous  matter  was  of  and  concerning 
W.  S.  was  omitted  ;  and,  on  account  of  this  omission,  the  judg- 
ment was  arrested,  {t)  Where  a  count  alleged  that  the  defendant 
f)ublished  of  and  concerning  the  Duke  of  Brunswick  the  following 
ibel :  'the  evidence  to  facts  in  relation  to  the  particular  subject 
alluded  to  is  procuring ;  and  we  have  no  doubt  sufficient  infor- 
mation will  be  obtained  for  a  strong  case  to  lay  before  the 
Home  Secretary,  to  enable  that  functionary  to  cause  it  to  be  inti- 
naated  to  the  suspected  party  (meaning  the  said  duke)  that  his 
presence  here  can  be  dispensed  with,  as  it  may  be  attended  with 
danger  to  himself,'  thereby  meaning  and  intending  to  have  it  be- 
lieved that  the  said  duke  was  suspected  of  having  committed  and 
had  committed  some  crime  which  would  bring  his  life  into  danger 
from  the  laws  of  England ;  the  count  was  held  bad  on  error,  be- 

(r)  Rex  r.  Vent,  1801.  (0  Rex  v.  Maraden,   4  M.  &  S.  164. 

{s)  Rex  V.  Peltier.  Holt  on  Libel,  78.  Lord  Ellenborough  said,  that  if  by  inevit- 
2  Starkie  on  Libel,  218.  The  defendant  able  construction  no  other  person  could 
was  convicted,  but  never  was  called  upon  have  been  intended  but  W.  8.,  he  should 
to  receive  the  judgment  of  the  Court.  have  been  inclined  to  support  the  indict- 
Shortly  after  the  trial,  war  broke  out  ment;  but  that  did  not  appear.  Clement  tt. 
between  Great  Britain  and  France.  Fisher,  7  B.  &  C.  469 ;  1  AI.  &R.  281,  S.  P. 
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cause  it  did  not  show  in  what  manner  the  life  of  the  duke  would 
be  endangered,  (u)  But  where  a  count  alleged  that  the  defendant, 
intending  to  defame  the  Duke  of  Brunswick,  published  a  libel 
containing  divers  false  and  malicious  matters  and  things  of  and 
concerning  the  said  duke,  that  is  to  say  :  We  should  think  that  no 
lady  would  admit  to  her  society  such  a  crack-brained  scamp  as 
the  Duke  of  Bnmswick  (meaning  the  said  duke),  the  Court  of 
Exchequer  Chamber  held  that  these  averments  showed  sufficiently, 
without  more  formal  introduction,  that  the  libel  was  of  and  con- 
cerning the  duke,  {y) 

An  information  stated,  that  defendant,  intending  to  excite 
hatred  against  the  government  of  the  realm,  and  to  cause  it  to  be 
believed  that  divers  subjects  had  been  inhumanly  killed  by  cer- 
tain troops  of  the  King,  published  a  libel  of  and  concerning  the 
government  of  this  realm,  and  of  and  concerning  the  said  troops, 
which  libel  stated,  that  the  defendant  saw  with  abhorrence,  in  the 
newspapers,  the  accounts  of  a  transaction  at  Manchester,  and 
alleged,  that  unarmed  and  unresisting  men  had  been  inhumanly 
cut  down  by  the  dragoons  (meaning  the  said  troops),  and  then 
commented  strongly  upon  this  being  the  use  of  a  standing  army, 
and  called  upon  the  people  to  demand  justice,  &c. ;  but  it  did  not, 
in  terms,  say,  that  the  dragoons  acted  under  the  authority  or  orders 
of  the  government.  After  conviction,  a  motion  was  made  in  arrest 
of  judgment,  on  the  ground  that  it  did  not  sufficiently  appear  that 
the  libel  was  written  of  and  concerning  the  government,  nor  of  or 
concerning  what  troops  it  was  written  :  but  the  Court  held,  that  it 
was  obvious,  from  its  whole  tenor  and  import,  that  it  meant  to 
cast  imputations  upon  the  government ;  that  it  was  a  libel  to 
impute  crime  to  any  of  the  King's  troops,  though  it  did  not  define 
what  troops  in  particular  were  referred  to  ;  and  that  the  innuendo 
of '  the  said  troops '  meant  the  undefined  part  of  those  troops,  {w) 
It  is  the  duty  of  a  judge  to  say  whether  a  publication  is  capable  of 
the  meaning  ascribed  to  it  by  an  innuendo ;  but  when  the  judge 
is  satisfied  of  that,  it  must  be  left  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  the 
publication  has  the  meaning  so  ascribed  to  it.  (x) 

Where  written  or  printed  matter  in  itself  imports  a  libel  on  a 
person,  no  statement  of  extrinsic  circumstances,  by  way  of  in- 
ducement, is  necessary.  It  is  no  objection,  therefore,  in  arrest  of 
judgment  that  words  are  not  explained  by  an  innuendo  where  they 
are  commonly  enough  understood  in  a  libellous  sense  to  warrant 
a  jury  in  so  applying  them ;  {y)  and  if,  in  such  a  case,  there  be 
innuendos  improperly  enlarging  the  sense,  they  may  be  rejected  as 
surplusage  after  verdict;  {z)  for  on  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment,  or 
on  error,  an  innuendo,  which  is  not  warranted  by  the  words  them- 
selves, or  properly  connected  with  them  by  prefatory  matter,  may 
be  rejected,  (a)     But  the  case  would  be  diflFerent  if  the  words  were 


(w)  Gregory  v.  The  Queen,  15  Q.  B. 
974. 

(i;)  Gregory!;.  The  Queen,  15  Q.  B. 
957. 

{w)  Rex  V.  Burdett,  4  B.  &  A.  314. 

{x)  Blagg  V.  Sturt,  10  Q.  B.  899; 
Hunt  V.  Goodlake,  43  L.  J.  C.  P.  54  ; 
Mulligan  r,  Cole,  44  L.  J.  Q.  B.  153. 

(2^)  Hoare  v.  Silverlock,  12  Q.  B.  624. 
See  Homer  v.  Taunton,  5  H.  &  N.  661, 


where  there  was  no  innuendo  to  explain 
*  truckmaster, '  and  it  was  held  that  it  was 
properly  left  to  the  jury  to  say  whether 
it  was  used  in  a  defamatory  sense,  though 
no  evidence  was  given  to  explain  its 
meaning. 

{z)  Harvey  v.  French,  2  Tyrw.  685, 
1  C.  &  M.  11. 

(a)  Williams  v.  Stott,  3  Tyrw.  688 ; 
1  C.  &  M.  675.     Per  Bayley,  B. 
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capable  of  two  senses,  and  the  innuendo  ascribed  one  meaning  to 
them,  and  was  good  on  the  face  of  it.  (/>)  If  there  be  contained  in 
the  alleged  libel  matter  which  is  capable  of  receiving  the  interpre- 
tation put  upon  it  by  an  innuendo,  there  is  no  fault  in  the  count 
for  not  having  explanatory  averments  to  fix  and  point  the  libel. 
But  generally  if  the  words  written  or  spoken  cannot  apply  to 
the  individual,  no  previous  averments  or  subsequent  innuendos 
can  help  to  give  the  words  an  application  which  they  have  not. 
*  Suppose  the  words  to  be,  "  a  murder  was  committed  in  A/s 
house  last  night,"  no  introduction  can  warrant  the  innuendo 
"  meaning  that  B.  committed  the  said  murder,"  nor  would  it  be 
helped  by  the  finding  of  the  jury  for  the  plaintiff.  For  the 
Court  must  see  that  the  words  do  not  and  cannot  mean  it,  and 
would  arrest  the  judgment  accordingly,  (c)  But  if  an  innuendo 
ascribes  to  certain  words  a  particular  meaning,  which  cannot  be 
supported  in  evidence,  the  innuendo,  if  well  pleaded  in  form, 
cannot  be  repudiated  on  the  trial,  so  as  to  let  in  proof  that  the 
words  have  another  meaning,  (d)  If  words  be  laid  to  be  uttered 
with  intent  to  convey  a  particular  meaning  to  persons  present,  it 
must  be  proved  that  the  party  uttering  them  had  that  meaning, 
and  that  they  were  so  understood  by  the  hearers,  (e) 
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It  may  be  laid  down  generally  that  all  who  are  concerned  in  of  the  mAking 
composing,  writing,  and  publishing  a  libel,  are  guilty  of  the  mis-  and  publica- 
demeanor,  unless  the  part  they  had  in  the  transaction  was  a  lawful  ^^^^  of  a  libel. 
or  an  innocent  act.  (/)  Thus  upon  an  information  against  the  de- 
fendant, for  printing  and  publishing  a  libel,  the  evidence  was,  that 
he  acted  as  servant  to  the  printer,  and  clapped  down  the  press ; 
and  few  or  no  circumstances  were  offered  of  his  knowing  the  im- 
port of  the  paper,  or  being  conscious  that  he  was  doing  anything 
illegal ;  and  Raymond,  C.  J.,  held  that  this  made  the  defendant 
guilty,  and  so  the  jury  found  him.  (g)  But  there  must  be  a  publi- 
cation ;  and  the  mere  writing  or  composing  a  defamatory  paper  by 
anyone,  which  is  confined  to  his  closet,  and  neither  circulated  nor 
read  to  others,  will  not  render  him  responsible ;  nor  will  he  be 
held  to  have  published  the  paper,  if  he  deliver  it,  by  mistake,  out 
of  his  study,  (h)  But  this  position  admits  of  great  doubt,  and  two 
very  great  judges  seem  to  have  been  of  opinion,  that  one  who 
composes  or  writes  a  libel  with  intent  to  defame  another,  is  ^ilty 
of  a  misdemeanor,  although  the  libel  be  not  published,  {i)     A 


(b)  Barrett  v.  Long,  3  H.  L.  C.  395. 
(e)  Solomon  v.  Lawson,  8  Q.  B.  823, 
per  cuTiam. 

(d)  WUliams  v.  Stott,  supra, 

(e)  PerBayley,  B.,  ibid.,  citing  Wool- 
noth  V,  Meadows,  5  East,  470.     See  as 
to  the  office  and  nature  of  an  innuendo, 
1  Stark,  on  Libel,  418,  cl  seq.      Clcgg  v. 
Laffer,  10  Bing.  250,   3  M.   &  S.  727. 


Day  V.  Robinson,  1  Ad.  &  E.  554,  4  N. 
&  M.  884.  West  «.  Smith,  1  T.  &  G. 
825.  Kelly  v,  Partington,  5  B.  &  Ad. 
645. 

(/)  Bac.  Abr.  tit  Libel  (B.)  1. 

[g)  Rex  V,  Clerk,  1  Barnard,  304.  Sed 
qu.,  and  vide  Day  v.  Bream,  poslj  p.  224. 

(A)  Rex  V,  Paine,  6  Mod.  165,  167. 

(i)  Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.,  and  Hol- 
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count  chai'ging  a  defendant  with  having  an  obscene  libel  in  his 
possession,  with  intent  to  publish  it,  seems  to  be  bad.  {j)  And  it 
will  not  be  a  publication  of  a  libel  if  a  party  takes  a  copy  of  it, 
provided  he  never  publishes  it ;  {k)  but  a  person  who  appears  once 
to  have  written  a  libel,  which  is  afterwards  published,  will  be  con- 
sidered as  the  maker  of  it,  unless  he  rebut  the  presumption  of  law 
by  showing  another  to  be  the  author,  or  prove  the  act  to  be  inno- 
cent in  himself  {!)  For  by  Holt,  C.  J.,  if  a  libel  appears  under  a 
man's  handwriting,  and  no  other  author  is  known,  he  is  taken  in 
the  mainour,  {m)  and  it  turns  the  proof  upon  him  ;  and  if  he  cannot 
produce  the  composer,  it  is  hard  to  find  that  he  is  not  the  very 
man.  {n)  Where  the  manuscript  of  a  libel  was  in  the  handwriting 
of  the  defendant,  and  a  printer  had  printed  five  hundred  copies 
from  it,  three  hundred  of  which  had  been  posted  about  Birming- 
ham, but  there  was  no  evidence  to  connect  the  defendant  with  the 
printing  or  the  posting,  except  the  handwriting,  it  was  held,  that 
there  was  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  that  it  was  published  by  the 
defendant,  (o)  So  the  sale  of  an  obscene  print  to  a  person  in  a 
private  room,  he  having  requested  that  such  print  should  be  shown 
to  him,  his  object  being  to  prosecute  the  seller,  is  a  sufficient  pub- 
lication. ( p)  Where,  in  an  action  for  libel  contained  in  a  pamphlet, 
a  witness  proved  that  the  defendant  gave  her  a  pamphlet,  and  that 
she  read  parts  of  it,  and  that  she  had  lent  it  to  several  persons, 
and  it  was  returned  to  her,  but  she  could  not  swear  the  copy  pro- 
duced was  the  same  pamphlet  the  defendant,  gave  her,  but  it  was 
an  exact  copy,  if  it  was  not  the  same,  and  she  believed  it  to  be  the 


royd,  J.,  in  Rexr.  Burdott,  4  6.  &  A.  95. 
Lord  Tenterden  said,  '  The  composition 
of  a  treasonable  paper  intended  for  publi- 
cation, has,  on  more  than  one  occasion, 
been  held  an  overt  act  of  high  treason, 
although  the  actual  publication  had  been 
intercepted  or  prevented,  and  I  have  heard 
nothing  on  the  present  occasion  to  con- 
vince my  mind  that  one  who  composes  or 
writes  a  libel  with  intent  to  defame,  may 
not,  under  any  circumstances,  be  pun- 
ished, if  the  libel  be  not  published.*  Hol- 
royd,  J.,  said,  *  Where  a  misdemeanor 
has  been  committed  by  writing  and  pub- 
lishing a  libel,  the  writing  of  such  a  libel 
so  published  is  in  my  opinion  criminal, 
and  liable  to  be  punished  by  the  law  of 
England  as  a  misdemeanor,  as  well  as  the 
publishing  of  it.'  And  again,  *The  com- 
posing and  writing,  with  intent  and  for 
the  purpose  above  stated,  of  a  libel 
proved  to  have  been  published  by  the  de- 
fendant, is  in  my  opinion  of  itself  a  mis- 
demeanor, in  whatever  county  the  pub- 
lisliing  of  it  took  place'  Upon  the 
principle  that  an  act  done,  and  a  criminal 
intention  joined  to  that  act,  are  sufficient 
to  constitute  a  crime  (voL  1,  p.  190),  it 
should  seem  that  writing  a  libel  with  in- 
tent to  defanip  is  a  crime.  C  S.  G. 

{j)  Rexr.  Rosenstein,  2  C.  &  P.  414, 
Park,  J.  J.  A.  This  count  seems  clearly 
bad,  on  the  ground  that  no  act  was 
cliarged  ;  it  is  precisely  similar  to  Rex  v. 
Stewart,  vol.  1,  p.  191.     C.  S.  G. 


(k)  Com.  Dig.  tit.  Lihcl  (B.)  2.  LamVs 
case,  9  Co.  596.  But  see  Rex  v.  Beare, 
2  Salk.  417.     1  Lord  Ravm.  414. 

(l)  Bac.  Abr.  tit  Libel  {K)\.  LamVs 
case,  9  Co.  59.  The  writing  a  libel 
may  be  an  innocent  act  in  the  clerk 
who  draws  the  indictment,  or  in  the 
student  who  takes  notes  of  it.  But  in 
Maloney  r.  Bartley,  3  Campb.  210, 
Wood,  B.,  held,  on  the  trial  of  an  action 
for  a  libel,  in  the  shape  of  an  extra-judicial 
affidavit  sworn  before  a  magistrate,  that  a 
person  who  acted  as  the  magistrate's  clerk 
was  not  bound  to  answer  whether  by  the 
defendant's  orders  he  wrote  the  affidavit, 
and  delivered  it  to  the  magistrate,  as  he 
might  thereby  criminate  himself. 

(?/j)  A  man  was  taken  with  the  main- 
our, mainouvre,  when  he  was  taken  with 
the  thing  stolen  in  his  possession,  or,  as 
it  was  termed  in  the  ancient  indictments, 
capfics  cum  manu  opcrc^  and  when  so  taken 
he  might  be  brought  into  Court,  arraigned, 
and  tried  without  a  grand  jury.  2  Hale, 
148.  And  some  lords  of  manors  had 
jurisdiction  to  try  such  cases  ;  for  I  have 
the  record  of  such  an  indictment  for 
horse  stealing,  tried  in  the  Court  of 
Leek,  Stafrordshire,  in  the  35  Edw.  1. 
C.  S.  G. 

(»)  Rex  V.  Beare,  1  Lord  Raym.  417. 
2  Salk.  417. 

(o)  Reg.  V.  Lovett,  9  C.  &  P.  462, 
Littledale,  J. 

{p)  Reg.  V.  Cariisle,  1  Cox,  C.  C.  229. 
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same,  it  was  held  that  this  was  sufficient  evidence  to  be  left  to  the 
jury,  (gr) 

The  reading  of  a  libel  in  the  presence  of  another,  without 
previous  knowledge  of  its  being  a  libel,  or  the  laughing  at  a  libel 
read  by  another,  or  the  saying  that  such  a  libel  is  made  by  J.  S., 
whether  spoken  with  or  without  malice,  does  not  amount  to  a 
publication.  And  it  has  also  been  held,  that  he  who  repeats  pai^t 
of  a  libel  in  merriment,  without  any  malice  or  purpose  of  de- 
famation, is  not  punishable,  (r)  In  an  action  for  a  libel  contained 
in  a  caricature  print,  where  the  witness  stated,  that  having  heard 
that  the  defendant  had  a  copy  of  this  print,  he  went  to  his  house 
and  requested  liberty  to  see  it,  and  that  the  defendant  thereupon 
produced  it,  and  pointed  out  the  figure  of  the  plaintiff  and  the 
other  persons  it  ridiculed.  Lord  Ellenborough,  C.  J.,  ruled  that 
this  was  not  sufficient  evidence  of  publication  to  support  the 
action.  («) 

Proof  that  the  libel  was  contained  ixh  a  letter  directed  to  the 
party,  and  delivered  into  the  party's  hands,  is  sufficient  proof  of 
a  publication  upon  an  indictment  or  information,  {t)  Addressing 
a  letter  to  a  wife,  containing  matter  reflecting  on  her  husband,  is  a 
sufficient  publication  to  support  an  action,  (u)  And  delivering  a 
libel  sealed,  in  order  that  it  may  be  opened  and  published  by  a 
third  person  in  a  distant  county,  is  a  publication,  (v)  The  pro- 
duction of  a  letter  containing  a  libel  with  the  seal  broken,  and  the 
postmark  on  it,  is  priTnd  facie  evidence  of  publication-  (w) 

In  an  information  for  a  libel  against  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  Acknowledg- 
the  witness  for  the  Crown,  who  produced  the  libel,  swore  that  it  ™gfon^***^ 
was  shown  to  the  defendant,  who  owned  himself  the  author  of  that 
book,  encore  of  the  press  and  some  snmall  variations  eoccepted.  The 
counsel  for  the  defendant  objected  that  this  evidence  would  not 
entitle  the  attorney-general  to  read  the  book,  because  the  con- 
fession was  not  absolute,  and  therefore  amounted  to  a  denial  that 
he  was  the  author  of  that  identical  book.  But  Pratt,  C.  J., 
allowed  it  to  be  read,  saying  he  would  put  it  upon  the  defendant 
to  show  that  there  were  material  variances,  (x) 


(q)  Fryer  v.  Gathercole,  4  Ex.  R.  262. 

(r)  Bac.  Abr.  tit.  Libel  (B.)  2.  This  is . 
donbted  in  1  Hawkins,  P.  G.  c.  73,  s.  14, 
on  tbe  ground  that  jests  of  such  a  kind  are 
not  to  be  endured,  and  that  the  injury  to 
the  reputation  of  the  party  grieved  is  no 
way  lessened  by  the  merriment  of  him 
who  makes  so  light  of  it.  As  to  reading 
a  libel  in  the  heaiing  of  others,  knowing 
it  to  be  such,  being  a  publication  of  it, 
see  Bac.  Ah:  Libel  (B.)  2. 

(*)  Smith  V.  Wood,  3  Carapb.  323. 
And  see  Rex  v.  Paine,  5  Mod.  165,  where 
a  qu.  is  made  in  the  margin,  whether  a 
person  who  has  a  libellous  writing  in  his 
possession,  and  reads  it  to  a  private  friend 
in  his  own  house,  is  thereby  guilty  of 
fublishing  it. 

{t)  1  Hawk.  P.  C.  c.  73,  s.  11.  Bac. 
Abr.  tit  Libd  (B.)  2,  n.  (a),  Selw. 
N.  P.  1050,  n,  (9).  Reg.  v.  Brooke,  7 
CJox,  C.  C.  251.  A  further  publication  is 
necessary  to  support  an  action.  Thus  it 
has  been  held  that  where  the  action  was 


brought  for  a  libel  contained  in  a  letter 
transmitted  by  the  defendant  to  the 
plaintifiT,  by  means  of  a  third  person,  it 
IS  a  question  for  the  jury  whether  there 
has  been  any  publication  except  to  the 
plaintiff  himself,  and  that  if  there  has 
not,  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  their 
verdict.  Clutterbuck  v.  Chaffers,  1  Stark. 
R.  471.  But  in  an  action  for  a  libel  con- 
tained in  a  letter  written  by  the  defen- 
dant to  the  plaintiff,  it  was  holdcn  that 
proof  that  the  defendant  knew  that  the 
letters  sent  to  the  plaintiff  were  usually 
opened  by  his  clerk,  was  evidence  to  go 
to  the  jury  of  the  defendant's  intention 
that  the  letter  should  be  read  by  a  third  per- 
son. Delacroixr.  Thevenot,  2Stark.  R.  63. 

(m)  Wenman  «.  Ash,  13  C.  B.  836. 

(v)  Rex  V.  Burdett,  4  B.  &  A.  95,  post, 
p.  219. 

{w)  Warren  v.  Warren,  4  Tyrw.  850. 
1  C.  M.  &  R.  860.  Shipley  v.  Todhunter, 
7  0.  k  P.  680. 

{x)  Rex  V,  Hall,  1  Str.  416. 
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Procaring  It  seems  to  be  agreed,  that  not  only  he  who  publishes  a  libel 

*^°^®'  ^         himself,  but  also  he  who  procures  another  to  do  it,  is  guilty  of  the 
publicatioiL       publication;  and  it  is  held  not  to  be  material  whether  he  who 

disperses  a  libel  knew  anything  of  the  contents  or  effects  of  it  or 
not,  for  that  nothing  would  be  more  easy  than  to  publish  the  most 
virulent  papers  with  the  greatest  security,  if  the  concealing  the 
purport  of  them  from  an  illiterate  publisher  would  make  him  safe 
in  dispersing  them,  (z)     Where  a  reporter  to  a  newspaper  proved 
that  he  had  given  a  written  statement  to  the  editor  of  the  paper, 
the  contents  of  which    had   been  communicated  to  him   by  the 
defendant  for  the  purpose  of  such  publication,  and  that  the  news- 
paper then  produced  was  exactly  the  same,  with  the  exception  of 
some  slight  alterations,  not  affecting  the  sense  ;  it  was  held,  that 
what  the  reporter  published,  in  consequence  of  what  passed  with 
the  defendant,  might  be  considered  as  published  by  the  defendant ; 
but  that  the  newspaper  could  not  be  read  without  producing  the 
written  account  delivered- by  the  reporter  to  the  editor,  (a) 
A  libel  written       The  defendant  was  indicted  for  causing  to  be  published  in  a 
by  the  desire     newspaper  a  libel  which  told  a  story  of  the  prosecutor,  and  added 
wards  1^^'     Comments  on  the  story,  giving  it  a  ludicrous  character.  The  editor 
proved  of  by     of  the  newspaper  stated  that  the  defendant  had  expressed  a  wish 
the  defendant,  to  him  that  he  would  '  show  up '  the  prosecutor,  and  had  told  him 

the  story.  The  witness  communicated  it  to  a  reporter  for  the 
paper,  and  the  libel  was  substantially  what  was  so  communicated. 
Before  the  publication  the  defendant  remarked  to  the  witness  that 
the  article  had  not  yet  appeared.  After  it  had  appeared,  the 
defendant  told  the  witness  that  he  had  seen  it,  and  that  he  liked 
it  very  much.  The  witness  had  heard  the  story  before  the  defendant 
told  it  him.  The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  held,  that  on  this  evi- 
dence the  jury  might  find  that  the  defendant  authorized  the 
publication  of  this  particular  libel,  notwithstanding  the  comments 
added,  as  there  was  both  a  general  authority  to  publish,  and  an 
approval  of  the  particular  publication.  (6) 

In  an  action  for  libel  the  plaintiff  complained  of  the  publication 
in  certain  newspapers  of  reports  of  the  proceedings  of  a  board  of 
guardians,  containing  defamatory  statements  concerning  himself. 
At  the  meeting  at  which  the  proceedings  in  question  took  place, 
reporters  were  present  in  the  discharge  of  their  duty  as  repre- 
sentatives of  newspapers.  One  of  the  defendants  was  chairman  of 
the  meeting,  and  the  other  was  present  and  took  part  in  the  pro- 
ceedings. The  latter  said  that  he  hoped  the  local  press  would  take 
notice  of  *  this  scandalous  case,'  and  requested  the  chairman  to  give 
an  account  of  it.  This  he  accordingly  did,  and  in  the  course  of 
his  statement  said,  '  I  am  glad  gentlemen  of  the  press  are  in  the 
room,  and  I  hope  they  will  take  notice  of  it.'  The  other  defendant 
thereupon  said,  '  And  so  do  I.*     The  reports  complained  of  were 

(z)  Bac.  Abr.  tit.  Libel  (B.)2.  1  Hawk.  written  in  pursuance  of  his  request :  he 

P.  C.  c.  73,  s.  10.  contributes  to  a  misdemeanor,   and    is 

(a)  Adams  v.  Kelly,  R.  &  M.  N.  P.  C.  therefore  responsible  as  a  principal.*     *  I 

157  ;  Parkes  v,  Proscott,   38  L.  J.  £x.  have  no  douDt  that  a  man  who  employs 

105.  another  generally  to  write  a  libel  must 

(6)  Reg.    V.    Cooper,   8    Q.    B.    533.  take  his  chance  of  what  appears,  though 

Lord  Dcnman,  C.  J.,  said,   '  If  a  man  something  may  be  added  which  he  did 

request  another  generally  to  write  a  Ubel,  not  state.' 
he  must  be  answerable  for  any  libel 
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afterwards  inserted  in  the  newspapers,  being  somewhat  condensed, 
but  substantially  correct,  accounts  of  what  had  been  said  at  the 
meeting.  These  reports  were  set  out  in  the  declaration,  and  con- 
stituted the  libels  complained  of.  The  judge  at  the  trial  directed 
a  verdict  for  the  defendants,  on  the  ground  that  there  was  no  evi- 
dence of  a  publication  by  the  defendants  of  these  libels,  to  which 
direction  the  plaintifif  excepted.  Held  (per  Keating,  J.,  Montague 
Smith,  J.,  and  Hannen,  J.,  dissentientihus  Byles,  J.,  and  Mellor, 
J.),  that  the  direction  was  wrong,  and  that  there  was  evidence  for 
the  jury.  Per  Byles,  J.,  '  There  is  a  distinction  between  the 
authority  which  will  make  a  man  liable  criminally,  and  that  which 
will  make  him  liable  civilly  for  the  acts  of  another.'  (c) 

It  was  for  a  long  time  held,  that  the  buying  of  a  book  or  paper  Publication  by 
containing  libellous  matter,  in  a  bookseller's  shop,  was  sufficient  bookaellera  and 
evidence  to  charefe  the  master  with  the  publication,  although  it  did  p™P"«*o™  ^^ 
not  appear  that  he  knew  of  any  such  book  being  there,  or  what 
the  contents  thereof  were,  and  though  he  was  not  upon  the  pre- 
mises, and  had  been  kept  away  for  a  long  time  by  illness;  and  it 
would  not  be  presumed  that  it  was  bought  and  sold  there  by  a 
stranger ;  but  the  master  must,  if  he  suggested  anything  of  this 
kind  in  his  excuse,  prove  it.  (d)  So  the  proprietor  of  a  newspaper 
was  answerable  criminally  as  well  as  civilly  for  the  acts  of  his  ser- 
vants in  the  publication  of  a  libel,  although  it  could  be  shown  that 
such  publication  was  without  the  privity  of  the  proprietor ;  (e)  for 
a  person  who  derives  profit  from,  and  who  furnishes  means  for, 
carrying  on  the  concern,  and  entrusts  the  conduct  of  the  publica- 
tion to  one  whom  he  selects,  and  in  whom  he  confides,  may  be  said 
to  cause  to  be  published  what  actually  appears,  and  ought  to  be 
answerablC;^  although  it  cannot  be  shown  that  he  was  individually 
concerned  in  the  particular  publication  ;  (/)  and  these  are  acts  done 
in  the  course  of  the  trade  or  business  carried  on  by  the  master. 
But  there  were  cases  in  which  the  presumption  arising  from  the 
proprietorship  of  a  paper  might  be  rebutted,  (g)  See  when  this 
presumption  can  now  be  rebutted,  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  96,  s.  7,  noticed 
post,  p.  227. 


(c)  Parkes  v.  Prescott  and  Ellis.  38 
L.  J.  Ex.105,  et  per  Montague  Smith,  J., 
whilst  delivering  the  judgment  of  the 
majority  of  the  Court,  *  In  the  result,  I 
come  to  the  conclusion  that,  on  principle 
it  is  correct  to  hold  that,  where  a  man 
makes  a  request  to  another  to  publish 
defamatory  matter,  of  which,  for  the  pur- 
|)ose,  he  gives  liim  a  statement,  whether 
in  full  or  in  outline,  and  the  agent  pub- 
lishes that  matter,  adhering  to  the  sense 
and  substance  of  it,  although  the  lan- 
guage be  to  some  extent  his  own,  the 
man  making  the  request  is  liable  to  an 
action  as  the  publisher.  If  the  law  were 
otherwise,  it  would,  in  many  cases, 
throw  a  shield  over  those  who  are  the  real 
authors  of  libels,  and  who  seek  to  defame 
others  under  what  would  then  be  the  safe 
shelter  of  intermediate  agents.  I  make 
this  observation  only  with  reference  to 
the  general  consequences  which  would  re- 
sult from  the  arguments  i*elied  on  to  sus- 
tain the  defendant's  contention. 


(fiO  Bac.  Abr.  tit.  Libel  (B.)  2.  Rex  v, 
Nutt,  Fitzgib.  47.  1  Barnard.  K.  B. 
806.  2  Sess.  Cas.  33,  pL  38.  And  see 
also  Rex  v.  Almon,  6  Burr.  2686.  And 
by  Lord  Hardwicke,  in  2  Atk.  472. 
*  Though  printing  papers  and  pamphlets 
is  a  trade  by  which  persons  get  their 
livelihood,  yet  they  must  take  care  to  use 
it  with  prudence  and  caution  ;  for  if  they 
print  anything  that  is  libellous,  it  is  no 
excuse  to  say  that  the  printer  had  no 
knowledge  of  the  contents,  and  was 
entirely  ignorant  of  its  being  libellous. ' 

ie)  I{ext>.  Walter,  8  Esp.  N.  P.  C.  21  ; 
Rex  V.  Dod,  2  Sess.  Cas.  33,  pi.  38.  In 
1  Hawk.  P.  C.  c.  73,  s.  10  (7th  edit.) 
Woodfall's  case.  Essay  on  Libels,  p.  18. 
Salmon's  case,  B.  R.  HiL  1777,  and  Rex 
V.  Almon,  5  Burr.  2687. 

(/)  Rex  V.  Gutch,  Moo.  &  M.  433, 
Jjord  Tenterden,  C.  J. 

(g)  Rex  V.  Gutch,  Moo.  k  M.  433, 
Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.,  and  see  Rex  v, 
Almon,  6  Burr.  2686. 
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In  an  action  for  a  libel,  where  it  appeared  upon  the  evidence  that 
the  defendant,  a  tradesman,  was  accustomed  to  employ  his  daughter 
to  write  his  bills  and  letters ;  that  a  customer,  to  whom  a  bill  written 
by  the  daughter  had  been  sent  by  the  daughter,  sent  it  back  on  the 
ground  of  the  charge  being  too  high,  and  that  the  bill  was  afterwards 
retuiTied  to  the  customer  inclosed  in  a  letter  also  written  by  the 
defendant's  daughter,  and  being  a  libel  upon  the  plaintiflF  who  had 
inspected  and  reduced  the  bill  for  the  customer  ;  it  was  holden 
that  this  was  not  sufficient  evidence  to  go  to  a  jury,  either  of  com- 
mand, authority,  adoption,  or  recognition  by  the  defendant,  (h) 

The  proceedings  against  the  printers,  publishers,  and  proprietors 
of  newspapers  for  any  libel  contained  in  such  papers  were  much 
facilitated  by  the  38  Geo.  3,  c.  78,  which  was  repealed  by  the  6 
&  7  Will.  4,  c.  76.  This  statute  also  contained  enactments  facilita- 
ting such  proceedings.  But  these  enactments,  except  sec.  19,  are 
repealed  by  32  &  33  Vict.  c.  24.  Sec.  19  enacts  that, '  If  any  person 
shall  file  any  bill  in  any  court  for  the  discovery  of  the  name  of  any 
person  concerned  as  printer,  publisher,  or  proprietor  of  any  news- 
paper, or  of  any  matters  relative  to  the  printing  or  publishing  of  any 
newspaper,  in  order  the  more  effectually  to  bring  or  carry  on  any 
suit  or  action  for  damages  alleged  to  have  been  sustained  by  reason 
of  any  slanderous  or  libellous  matter  contained  in  any  such  news- 
paper respecting  such  person,  it  shall  not  be  lawful  for  the  defen- 
dant to  plead  or  demur  to  such  bill,  but  such  defendant  shall  be 
compellable  to  make  the  discovery  required  ;  provided  always  that 
such  discovery  shall  not  be  made  use  of  as  evidence  or  otherwise 
in  any  proceeding  against  the  defendant,  save  only  in  that  proceed- 
ing for  which  the  discovery  is  made. 

By  39  Geo.  3,  c.  79  (an  Act  for  the  more  efifectual  suppression  of 
societies  established  for  seditious  and  treasonable  pui*poses,  and 
for  better  preventing  treasonable  and  seditious  practices),  s.  29, 
*  Every  person  who  shall  print  any  paper  for  hire,  reward,  gain,  or 
profit  shall  carefully  preserve  and  keep  one  copy  (at  least)  of  every 
paper  so  printed  by  him  or  her,  on  which  he  or  she  shall  write,  or 
cause  to  be  written  or  printed,  in  fair  and  legible  characters,  the 
name  and  place  of  abode  of  the  person  or  persons  by  whom  he  or 
she  shall  be  employed  to  print  the  same  ;  and  every  person  print- 
ing any  paper  for  hire,  reward,  gain,  or  profit,  w^ho  shall  omit  or 
neglect  to  write,  or  cause  to  be  written  or  printed  as  aforesaid,  the 
name  and  place  of  his  or  her  employer  on  one  of  such  printed 
papers,  or  to  keep  or  preserve  the  same  for  the  space  of  six  calen- 
dar months  next  after  the  printing  thereof,  or  to  produce  and  show 
the  same  to  any  justice  of  the  peace  who  within  the  said  space  of 
six  calendar  months  shall  require  to  see  the  same,  shall  for  every 
such  omission,  neglect,  or  refusal,  forfeit  and  lose  the  sum  of 
twenty  pounds. 

By  sec.  31,  nothing  herein  contained  shall  extend  to  the  im- 
pression of  any  engraving,  or  to  the  printing  by  letterpress  of  the 
name,  or  the  name  and  address,  or  business  or  profession,  of  any 
person,  and  the  articles  in  which  he  deals,  or  to  any  papers  for  the 
sale  of  estates  or  goods  by  auction  or  otherwise. 


(7(t)  Harding  v.  Greening,  8  Taunt.  42. 
And  it  was  also  hold  in  this  case  that  the 
daughter  could  not  be  compelled  to  prove 


by  whose  direction  the  letter  was  written. 
The  answer  would  tend  to  fix  herself  with 
the  crime  of  writing  it. 
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Sees.  34,  35  &  36  relate  to  the  recovery  of  the  penalties.  This 
Act,  by  51  Geo.  3,  c.  65,  does  not  require  the  name  and  residence 
of  printers  to  be  put  to  bank  notes,  bills,  &c.,  or  to  any  paper 
printed  by  authority  of  any  public  board  or  public  office.  See  32 
&  33  Vict.  c.  24. 

By  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  12,  s.  2,  '  Every  person  who  after  the  passing  printer's  name 
of  this  Act  shall  print  any  paper  or  book  whatsoever  which  shall  *<>  ^  printed 
be  meant  to  be  published  or  dispersed,  and  who  shall  not  print  upon  J^^^^  ^^ 
the  front  of  every  such  paper,  if  the  same  shall  be  printed  on  one  published, 
side  only,  or  upon  the  fii-st  or  last  leaf  of  every  paper  or  book  which 
shall  consist  of  more  than  one  leaf,  in  legible  characters,  his  or  her 
name  and  usual  place  of  abode  or  business  ;  and  every  person  who 
shall  publish  or  disperse,  or  assist  in  publishing  or  dispersing,  any 
printed  paper  or  book  on  which  the  name  and  place  of  abode  of  the 
person  printing  the  same  shall  not  be  printed  as  aforesaid,  shall  for 
every  copy  of  such  paper  so  printed  by  him  or  her  forfeit  a  sum 
not  more  than  five  pounds.     Provided  always,  that  nothing  herein 
contained  shall  be  construed  to  impose  any  penalty  upon  any  per- 
son for  printing  any  paper  excepted  out  of  the  operation  of  the 
said  Act  of  the  39  Geo.  3,  c.  79,  either  in  the  said  Act  or  by  any  Act 
made  for  the  amendment  thereof. 

By  sec.  3,  in  the  case  of  books  or  papers  printed  at  the  Univer- 
sity Press  of  Oxford,  or  the  Pitt  Press  of  Cambridge,  the  printer, 
instead  of  printing  his  name  thereon,  shall  print  the  following 
words  :  "  Printed  at  the  University  Press,  Oxford,'*  or  "  The  Pitt 
Press,  Cambridge,"  as  the  case  may  be. 

By  sec.  4,  no  actions,  &c.  for  penalties  are  to  be  commenced 
except  in  the  name  of  the  Attorney  or  Solicitor-General  in 
England  or  the  Queen's  Advocate  in  Scotland.  See  32  &  33 
Vict.  c.  24. 

Before  the  38  Geo.  3,  c.  78,  it  was  holden,  upon  an  indictment  Proof  of  publi- 
for  a  libel  in  a  newspaper,  that  evidence  that  the  paper  had  been  ^a**®^- 
sold  at  the  office  of  the  defendant,  that  the  defendant,  as  proprietor 
of  the  paper,  had  given  a  bond  to  the  stamp  office  pursuant  to 
the  29  Geo.  3,  c.  50,  s.  10,  for  securing  the  duties  on  the  adver- 
tisements, and  that  he  had  from  time  to  time  applied  to  the 
stamp  office  respecting  the  duties  on  the  paper,  was  evidence  to 
be  left  to  the  jury,  to  show  that  the  defendant  was  the  publisher. (j') 
And  since  the  statute  it  has  been  held  to  be  sufficient  evidence  of 
a  publication  at  common  law  to  put  in  the  original  affidavit  of  the 
proprietor  stating  where  the  paper  was  to  be  published,  and  to 
prove  that  a  paper  with  a  corresponding  title,  containing  the 
libel,  was  purchased  there,  {k)  This  was  held  in  a  case  where  it 
had  been  previously  ruled  that  in  order  to  render  the  certified 
copy  of  the  affidavit  made  by  the  proprietor  of  a  newspaper  evi- 
dence under  the  38  Geo.  3,  c.  78,  it  must  either  appear  upon  the 
jurat  that  the  person  before  whom  it  was  made  had  authority  to 
take  it,  or  this  fact  must  appear  alimide.  (l)  So  the  delivery  of  a 
newspaper  to  the  officer  at  the  stamp  office  is  a  sufficient  publica- 
tion to  sustain  an  indictment  for  a  libel  in  the  paper,  (m)  So  proof 
that  the  defendant,  as  proprietor  of  the  newspaper  in  which  a  libel 

if)  Rex  V.  Topham,  4  T.  R  126.  {I)  Rex  v.  White,  3  Campb.  99. 

{k)  Rex  t7.  White,  3  Campb.  100.  (m)  Rex  v.  Amphlit,  4  B.  &  C.  85. 
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is  contained,  accounted  with  the  distributor  of  stamps  for  the  duty 
on  advertisements  in  thfe  paper,  is  sufficient  evidence  of  a  publica- 
tion by  the  defendant,  (n)  An  affidavit  according  to  the  repealed 
statute  38  Geo.  3,  c.  78,  together  with  the  production  of  a  news- 
paper, corresponding  in  every  respect  with  the  description  of  it 
in  the  affidavit,  was  not  only  evidence  of  the  publication  of  such 
paper  by  the  pa^rties  named,  but  was  also  evidence  of  its  pub- 
lication in  the  county  where  the  printing  of  it  was  described  to 
be.  (o)  Where  in  an  action  for  libel  in  a  newspaper  a  certified 
copy  of  the-  stamp  office  declaration  was  put  in,  which  stated 
the  title  of  the  paper  to  be  'The  Leicester  Herald  and  Mid- 
land Counties  Advertiser,'  and  the  intended  place  of  publication 
to  be  'No.  23,  Charles  Street,  in  the  parish  of  St.  Margaret, 
in  the  borough  of  Leicester,*  and  the  paper  containing  the  libel 
had  the  same  title,  but  the  place  of  publication  was  '  at  the 
corner  of  Charles  Street  and  Hadfield  Street,  in  the  parish  of 
St.  Margaret,  in  the  borough  of  Leicester ;  *  Lord  Denman,  C.  J., 
held  that  the  evidence  of  identity  was  sufficient  {p)  to  enable  the 
plaintiflf  to  put  the  newspaper  in  evidence  under  the  8th  section  of 
6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  76  (now  repealed).  But  if  the  affidavit  from  the 
stamp  office  and  the  paper  varied  in  the  place  where  the  paper  was 
stated  to  be  printed,  as  where  the  affidavit  stated  it  to  be  '  in  Union 
Street,  Castle  Street,'  and  the  paper  '  in  Union  Buildings,  John 
Street,'  the  production  of  the  affidavit  and  paper  was  not  suffi- 
cient. (})  So  where  the  affidavit  described  the  proprietor's  resi- 
dence to  be  in  '  Red  Lion  Street,  St.  Ann's  Square,'  and  on  the 
paper  it  was  described  as  in  *  St.  Ann's  Square  ; '  Lord  Tenterden 
held  that  as  the  party  was  not  excluded  from  other  proof  of 
publication,  if  he  relied  on  the  statutory  proof,  he  must  bring 
himself  within  the  statute,  and  that  the  discrepancy  was 
fatal,  (r)  In  moving  for  a  criminal  information  a  prosecutor 
was  not  bound  to  adopt  the  statutory  proof,  but  if  he  adopted 
any  other  the  publication  must  have  been  shown  by  some  direct 
proof,  (s)  . 
Mortgagee  of  Where  in  an  action  for  libel  to  prove  that  the  defendant, 
a  newspaper.      Harmer,  was  the  proprietor  of  the  '  Sun '  newspaper,  a  certified 

copy  of  the  declaration  made  at  the  stamp  office  under  the  repealed 
enactment  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  76,  s.  6,  was  put  in,  and  it  was  a  joint 
declaration,  and  stated  that,  *  We  are  the  sole  proprietors  ;  that  is 
to  say,  the  said  James  Harmer,  as  legal  owner  as  mortgagee,  and 
Murdo  Young,  as  owner  of  the  equity  of  redemption ; '  it  was  ob- 
jected that  this  declaration  showed  that  the  defendant  was  a  mort- 
gagee only,  and  not  a  proprietor  against  whom  an  action  for  libel 
could  be  maintained;  but  Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.,  held  that  the 
defendant  was  liable,  (t) 
The  libel  mart       Upon  the  trial  the  libel  must  in  general  be  produced  on  the 

(n)  Cook  V.  Ward,  6  Bing.  409,  4  M.  {q\  Rex  v.  Franceys,  2  Ad.  &  E.  49. 

&  P.  99.  (r)  Murray  t?.    Souter,  cited  6  Bing. 

(o)  Rex  V.  Hart,  10  East,  94.     Mayne  414,  in  Cook  v.  Ward. 
V,  Fletcher.  9  B.  &  C.  382,   4   M.  &  R.  {s)  Reg.  v.  Baldwin,   8  A.  &  E.  168, 

311  ;  Reg.   v.  O'Connell,   1    Cox,  C.   C.  and  see  Watts  v.  Fraser,  7  A.  &  R  223  ; 

405  ;  Rex  v,  Donnison,  4  B.  &  Ad.  698.  R.  r.  Stanger,  40  L.  J.  Q.  B.  96  ;  Rex  v. 

Per  Littledale,  J,,  Reg.   v,  Woolmer,   12  Pearce,  Peake's  N.  P.  C.  75. 
A.  &  E.  422.  {t)  Duke  of   Brunswick    «.    Harmer, 

(p)  Baker  v.  Wilkinson,  C.  &  M.  399.  8  C.  &  K.  10. 
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part  of  the  prosecution,  and,  after  sufficient  proof  of  a  publication  be  produced, , 
by  the  defendant,  may  be  read  ;  and  if -the  libel  has  merely  been  ^^dmustoor-  • 
exhibited  by  the  defendant,  and  he  refuses  on  the  trial  to  produce  the  indict- 
it,  after  notice  for  that  purpose,  parol  evidence  may  be  given  of  its  ment ; 
contents,  (u)     The  libellous  matter  must  be  set  out  in  the  indict- 
ment ;  (r)  and  the  libel  proved  must  appear  to  correspond  with  the 
statement  of  it  in  the  indictment,  and  any  variatipn.  in  the  sense 
between  the  matter  charged  and  that  proved  will  be  fatal,  (w)  But 
the  mere  alteration  of  a  single  letter,  so  long  as  it  does  not  change 
one  word  into  another,  will  not  vitiate ;  though  the  smallest  vari- 
ance, if  it  renders  the  meaning  different,  will  be  fatal,  (x)     As  to 
amendments  of  variances  at  the  trial,  see  vol.  1,  p.  52. 

The  libel  must  also  be  proved  to  have  been  published,  by  the  And  must  be 
party  accused,  in  the  county  laid  in  the  indictment,  (y)  But  if  a  F^^  Vr^hli 
man  write  a  libel  in  one  county  and  consent  to  its  publication  in  j^^  ^J^^unty. 
another,  the  consent  is  sufficient  to  charge  him  in  the  latter 
county,  (z)  So  if  a  man  write  a  libel  in  London,  and  send  it  by 
post  addressed  to  a  person  in  Exeter,  he  is  guilty  of  a  publication 
in  Exeter,  (a)  And  where  the  defendant  wrote  a  libel  in  Leicester- 
shire, with  intent  to  publish  it  in  Middlesex,  and  published  it  in 
Middlesex  accordingly,  and  the  information  against  him  was  in 
Leicestershire ;  three  of  the  judges  held  the  information  right : 
but  Bailey,  J.,  doubted.  (6)  From  the  same  case  it  appears  to  have  • 
been  considered  that  delivering  a  libel  sealed,  in  order  that  it  may 
be  opened  and  published  by  a  third  person  in  a  distant  county,  is 
a  publication  in  the  county  in  which  it  is  so  delivered :  and  fur- 
ther, that  if  delivering  it  open  were  essential,  proof  that  the 
defendant  wrote  it  in  county  A.,  and  that  C.  delivered  it  unsealed 
to  D.  in  county  B.,  would  be  pHmd  facie  evidence  that  the  de- 
fendant delivered  it  open  to  0.  in  the  county  A.,  though  there  be 
no  evidence  of  C.'s  having  been  in  county  A.  about  the  time  ;  or 
that  application  had  been  made  to  D.  to  know  of  whom  he  received 
it.  The  information  was  in  the  county  of  Leicester,  for  writing 
and  publishing  a  libel :  and  it  was  proved  by  the  date  of  the  letter 
that  the  defendant  wrote  it  in  that  county,  and  that  Bickersteth 
delivered  it  to  Brooks  for  publication  in  the  county  of  Middlesex, 
it  being  then  unsealed.  Bickersteth  was  not  called  as  a  witness  ; 
and  there  was  no  evidence  of  his  having  been  in  the  county  of 
Leicester^  or  how  the  libel  came  to  him.  The  jury  were  told  that 
as  Bickersteth  had  it  open,  they  might  presume  that  he  received 
it  open ;  and  that,  as  the  defendant  wrote  it  in  the  county  of 
Liecester,  it  might  be  presumed  that  Bickersteth  received  it  in  that 
county ;  and  three  judges  held  against  the  opinion  of  Bayley,  J., 
that  this  direction  was  proper ;  and  they  also  held  that  if  the  de- 


{u)  By  BuUer,  J.,  in  Rex  v.  "Watson 
and  others,  2  T.  R.  201. 

{v)  Rex  V.  Sacheverall,  16  Sta.  Tri, 
466. 

{w)  Tabart  v.  Tipi)er,  1  Campb.  352. 
And  if  it  appears  a^n  the  proof  that 
parts  of  the  libel  which  are  separated  by 
intervening  matter  are  set  forth  as  if  they 
were  continuous,  it  will  be  bad,  if  the 
sense  is  altered  by  the  passage  omitted. 
Id.  ibid.  It  is  settled  that  the  whole 
libel  need  not  be  set  forth  in  the  indict- 


ment ;  but  if  any  part  qualifies  the  rest, 
it  may  be  given  in  evidence,  2  Salk.  417. 
See  the  9  Geo.  4,  c.  15,  and  14  &  15 
Vict.  c.  100,  s.  1,  as  to  amendments  of 
variances,  vol.  1,  p.  62. 

{x)  Rex  V.  Beecn,  1  Leach,  133  ;  Rex  v. 
Hart,  1  Leach,  145. 

(?/)  Case  of  the  Seven  Bishops,  12  St. 
Tri.  354. 

(z)  12  St.  Tr.  331. 

(a)  Id.  ibid.  332. 

{b)  Rex  V.  Burdett,  4  B.  &  A.  95. 
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Posi-marks. 


Jivering  open  could  not  be  presumed,  a  delivery  sealed  with  a  view 
to  and  for  the  purpose  of  publication  was  a  publication  ;  and  they 
thought  there  was  sufficient  ground  for  presuming  some  delivery, 
either  open  or  sealed,  in  the  county  of  Leicester,  (c)  It  appears 
from  this  case  that  the  dating  a  libel  at  a  particular  place  is  evi- 
dence of  its  having  been  written  at  that  place,  (d)  The  post-mark 
upon  a  letter  has  been  considered  as  no  evidence  for  the  purpose 
of  proving  that  the  letter  was  put  into  the  post-office  at  the  place 
mentioned  by  such  post-mark,  (e)  But  it  appears  to  be  the  better 
opinion  that  such  post-marks,  whether  in  town  or  country,  proved 
to  be  such,  are  evidence  that  the  letters  on  which  they  exist  were 
in  the  offices  to  which  the  post-marks  belong  at  the  dates  thereby 
specified.  (/)  But  a  mark  of  double  postage  having  been  paid  on 
such  letter  is  not  of  itself  sufficient  evidence  that  the  letter  con- 
tained an  enclosure,  (g)  If  a  libellous  letter  is  sent  by  the  post, 
addressed  to  a  party  at  a  place  out  of  the  county  in  which  the  venue 
is  laid  in  an  indictment  for  the  libel,  yet,  if  it  were  first  received 
by  him  within  that  county,  it  is  a  sufficient  publication  to  support 
the  indictment.  Qi)  Owning  the  signature  to  a  libel  is  no  evidence 
in  what  county  it  was  signed.  This  was  held  in  the  celebrated 
case  of  the  Seven  Bishops ;  but  additional  evidence  being  after- 
wards given  that  the  bishops  applied  to  the  Lord  President  of  the 
Council  about  delivering  a  petition  to  the  King,  and  that  they 
were  admitted  to  the  King  for  that  purpose  in  Middlesex,  the  case 
was  left  to  the  jury,  {i)  It  has  been  held  to  be  sufficient  to  prove 
a  defendant  to  have  published  a  libel  without  proving  him  to  have 
composed  it,  upon  a  count  in  an  information  charging  him  with 
having  '  composed,  printed,  and  published  '  it.  (j)  So  if  the  de- 
fendant is  charged  by  a  count  in  an  indictment  with  having  '  com- 
posed, pHnted,  and  published '  a  libel,  if  the  evidence  be  that  he 
only  composed  and  published  it,  he  may  be  found  guilty  of  the 
composing  and  publishing,  and  acquitted  of  the  printing,  (k) 

If  the  libel  be  in  a  foreign  language,  as  it  is  necessary  that  it 
should  be  set  forth  in  the  indictment  in  the  original  language,  and 
also  in  an  English  translation,  it  will  be  necessary  to  prove  the 
translation  to  be  correct,  (l) 


(c)  Ibid.,  and  MS.  Bayley,  J. 

(rf)  Rex  V.  Burdett,  4  B.  &  A.  96. 

(e)  Rex  V.  Watson,  1  Campb.  215. 
Lord  Ellenborough,  C.  J.,  said  tlie  post- 
mark might  have  been  forged. 

(/)  Rex  V.  Plumer,  Hil.  -T.  1814. 
MS.  Bayley,  J.,  and  R.  &  R.  264.  Rexv. 
Johnson,  7  East,  65.  2  Stark.  Evid.  456, 
and  Fletcher  v.  BraddyU,  note  {g)f  ibid. 

(g)  liex  V,  Phimer,  supra,  note  (/). 
Some  person  who  paid  or  received  the 
postage  should  be  called. 

(k)  Rex  V,  Watson,  1  Campb.  215  ;  and 
see  Rex  v.  Middleton,  1  Str.  77.  In  the 
case  of  Rex  v.  Johnson,  7  East,  65,  the 
publisher  of  a  public  register  received  an 
anonymous  letter,  tendering  certain  poli- 
tical information  on  Irish  affairs,  and  re- 
quiring to  know  to  whom  letters  should 
bo  directed,  to  which  an  answer  was  re- 
turned in  the  register,  after  which  he 
received  two  letters  in  the  same  hand- 


writing directed  as  mentioned,  and  having 
the  Irish  post-mark  on  the  envelopes, 
which  two  letters  were  proved  to  be  in 
the  handwriting  of  the  defendant,  the 
preWons  letter  having  been  destroyed,  it 
was  held  that  this  was  a  sufficient  ground 
for  the  Court  to  have  the  letters  read  ; 
and  the  letters  themselves  containing  ex- 
pressions of  the  writer,  indicative  of  his 
having  sent  them  to  the  publisher  of  the 
register  in  Middlesex  for  the  purpose  of 
publication,  the  whole  was  evidence 
sufficient  for  the  jury  to  find  a  publica- 
tion by  the  procurement  of  the  defendant 
in  Middlesex. 

(i)  Case  of  the  Seven  Bishops,  12  St 
Tri.  183. 

U)  Rex  V.  Hunt,  2  Campb.  683. 

(k)  Rex  V.  Williams,  2  Campb.  646, 
Lawrence,  J.,  Rex  v.  Knell,  1  Barnard. 
305. 

(0  Rex  V.  Peltier,  Selw.  N.  P.  1048. 
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Where  an  information  for  libel  stated  that  the  prosecutor  had 
received  certain  anonymous  letters,  and  that  the  defendant  pub- 
lished a  libellous  placard  of  and  concerning  those  letters,  and  the 
placard  asked,  *  Were  you  not  warned  that  your  character  was  at 
stake  ? '  and  the  prosecutor  stated  that  he  should  not  have  under- 
stood the  meaning  of  the  placard  if  he  had  not  also  seen  the  letters, 
and  that  he  understood  the  passage  in  the  placard  to  allude  to  the 
letters,  it  was  held  that  the  letters  were  admissible  without  proving 
who  wrote  or  sent  them,  as  the  placard  referred  to  them,  and  . 
would  not  be  intelligible  without  them,  and  that  a  defendant,  who 
i*efers  to  other  papers  in  his  publication,  must  submit  to  have  them 
read  as  explanatory  of  such  publication,  (m) 

Depositions  taken  before  a  magistrate  were  not  evidence  upon  a  DepodtionB,  a 
trial  for  a  libel,  under  the  1  &  2  Ph.  &  M.  c.  13,  and  2  &  3  Ph.  &  M.  ^^^^, 
0.  10,  {n)  which  extended  only  to  cases  of  felony,  (o)     But  as  the  mation,  and  a 
11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,  extends  to  misdemeanors,  it  should  seem  that  preamble  to  an 
such  depositions  would  now  be  evidence,  {oo)    A  Gazette  is  evidence  ^^*^*  Parlia- 
to  prove  an  averment  in  an  information  for  a  libel,  '  that  divers  evidence  for 
addresses,  &c.,  had  been  presented  to  his  Majesty  by  divers  of  his  certain  pnr- 
loving  subjects.'  (jp)     The  King's  proclamation,  reciting  that  it  ^*^*^ 
had  been  represented  that  certain  outrages  had  been  committed 
in  dififerent  parts  of  certain  counties,  and  offering  a  reward  for  the 
discovery  and  apprehension  of  offenders,  had  been  held  admissible 
evidence  to  prove  an  introductory  averment,  in  an  information  for 
a  libel,  that  divers  acts  of  outrage  had  been  committed  in  those 
parts,  (q)    And  a  preamble  to  an  Act  of  Parliament,  reciting  the 
existence  of  such  outrages,  and  making  provision  against  them,  was 
also  held  to  be  admissible  for  the  same  purpose,  (r) 

The  criminal  intention  of  the  defendant  will  be  matter  of  infer-  Criminal  in- 
ence  from  the  nature  of  the  publication.  Where  a  libellous  publi-  ^^*^°?  °*  *^® 
cation  appears,  unexplained  by  any  evidence,  the  jury  should  judge 
from  the  overt  act ;  and,  where  the  publication  contains  a  charge 
slanderous  in  its  nature,  should  from  thence  infer  that  the  inten- 
tion was  malicious,  (s)  It  is  a  general  rule  that  an  act  unlawful  in 
itself,  and  injurious  to  another,  is  considered  both  in  law  and 
reason  to  be  done  rnalo  anivio  towards  the  person  injured ;  and 
this  is  all  that  is  meant  by  a  charge  of  malice  in  a  declaration  for 
libel,  which  is  introduced  rather  to  exclude  the  supposition  that 
the  publication  may  have  been  made  on  some  innocent  occasion 
than  for  any  other  purpose,  (t)  The  intention  may  be  collected 
from  the  libel,  unless  the  mode  of  publication,  or  other  circum- 
stances, explain  it :  and  the  publisher  must  be  presumed  to  intend 
what  the  publication  is  likely  to  produce  ;  so  that  if  it  is  likely  to 
excite  sedition,  he  must  be  presumed  to  have  intended  that  it 
should  have  that  effect,  (u)  Publishing  what  is  a  libel  without 
excuse  is  indictable,  though  the  publisher  be  free  from  what  in 

(?w)  Rex  V.  Slaney,  5  C.  &  P.  213,  Lord  Lord  Abingdon,  1  Esp.  228.     And  see 

Tenterden,  C.  J.  Rex  v.  Topham,  4  T.  R,  127,  and  Rex  v, 

{n)  Repealed  by  7  Geo.  4,  c.  64,  s.  88.  Woodfall,  6  Burr.  2667.  Stuart  r.Lovel, 

(o)  Rex  V.  Paine,  6  Mod.  163.  2  Stark.  R.  93. 

(oo)  See  post.  Evidence.  (0  Per  Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.,  Duncan 

ip)  Rex  V.  Holt,  5  T.  R.  486.  v.  Thwaites,  3  B.  &  C.  584,  685. 

iq)  Rex  V.  Sutton,  4  M.  &  S.  582.  (u)  Rex  v.  Burdett,  4  B.  &  A.   95. 

(r)  Id.  ibid.  Reg.  v.  Lovctt,  9  C.  &  P.  462,  Little- 

(«)  By  Lord  Kenyon,  C.  J.,  in  Rex  v,  dale,  J.. 
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common  parlance  is  called  malice ;  for  defaming  wilfully  without 
excuse  is  in  law  malicious.  And  even  if  it  could  be  an  excuse,  that 
the  publisher  held  what  he  published  to  be  true,  it  is  not  so  if  he 
professes  to  publish  it  from  authority.  A  newspaper  contained  this 
paragraph  :  '  the  malady  under  which  his  Majesty  labours  is  of  an 
alarming  nature  (meaning  insanity) ;  it  is  from  authority  we  speak.' 
At  the  trial  of  the  indictment  for  this  publication,  the  jury  asked 
if  a  malicious  intention  were  necessary  to  constitute  a  libel ;  to 
•  which  Abbott,  C.  J.,  answered,  that  a  man  must  have  intended  to 
do  what  his  act  was  calculated  to  effect  ;  and  the  jury  found  the 
defendant  guilty.     Upon  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  it  was  admitted 
that  the  paragraph  was  libellous,  but  it  was  urged  that  malice  was 
essential  to  make  the  defendant  criminal ;  that  he  believed  the 
King  to  have  been  so  afflicted,  and  that  the  answer  to  the  question 
by  the  jury  was  incorrect.     But  the  Court  thought  otherwise,  as 
the  defendant  must  know  if  he  spoke  from  authority,  and  could 
have  proved  it :  and  if  malice  were  a  question  of  fact,  a  man  must 
be  presumed  to  have  intended  to  produce  the  effect  which  his  act 
will  naturally  produce  ;    and   libelling  without   excuse   is   legal 
malice,  (y)     A  person  who  publishes  matter  injurious  to  the  cha- 
i^acter  of  another  must  be  considered,  in  point  of  law,  to  have 
intended  the  consequences  resulting  from  that  act,  {id)  for  every 
man  must  be  presumed  to  intend  the  natural  and  ordinary  conse- 
quences of  his  own  act,  {x)     The  judge,  therefore,  ought  not  to 
leave  it  as  a  question  to  the  jury,  whether  the  defendant  intended 
to  injure  the  person  libelled,  but  whether  the  tendency  of  the  pub- 
lication was  injurious  to  such  person,  {y)     In  some  cases,  however, 
the  paper  or  other  matter  may  be  libellous  only  with  reference  to 
circumstances  which  should  be  laid  before  the  jury  by  evidence. 
Other  libels  to        In  order  to  show  the  existence  of  actual  malice  in  the  mind  of  the 
pj^^ve  actual      writer  of  a  libel,  other  libels  by  him,  whether  written  previously  or 
"""  ^  subsequently,  are  admissible  in  evidence,  {z)    Where  the  House  of 

Lords  asked  the  judges  '  in  an  action  for  libel,  when  the  plea  of  the 
general  issue  is  pleaded,  and  also  a  plea  under  the  6  &;  7  Vict.  c.  96, 
s.  1,  denying  actual  malice,  and  stating  the  publication  of  an 
apology  set  forth  in  the  plea,  is  it  admissible  upon  a  trial  for  the 
plaintiff  to  give  evidence  of  other  publications  by  the  defendant 
(some  of  them  more  than  six  years  before  the  publication  com- 
plained of)  of  and  concerning  the  plaintiff,  in  order  to  prove  malice 
against  the  defendant  ? '  the  judges  answered,  '  We  are  all  of 
opinion  that,  under  such  a  plea,  the  publication  of  the  previous 
libels  on  the  plaintiff  by  the  defendant  is  admissible  evidence  to 
show  that  the  defendant  wrote  the  libel  in  question  with  actual 
malice  against  the  plaintiff.  A  long  practice  of  libelling  the  plain- 
tiff may  show  in  the  most  satisfactory  manner  that  the  defendant 
was  actuated  by  malice  in  the  particular  publication,  and  that  it 
did  not  take  place  through  carelessness  or  inadvertence ;  and  the 
more  the  evidence  approaches  to  the  proof  of  a  systematic  practice, 
the  more  convincing  it  is.     The  circumstance  that  the  other  libels 

(v)  Rex  V.  HarYey,  2  B.  &  C.  267.  {y)  Haire  v.  Wilson,  mpra. 

\w)  Per  Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J,    Fisher  («)  Pearson  v,  Lemaltre,  6  M,  &  G. 

V.  Clement,  10  B.  &  C.  472.  700.    Darby  v,  Ouseley,  1  H.  &  N.  1  ; 

(x)  Per  Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.  Ilalre  v.  Stuart  v.  Lovel,  2  Stark.  Rep.  93. 
Wilson,  9  B.  &  C.  648,  4  M.  &  R.  605. 
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are  more  or  less  frequent,  or  more  or  less  remote  from  the  time  of 
the  publication  of  that  in  question,  merely  affects  the  weight,  not 
the  admissibility  of  the  evidence/  And  the  House  of  Lords  held 
accordingly,  (a) 

Where  an  information  for  libel  alleged  that  a  person  unknown  Evidence  of  a 
murdered  E.  Grimwood,  and  that  one  Hubbard  had  been  arrested  "'^'^®^»  *^- 
on  the  charge  of  committing  the  murder  and  discharged,  ancj  the 
libel  set  out  spoke  of  '  the  acquittal  of  Hubbard  for  the  murder  of 
E.  Grimwood ; '  it  was  held  that  the  inducement  was  proved  by 
evidence  that  a  person  had  been  murdered,  and  that  Hubbard  had 
been  charged  with  the  murder  and  afterwards  discharged,  and  that 
at  the  inquest  held  on  the  body  witnesses  called  the  deceased  by 
the  name  of  E.  Grimwood,  and  that  this  last  fact  might  be  proved 
by  the  coroner,  and  that  he  might  for  this  purpose  use  an  inquisi- 
tion drawn  up  on  paper.  (6) 

Where  a  declaration  for  libel  set  out  the  following  passage  :  '  We  r^^  meanin 
would  suggest  to  the  ex-Duke  of  Brunswick  the  propriety  of  with-  of  a  word^ki 
drawing  into  his  own  natural  and  sinister  obscurity  *  (meaning  ^**^!*  ^  ^°' 
thereby  to  insinuate  that  the  plaintiff  was  guilty  of  unnatural  *^®J^* 
practices).  Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.,  refused  to  permit  a  witness  to  be 
asked  if  he  had  read  the  libel,  and  what  he  understood  by  the 
word  '  natural '  printed  in  italics,  as  it  was  for  the  jury  to  form 
their  own  opinion  as  to  what  was  meant  by  the  word  so  printed,  (c) 

In  an  action  for  libel  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff,  an  attorney,  rpo  ^^om  a 
was  employed  by  one  Nash  to  bring  an  action  against  an  executor  ;  letter  applies, 
and  that  the  defendant,  who  was  employed  to  adjust  the  executor's 
accounts,   finding   that  an   action  was  about  to  be   commenced 
against  the  executor,  wrote   a  letter  to  Nash  blaming  him  for 
allowing  the  plaintiff  to  sue,  and  containing  this  passage,  '  If  you 
will  be  misled  by  an  attorney,  who  only  considers  his  own  interest 
you   will    have  to^  repent  it;   you   may   think   when  you  have 
once  ordered  your  attorney  to  write  to  Mr.  G.,  he  would  not  do 
any  more  without  your  further  orders ;  but  if  you  once  set  him 
about  it, ,  he  will  go  any  length  without  further  orders.*     And  it 
was  held  that  the  question  whether  this  letter  applied    to  the 
plaintiff  individually,  or  to  the  profession  at  large,  was  properly 
left  to  the  jury,  (d) 

The  evidence  for  the  defence  will  now  depend  upon  the  de-  Defendant's 
fendant's  pleas ;  if  he  plead  that  the  libellous  matter  is  true,  and  ©videnco. 
that  it  was  published  for  the  public  benefit,  it  will  lie  upon  him  to 
prove  these  facts ;  but  if  he  plead  not  guilty  only,  then  the 
evidence  which  can  be  adduced  on  his  behalf  at  the  trial  will  in 
general  be  confined  to  a  very  narrow  compass.  There  may,  how- 
ever, be  cases  of  a  publication  in  point  of  law,  where  no  criminal 
intention  can  be  imputed  to  the  party  ;  as  where  a  person  delivers 
a  letter  without  knowing  its  contents,  or  delivers  one  paper 
instead  of  another ;  («)  and  evidence  to  such  effect  may  be  pro- 
duced. Where,  therefore,  an  action  was  brought  against  the  porter 
of  a  coach  for  a  Ubel  contained  in  a  hand-bill,  which  he  had  de- 

(a)  Barrett  v,  Los«,  3  H.  L.  0.   895.  3  0.  &  K.  10. 

See  Hemmings  v,  (Msaon^  E.  B.  &  E.  {d)  Godson  v.  Home,  8  Moore,  223. 

346.  (e)  By  Lord  Kenyon,  C.  J.,  in  Hex  v. 

(6)  Rec.  V.  Gregory,  8  Q.  B.  508.  Topham,    4  T.    R.   127,    128.      Rex  v. 

(c)  Duke  of   Bnuiswick  v.    Harmer,  Nutt,  Fitz.  47. 


224 


O/IAbely  <&c. 


[book  v. 


Proof  of  the 
truth  of  a 
triable  offence 
is  iDadmis- 
Bible. 


Verdict. 
The  juiy  may 
give  a  general 
yerdict  upon 
the  whole 
matter  put  in 
issue. 


livered  tied  up  in  a  paper  parcel,  evidence  was  admitted  that  he 
delivered  the  parcel  in  the  course  of  his  business  without  any 
knowledge  of  its  contents.  (/)  But  it  is  not  competent  to  the  de- 
fendant to  prove  that  a  paper  similar  to  that,  for  the  publication 
of  which  he  is  prosecuted,  was  published  on  a  former  occasion  by 
other  persons,  who  have  never  been  prosecuted  for  it.  (g)  It  was 
held,  in  a  case  where  the  supposed  libel  was  contained  in  a  news- 
paper, that  the  defendant  had  a  right  to  have  read  in  evidence  any 
extract  from  the  same  paper,  connected  with  the  subject  of  the 
passage  charged  as  libellous,  although  disjointed  from  it  by  ex- 
traneous matter,  and  printed  in  a  diflferent  character,  (h)  Though 
the  defendant  cannot  have  the  assistance  of  counsel  to  examine 
the  witnesses,  and  reserve  to  himself  the  right  of  addressing  the 
jury,  yet  if  he  conducts  his  defence  himself,  and  any  point  of  law 
arises  which  he  professes  himself  unable  to  argue,  the  Court  will 
hear  this  argued  by  his  counsel,  (i) 

If  a  libel  imputes  to  a  man  a  triable  offence,  proof  of  the  truth 
of  such  imputation  is  inadmissible  under  a  plea  of  not  guilty. 
Where  a  libel  imputed  murder  to  certain  soldiers,  evidence  was 
offered  of  the  truth  of  such  imputation,  and  rejected  :  and  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench  were  unanimous  that  such  evidence  was 
rightly  rejected,  (j) 

Where  an  information  for  a  libel  states  that  certain  transactions 
took  place,  and  that  the  lil)el  was  published  of  and  concerning 
them,  and  then  sets  out  the  libel  as  referring  to  them,  and  general 
evidence  is  given  in  proof  of  such  transactions  on  the  part  of  the 
prosecution,  the  defendant  cannot,  therefore,  give  evidence  of  the 
particular  nature  of  those  transactions  so  as  to  bring  into  issue  the 
truth  or  falsehood  of  the  libel.  But  if  such  evidence  were  adduced, 
boQidfide,  to  show  that  the  transactions  referred  to  in  the  alleged 
libel  are  not  the  same  with  those  which  the  information  supposes 
it  to  have  had  in  view,  it  is  admissible,  (k) 

It  had  been  held  in  many  cases,  that,  on  trials  for  libels,  the  facts 
of  writing,  printing,  or  publishing,  and  the  truth  of  tlie  innuendos 
inserted  in  the  proceedings,  were  the  only  matters  to  be  submitted 
to  the  consideration  of  the  jury :  but  the  justice  of  such  doctrine 
being  questioned  and  ably  arraigned,  (l)  the  32  Geo.  3,  c.  60  (Fox's 
Act),  was  passed,  sec.  1  of  which  enacts  'that  on  every  such  trial, 
the  jury  sworn  to  try  the  issue  may  give  a  general  verdict  of  guilty 
or  not  guilty,  upon  the  whole  matter  put  in  issue  upon  such  in- 
dictment or  information ;  and  shall  not  be  required  or  directed,  by 

(/)  Day  V.  Bream,  2  M.  &  Rob.  54. 
Patteson,  J.,  who  said  ^priind  facie  he 
was  answerable,  he  had  in  fact  delivered 
and  pnt  into  publication  the  libel  com- 
plained of,  and  was  therefore  called  upon 
to  show  his  ignorance  of  the  contents.' 

(g)  Rex  V,  Holt,  6  T.  R.  436. 

(h)  Rex  V.  Lambert,  2  Campb.  398. 

(i)  Rex  V.  White,  3  Campb.  98. 

(;•)  Rex  V.  Burdett,  4  B.  &  A.  95.  *  In 
some  cases,  indeed,  it  is  possible  that 
the  falsehood  may  be  of  the  very  essence 
of  the  libel.  As  for  instance,  suppose  a 
paper  were  to  state  that  A.  was  on  a 
given  day  tried  at  a  given  place,  and 
convicted  of  perjury ;  ii  that  be  true  it 
may  be  no  libel,  but  if  false,  it  is  from 


beginning  to  end  calumnious,  and  may 
no  doubt  be  the  subject  of  a  criminal 
prosecution.  Possibly,  therefore,  in  such 
a  case,  evidence  of  the  truth  of  such  a 
statement  by  the  production  of  the  re- 
cord, might  afford  an  answer  to  a  prose- 
cution for  libel.  Ibid,  per  Bayley,  J., 
p.  147.  Reg.  V.  Brigstock,  6  C.  &  P. 
184.  See  post,  where  the  defendant 
may  x)lead  that  the  libellous  matters  are 
tnie. 

{i)  Rex  V,  Grant,  5  6.  &  Ad.  1081. 

(l)  See  the  celebrated  speeches  of  Mr. 
Erskine,  in  the  case  of  the  Dean  of  St. 
Asaph,  Ridgway's  Col.  pp.  234,  264, 
vol.  1. 
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the  Court  or  judge  before  whom  such  indictment  or  information 
shall  be  tried,  to  find  the  defendants  or  defendant  guilty,  merely 
on  the  proof  of  the  publication  by  such  defendant  or  defendants  of 
the  paper  charged  to  be  a  libel,  and  of  the  sense  ascribed  to  the 
same  in  such  indictment  or  information.'  By  sec.  2,  '  the  Court, 
or  judge  before  whom  such  indictment  or  information  shall  be 
tried,  shall  according  to  their  or  his  discretion,  give  their  or  his 
opinion  and  directions  to  the  juiy,  on  the  matter  in  issue  between 
the  King  and  the  defendant  or  defendants,  in  like  manner  as  in 
other  criminal  cases.'  (m) 

In  criminal  cases  the  judge  is  to  define  the  crime,  and  the  juiy  The  judge 
are  to  .find  whether  the  party  has  committed  that  offence;    this  not  bound 
Act  made  it  the  same  in  cases  of  libel,  the  practice  having  been  J^g^te  whe- 
otherwise  before,  {n)     It  has  been  the  course  for  a  long  time  for  ther  in  his 
a  judge  in  cases  of  libel,  as  in  other  cases  of  a  criminal  nature,  first  opinion  the 
to  give  a  legal  definition  of  the  offence,  and  then  to  leave  it  to  the  JjJJli^^hJt  he 
jury  to  say,  whether  the  facts  necessary  to  constitute  that  offence  may  do  so. 
are  proved  to  their  satisfaction  ;  and  that,  whether  the  libel  is  the 
subject  of  a  criminal  prosecution  or  civil  action.     Whether  the 
particular  publication,  the  subject  of  inquiry,  is  calculated  to  in- 
jure the  reputation  of  another,  by  exposing  him  to  hatred,  con- 
tempt, or  ridicule,  is  a  question  upon  which  a  jury  is  to  exercise 
their  judgment,  and  pronounce  their  opinion  as  a  question  of  fact. 
The  judge,  as  a  matter  of  advice  to  them  in  deciding  that  question, 
may  give  his  own  opinion  as  to  the  nature  of  the  publication,  but 
is  not  bound  to  do  so.  (o) 

The  judgment  in  cases  of  libel  at  common  law  is  in  the  discre-  Judgment, 
tion  of  the  Court,  as  in  most  other  cases  of  misdemeanors ;  and 
usually  consists  of  fine,  imprisonment,  and  the  finding  sureties  to 
keep  the  peace,  (p)  Judgment  was  given  on  each  of  four  counts  of 
an  information  that  the  defendant  be  imprisoned  on  the  first  count 
'  for  the  space  of  two  months  now  next  ensuing ; '  on  the  second 
count,  *  for  the  further  space  of  two  months,  to  be  computed  from 
and  after  the  end  and  expiration  of  his  imprisonment '  for  the 
offence  mentioned  in  the  first  count ;  on  the  third  count,  for  the 
further  space  of  two  months,  to  be  computed  in  like  manner  from 
the  end  of  the  imprisonment  on  the  second  count ;  and  on  the 
fourth  count,  for  the  further  space  of  two  months,  to  be  computed 
in  like  manner  from  the  end  of  the  imprisonment  on  the  third  count. 
The  third  count  was  adjudged  on  error  to  be  insufficient :  but  it 
was  held,  that  the  sentence  on  the  fourth  count  was  not  thereby 
invalidated,  and  that  the  imprisonment  on  it  was  to  be  computed 
from  the  end  of  the  imprisonment  on  the  second  count,  (g) 

In  the  case  of  a  blasphemous  or  seditious  libel,  the  60  Geo.  3,  In  cases  of 
&  1  Geo.  4,  c.  8,  s.  4,  made  a  second  offence  punishable  by  banish-  ^^^^^^^ 


(m)  Sec  3  proyides  that  the  jury  may 
find  a  special  verdict,  in  their  diacretion, 
as  in  otner  criminal  cases.  And  sec.  4, 
that  defendants  may  move  in  arrest  of 
judgment  as  hefore  the  passing  of  the 
Act 

(n)  Per  Parke,  B.  Panniier  ©.  Coup- 
land,  6  M.  ft  W.  105 ;  Jenner  v.  A' 
Beckett,  41  L.  J.  Q.  6.  14. 

(o)  Panniterv.  Coupland,  aupray  Bay- 
lis  V.  Lawrence,  11  A.  &  £.  920.     Paris 

VOL.  nr. 


V,  Levy,  9  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  342  ;  Rex  v, 
Burdett,  4  B.  &  A.  95  ;  Fray  v.  Fray, 
34  L.  J.  C.  P.  46. 

[p)  1  Hawk.  P.  C.  c  78,  s.  21.  Bac. 
Abr.  tit.  Libel  (C. )  Rex  v»  Middleton, 
Fort.  201.  Reg.  v.  Dunn,  12  Q.  B.  1026. 
As  to  the  punishment  of  leasing-making, 
sedition  and  blasphemy  in  Scotland,  see 
6  Geo.  4  c  47. 

(j)  Gregory  v.  Reg.  15  Q.  B.  974. 
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ment  firom  the  King's  dominions,  or  such  punishment  as  might  be 
inflicted  in  cases  of  high  misdemeanor  ;  but  the  11  Geo.  4  &  1 
Will.  4,  c.  73,  s.  1,  repealed  '  so  much  and  such  parts  of  that  Act 
as  relate  to  the  sentence  of  banishment  for  the  second  oflFence  ; ' 
consequently  the  common  law  punishment  alone  remains,  (r) 

Most  impoi*tant  alterations  were  made  in  the  law  of  libel  by 
Lord  Campbell's  Act.  By  that  Act,  («)  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  96,  s.  3, 
'  If  any  person  shall  publish  or  threaten  to  publish  any  libel  upon 
any  other  person,  or  shall  directly,  or  indirectly  threaten  to  print 
or  publish,  or  shall  directly  or  indirectly  propose  to  abstain  from 
printing  or  publishing,  or  shall  directly  or  indirectly  offer  to  pre- 
vent the  printing  or  publishing,  of  any  matter  (t)  or  thing  touch- 
ing any  other  person,  with  intent  to  extort  any  money  or  security 
for  money,  or  any  valuable  thing  from  such  or  any  other  person, 
or  with  intent  to  induce  any  person  to  confer  or  procure  for  any 
person  any  appointment  or  office  of  profit  or  trust,  every  such 
offender,  on  being  convicted  thereof,  shall  be  liable  to  be  im- 
prisoned, with  or  without  hard  labour,  in  the  common  gaol  or 
house  of  correction,  for  any  term  not  exceeding  three  years  :  pro- 


(r)  A  certUicate  of  every  indictment  and 
conviction  of  any  offender  convicted  of 
having  composed.,  &c.,  any  blasphemous 
or  seditious  libel,  is,  by  sec.  2  of  the  for- 
mer Act,  to  be  given  by  the  officer  haying 
the  custody  of  the  records,  upon  the  re- 
quest of  the  i)rosecutor  on  his  Majesty's  be- 
half, to  the  justices  of  assize,  &c.,  where 
such  offender  shaU  be  indicted  for  any 
second  offence,  and  is  to  be  sufficient  proof 
of  the  conviction  of  such  offender.  And  in 
aU  cases  in  which  any  verdict  or  judgment 
by  default  shall  be  had  against  any  person 
for  publishing  any  blaspnemous  or  sedi- 
tious libel,  the  judge  or  court  may  make 
an  order  for  the  seizure  and  carrying 
away  and  detaining  all  copies  of  the  libel 
in  the  possession  of  the  party,  or  of  any 
other  person  named  in  the  order  for  his 
use.  See  sees.  1',  2,  and  also  sec.  3,  as  to 
Scotland.  Sees.  S  and  9  provide  for  the 
limitation  of  actions  brought  for  anything 
done  in  the  execution  of  tne  Act  dj  sec. 
10  the  punishment  of  persons  convicted 
of  libel  in  Scotland  is  not  to  be  altered. 

(«)  Sec.  1,  'for  the  better  protec- 
tion of  private  character,  and  for  more 
effectually  securing  the  liberty  of  Uie 
press,  and  for  better  preventing  abuses 
in  exercising  the  saia  liberty,  enacts, 
'  that  in  any  action  for  defamation  it  shaU 
be  lawful  for  the  defendant  (after  notice 
in  writing  of  his  intention  so  to  do,  duly 
given  to  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  of  filing 
or  delivering  the  plea  in  such  action),  to 
give  in  evidence,  in  mitigation  of  damages, 
tnat  he  made  or  offered  an  apology  to  the 
plaintiff  for  such  defamation  before  the 
commencement  of  the  action,  or  as  soon 
afterwards  as  he  had  an  opportunity  of 
doing  so,  in  case  the  action  shall  have 
been  commenced  before  there  was  an 
opportunity  of  making  or  offering  such 
apology.* 

Sec.  2.  '  In  an  action  for  a  libel  con- 
tained in  any  public  newspaper  or  other 


periodical  publication  it  shaU  be  com- 
petent to  the  defendant  to  plead  that 
such  libel  was  inserted  in  such  news- 
paper or  other  periodical  publication 
without  actual  malice,  and  without  gross 
negligence,  and  that  before  the  commence- 
ment of  the  action,  or  at  the  earliest  op- 
portunity afterwards,  he  inserted  in  such 
newspaper  or  other  periodical  publication 
a  fuU  apology  for  the  said  libel,  or,  if  the 
newspaper  or  periodical  publication  in 
which  tne  said  libel  appeared  should  be 
ordinarily  published  at  intervals  exceed- 
m^  one  week,  had  offered  to  publish  the 
said  apology  in  any  newspaper  or  periodi- 
cal publication  to  be  selected  by  the 
plaintiff  in  such  action  ;  and  that  every 
such  defendant  shall  upon  filing  such  plea 
be  at  liberty  to  pay  into  court  a  sum  of 
money  by  way  of  amends  for  the  iiyury 
sustainea  by  the  publication  of  such  libel, 
and  such  payment  into  court  shall  be  of 
the  same  effect  and  be  available  in  the 
same  manner  and  to  the  same  extent,  and 
be  subject  to  the  same  rules  and  regula- 
tions as  to  payment  of  costs  and  the  lorm 
of  pleading,  except  so  far  as  regards  the 
pleading  of  the  additional  facts  herein- 
before required  to  be  pleaded  by  such 
defendant,  as  if  actions  for  libel  had  not 
been  excepted  from  the  personal  actions 
in  which  it  is  lawful  to  pay  money  into 
court  under  an  Act  passed  in  the  session 
of  Parliament  held  in  the  fourth  year  of 
his  late  Majesty,  intituled  '  An  Act  for  the 
further  Amendment  of  the  Law  and  the 
better  Advancement  of  Justice ; '  and 
that  to  such  plea  to  such  action  it  shaU 
be  competent  to  the  plaintiff  to  reply 
generally,  den3ring  the  whole  of  such, 
plea.'  By  the  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  75,  s.  2,  the 
defendant  is  to  pay  money  into  court 
when  the  plea  is  filed  ;  and  see  15  &  16 
Vict  c  76,  s.  70. 
(0  See  R.  V,  Coghlau,  4  F.  A;  F.  816. 
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vided  always,  that  nothing  herein  contained  shall  in  any  manner 
alter  or  affect  any  law  now  in  force  in  respect  of  the  sending  or 
delivery  of  threatening  letters  or  writings.* 

Sec.  4.  *  If  any  person  shall  maliciously  publish  any  defamatory  False  defama- 
libel  knowing  the  same  to  be  false,  every  such  person,  being  con-  tory  libel 
victed  thereof,  shall  be  liable  to  be  imprisoned  in  the  common  fmp^nment 
gaol  or  house  of  correction  for  any  term  not  exceeding  two  years,  and  fine ; 
and  to  pay  such  fine  as  the  Court  shall  award.' 

Sec.  5.  'If  any  person  shall  maliciously  publish  any  defamatory  Malicioua 
libel,  every  such  person,  being  convicted  thereof,  shall  be  liable  to  v?S°^***!^ 
fine  or  imprisonment  or  both,  as  the  Court  may  award,  such  im-  prigom^enTor 
prisonment  not  to  exceed  the  term  of  one  year.'  fine. 

Sec.  6.  '  On  the  trial  (v)  of  any  indictment  or  information  for  a  Proceedings 
defamatory  libel,  the  defendant  having  pleaded  such  plea  as  herein-  ^v^^  the  trial 
after  mentioned,  the  truth  of  the  matters  charged  may  be  inquired  ment  win* 
into,  but  shall  not  amount  to  a  defence,  unless  it  was  for  the  public  formation  for 
benefit  that  the  said  matters  charged  should  be  published ;  and  » defamatory 
that  to  entitle  the  defendant  to  give  evidence  of  the  truth  of  such 
matters  charged  as  a  defence  to  such  indictment  or  information  it 
shall  be  necessary  for  the  defendant,  in  pleading  to  the  said  in- 
dictment or  information,  to  allege  the  truth  of  the  said  matters 
charged  in  the  manner  now  required  in  pleading  a  justification  to 
an  action  for  defamation,  and  further  to  allege  that  it  was  for  the 
public  benefit  that  the  said  matters  charged  should  be  published, 
and  the  particular  fact  or  facts  by  reason  whereof  it  was  for  the 
public  benefit  that  the  said  matters  charged  should  be  published  ; 
to  which  plea  the  prosecutor  shall  be  at  liberty  to  reply  generally, 
denying  the  whole  thereof;  and  that  if  after  such  plea  the  de- 
fendant shall  be  convicted  on  such  indictment  or  information  it 
shall  be  competent  to  the  Court,  in  pronouncing  sentence,  to  con- 
sider whether  the  guilt  of  the  defendant  is  aggravated  or  mitigated 
by  the  said  plea,  and  by  the  evidence  given  to  prove  or  to  disprove 
the  same :  provided  always,  that  the  truth  of  the  matters  charged 
in  the  alleged  libel  complaaned  of  by  such  indictment  or  informa- 
tion shall  in  no  case  be  inquired  into  without  such  plea  of  justifi- 
cation :  provided  also  that,  in  addition  to  such  plea,  it  shall  be  Double  plea, 
competent  to  the  defendant  to  plead  a  plea  of  not  guilty :  provided  Proviso  as  to 
also,  that  nothing  in  this  Act  contained  shall  take  away  or  preju-  ^^^t°*in  dvU 
dice  any  defence  under  the  plea  of  not  guilty  which  it  is  now  com-  and  criminal 
petent  to  the  defendant  to  make  under  such  plea  to  any  action  or  proceedings. 
indictment  or  information  for  defamatory  words  or  libel.' 

Sec.  7.  '  Whensoever,  upon  the  trial  of  any  indictment  or  infer-  ^"^^T^^-^ 
mation  for  the  publication  of  a  libel,  under  the  plea  of  not  guilty,  y^de  ^  of 
evidence  shall  have  been  given  which  shaU  establish  a  presumptive  publication  by 
case  of  publication  against  the  defendant  by  the  act  of  any  other  ^  ^®''*' 
person  by  his  authority,  it  shall  be  competent  to  such  defendant  to 
prove  that  such  publication  was  made  without  his  authority,  con- 
sent, or  knowledge,  and  that  the  said  publication  did  not  arise  from 
want  of  due  care  or  caution  on  his  part.' 

Sec.  8.  '  In  the  case  of  any  indictment  or  information  by  a  pri-  In  wbat  cases 
vate  prosecutor  for  the  publication  of  any  defamatory  libel,  if  ^r p^te''''' 
judgment  shall  be  given  for  the  defendant,  ne  shall  be  entitled  to  ubei,  defend- 

(u)  See  R.  v.  Townaend,  4  F.  *  F,  1089. 
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recover  from  the  prosecutor  the  costs  sustained  by  the  said  de- 
fendant by  reason  of  such  indictment  or  information  ;  (v)  and  that 
upon  a  special  plea  of  justification  to  such  indictment  or  infor- 
mation, if  the  issue  be  found  for  the  prosecutor,  he  shall  be  entitled 
to  recover  from  the  defendant  the  costs  sustained  by  the  prose- 
cutor by  reason  of  such  plea,  such  costs  so  to  be  recovered  by  the 
defendant  or  prosecutor  respectively  to  be  taxed  by  the  proper 
officer  of  the  Court  before  which  the  said  indictment  or  information 
is  tried.*  (w) 

Sec.  9.  '  Wherever  throughout  this  Act,  in  describing  the  plaintiff 
or  the  defendant,  or  the  party  affected  or  intended  to  be  affected 
by  the  offence,  words  are  used  importing  the  singular  number  or 
the  masculine  gender  only,  yet  they  shall  be  understood  to  include 
several  persons  as  well  as  one  person,  and  females  as  well  as  males, 
unless  when  the  nature  of  the  provision  or  the  context  of  the  Act 
shall  exclude  such  construction.' 

Where  one  count  charged  the  defendants  with  offering  to  prevent 
the  publishing,  and  another  with  threatening  to  publish  certain 
mattere  of  the  prosecutor  with  intent  to  extort  money,  and  the 
defendants  appeared  to  have  attempted  to  obtain  money  from  the 
prosecutor  by  leading  him  to  believe  that  an  information  for  an 
offence  relating  to  the  post-horse  duties  would  be  laid  against  him, 
and  that  they  would  prevent  it  if  he  paid  them  a  sum  of  money, 
it  was  held  that  the  evidence  did  not  support  the  counts,  (x) 

It  has  been  held  in  Ireland  that  to  an  indictment  for  publishing 
in  a  newspaper  '  a  certain  false,  defamatory,  malicioUvS,  and  seditious 
libel '  concerning  her  Majesty's  Government  and  the  Parliament 
of  the  United  Kingdom,  with  intent  to  create  disaffection  and 
hatred  to  her  Majesty's  Government  and  the  Parliament,  a  special 
plea  of  justification  cannot  be  pleaded  under  the  6  &  7  Vict  c.  96, 
s.  6.  (y) 

Where  to  a  criminal  information  for  a  libel  the  defendant  pleaded 
a  justification,  alleging  that  the  imputations  contained  in  the  libel 
were  true,  it  was  held  that  it  was  not  competent  to  the  defendant 
to  prove  that  imputations  identical  with  those  in  the  libel  had  been 
previously  published  in  a  book,  (z) 

Where  a  justification  is  pleaded  under  the  6  &7  Vict.  c.  96,  s.  6, 
to  an  information  for  a  defamatory  libel,  and  the  libel  contains 
several  distinct  imputations,  and  the  plea  alleges  the  truth  of  all, 
and  is  traversed  generally,  if  the  evidence  fail  as  to  any  one  of  them, 
the  verdict  will  be  entered  generally  against  the  defendant.  Where, 
therefore,  upon  the  trial  of  such  an  issue  upon  such  a  plea,  evidence 
was  offered  in  support  of  some  only  of  the  imputations,  and  the 
jury  found  that  only  one  of  the  imputations  upon  which  evidence 
was  offered  was  proved,  the  verdict  was  entered  for  the  Crown 
generally  ;  as  there  can  be  no  partial  finding  for  «i  defendant  on 
the  ground  that  a  justification  is  partially  established,  (a) 

By  the  express  enactment  that,  wherever  there  is  a  conviction 
after  such  a  plea  of  justification  'the  Court,  in  pronouncing  sen- 
tence,' shall '  consider  whether  the  guilt  of  the  defendant  is  aggra- 


{v)  See  post,  p.  229. 

(w)  Such  costs  may  be  recovered  by 
action,  Richardson  v.  Willis,  8  L.  R.  Ex. 
69  :  42  L.  J.  Ex.  68. 


(x)  Reg.  V,  Yates,  6  Cox  C.  C.  441. 
(y)  Reg.  V.  Duffy,  2  Cox.  C.  C.  45. 
(2)  Reg.  V.  Newman,  1  £.  &  B.  268. 
(a)  Reg.  r.  Newman,  1  £.  &  B.  558. 
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vated  or  mitigated  by  the  said  plea,  and  by  the  evidence  given  to  against  a  plea, 
pix)ve  and  disprove  the  same/  the  Court  is  to  consider  the  evidence  ^  apportion 
on  the  one  side  and  the  other,  and  to  form  their  own  conclusion  ment  ac«>rd- 
whether  it  aggravates  or  mitigates  the  guilt  of  the  defendant,  and  ingly. 
they  are  to  apportion  the  punishment  accordingly.     The  evidence, 
as  it  appears  on  the  notes  of  the  judge  who  presided  at  the  trial, 
comes  in  place  of  affidavits   in  aggravation  and   mitigation   of 
punishment  when   sentence   is  to   be  pronounced,   and   by  that 
the  sentence  is  to  be  regulated,  and  not  by  any  declaration  of  the 
jury  as  to  the  credit  which  they  think  ought  to  be  given  to  the 
witnesses.  (6) 

In  such  a  case  the  defendant  may,  in  mitigation  of  punishment,  AffidaTits  in 
show  by  affidavit  that  after  the  publication,  but  before  pleading,  ^^^^f^^f^ 
information  was  given  to  him  which,  if  true,  would  have  supported  ^**°" 
an  allegation  in  the  plea^  evidence  having  been  given  at  tlie  trial 
to  account  for  the  non-production  of  proof,  but  no  evidence  in 
suppoil  of  the  allegation  itself  (o) 

A  libel  imported  to  be  founded  on  certain  newspaper  reports, 
and  upon  the  foundation  of  those  reports  charged  certain  troops 
with  acts  of  murder :  after  conviction  the  defendant  offered  affi- 
davits that  the  newspapers  did  contain  those  reports,  and  also  other 
affidavits  that  the  facts  were  true.  The  former  affidavits  were  re- 
ceived, because  they  explained  the  situation  in  which  the  defendant 
stood  at  the  time  he  wrote  the  libel,  and  showed  the  impression 
under  which  he  wrote  ;  but  the  latter  were  rejected,  because  the 
receiving  them  might  deprive  of  a  fair  trial  persons  who  might 
afterwards  be  tried  for  the  murders  ;  and  if  murders  were  com- 
mitted, the  proper  course  was  to  prosecute  and  bring  to  a  fair  trial, 
not  to  libel  and  create  an  unfair  prejudice,  {d) 

Where  an  indictment  for  a  libel  on  the  governor  of  a  parish  Costs. 
workhouse  was  preferred  by  the  direction  and  carried  on  at  the 
expense  of  the  select  vestry  of  the  parish,  and  the  defendant  having 
removed  it  into  the  King's  Bench  by  certiorari  was  convicted,  it 
was  held  that  the  party  libelled  was  not  the  'party grieved'  within 
the  5  &  6  Will.  &  M.  c.  11,  s.  3,  and,  therefore,  was  not  entitled  to 
costs,  {e) 

When   a  prosecutor  or  defendant  is  entitled  to  costs  under  Costs  under 
6  &  7  7ict.  c.  96,  8.  8,  see  ante,  p.  227.     On  a  criminal  in-  6  and  7  Vict, 
formation  for  libel   the    defendant,   if  he   obtain  a  verdict,   is  ^  ^^' 
entitled  to  costs  under  the  6  <&  7  Vict.  c.  96,  s.  8,  though  he 
has  not  pleaded  a  special  plea  under  sec.  6  ;  and  the  judge  cannot 
deprive  him  of  costs  by  a  certificate,  the  provision  in  the  4  &  5 
Will.  &  M.  c.  18,  s.  2,  on  this  head  being  superseded  by  the  later 
Act  (/)     Upon  the  trial  of  a  criminal  information  for  a  defa- 
matory libel  the  defendant  obtained  a  verdict,  whereupon   the 
Master  on  taxation  allowed  him  the  costs  which  he  had  incun*ed  in 
showing  cause  unsuccessfully  against  the  rule  nisi  for  filing  the 
information  under  the  above  section  8 :   held  by  Mellor,  J.,  and 
Lush,  J.  (Blackburn,  J.,  dub.),  that  the  allowance  was  properly 
made,  (gr)     The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  has   no  jurisdiction  to 

{h)  Reg.  V,  Newman,  1  £.  &  B.  558.  See  Reg.  v.  Hawdon,  8  P.  &  D.  44. 

(c)  Ibid.  (/)  Reg.  v.  Latimer,  15  Q.  B.  1077 ; 

(rf)  Rex  V.  Burdett,  4  B.  &  A.  314.  20  L.  J.  Q.  B.  129. 

(«)  Rex  V.  Dewhnrst,  5  B.  &  Ad.  405.  {g)  R.  r.  Steel,  45  L.  J.  M.  C.  391. 
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direct  the  clerk  of  assize  to  review  his  taxation  of  costs  (under 
the  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  96,  s.  8)  of  an  indictment  for  libel  tried  on 
the  Crown  side  under  a  commission  of  oyer  and  terminer.  But, 
perhaps,  one  of  the  commissioners  under  that  commission  might 
do  so,  before  that  commission  wa^  superseded,  {h) 

The  oflfenoe  of  libel  is  not  triable  at  Quarter  Session,  (5  &  6  Vict 
c.  38,  8.  1.) 

{h)  Reg.  V.  Newhouse,  1  BaiL  C.  R.  129 ;  22  L.  J.  Q.  B.  127. 
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CHAPTER  THE  FOURTH. 


OF  THREATS  AND  THBEATEKING  LETTEKS. 


It  is  said,  that  the  dispersing  of  biMa  of  menace  threatening  Tlueats  at 
destruction  to  the  lives  or  properties  of  those  to  whom  they  were  «>n*nion  law. 
addressed,  for  the  purpose  of  extorting  money,  is,  at  common  law, 
a  high  misdemeanor,  punishable  by  fine  and  imprisonment,  (a) 
Threats  directed  against  persons  immediately  under  the  protection 
of  a  court  are  offences  punishable  by  fine  and  imprisonment,  as  if 
a  man  threaten  hts  adversary  for  suing  him,  a  counsellor  or  attorney 
for  being  employed  against  him,  a  juror  for  his  verdict,  or  a  gaoler 
or  other  ministerial  officer  for  keeping  him  in  his  custody,  and 
properly  executing  his  duty.  (6)  And  a  precedent  is  given  of  an 
indictment  at  common  law  against  the  attorney  of  a  plaintiff  in  a 
cause  for  writing  a  letter  to  the  attorney  of  the  defendant,  who  had 
obtained  a  verdict  on  the  evidence  of  his  son,  threatening  to  indict 
the  son  for  perjury  unless  the  defendant  gave  up  the  benefit  of  the 
verdict,  (c) 

But  it  was  holden  that  threatening  by  letter  or  otherwise  to  put  Bex  v.  South- 
in  motion  a  prosecution  by  a  public  officer  to  recover  penalties  for  S?°°*^^j^ 
selling  Fryar's  Balsam,  without  a  stamp  (which  by  the  42  Geo.  3,  to  c^ge  a* 
a  56,  is  prohibited  to  be  vended  without  a  stamped  label),  for  the  party  with 
purpose  of  obtaining  money  to  stay  the  prosecution,  was  not  such  ^^*^^/^' 
a  threat  as  a  firm  and  prudent  man  might  not  be  expected  to  dicines  with- 
resist,  and,  therefore,  was  not  in  itself   an   indictable  offence  at  out  a  stamp, 
common  law,  although  it  was  alleged  that  the  money  was  ob-  ^^^®^^|^i>{^ 
tained,  no  reference  being  made  to  any  statute  which  prohibits 
such  attempt.     A  count  alleged  that  the  defendant,  intending  to 
abuse  the  laws  for  the  protection  of  the  revenue,  sent  the  following 
letter  : — 

'Sirs, 

'  I  am  applied  to  to  prosecute  an  information  against  you  for  But  where 
selling  certain  medicines  without  stamps.     I  have  told  the  parties  ^^j^j^  J^ 
that  all  such  informations  must  now  be  prosecuted  by  the  public  oyeicome  a 
officer,  and  have  advised  them  to  let  me  write  to  you  on  the  sub-  firm  and  pro- 
ject, and  hear  what  you  have  to  say.     If  I  can  be  of  any  service  to  ^^Jj^y^  ** " 
you  in  stopping  them,  you  will  write  me  accordingly,  and  I  will  get 
the  best  terms  I  can.'     Another  count  charged  the  defendant  with 
corruptly  attempting  to  extort  10/.  by  threatening  that  a  prosecu- 
tion should  be  commenced  for  having  sold  Fryar's  Balsam  without 
a  stamp.  After  argument  in  arrest  of  judgment,  Lord  Ellenborough 

(a)  1  Hawk.  P.  C.  c.  53,  s.  1.     Refer-  (h)  i  Blac.  Com.  126. 

ence  is  made  to  1  Hale,  667,  but^.  the  (c)  2  Chit  Crim.  L.  149. 

reference. 


232 


Offences  by 
statutes. 


Sending 
letters 

threatening  to 
murder. 


Of  Threats  and  Threatening  Letters.      [book  v. 

C.  J.,  said,  '  To  obtain  money  under  a  threat  of  any  kind,  or  to 
attempt  to  do  it,  is,  no  doubt,  an  immoral  action  ;  but  to  make  it 
indictable,  the  threat  must  be  of  such  a  nature  as  is  calculated  to 
overcome  a  firm  and  prudent  man.  Now,  the  threat  used  by  the 
defendant  at  its  utmost  extent  was  no  more  than  that  he  would 
charge  the  party  with  certain  penalties  for  selling  medicines  with- 
out a  stamp.  That  is  not  such  a  threat  as  a  firm  and  prudent  man 
might  not,  and  ought  not,  to  have  resisted.  Then  what  authority 
is  there  for  considering  these  as  offences  at  common  law  ?  The 
principal  case  relied  on  is  that  of  Rex  v.  Woodxvard,  (d)  which  was 
where  the  defendants,  having  another  man  in  their  actual  custody 
at  the  time,  threatened  to  carry  him  to  gaol,  upon  a  charge  of  per- 
jury ;  and  obtained  money  from  him  under  that  threat,  in  order  to 
Sermit  his  release.  Was  not  that  an  actual  duress,  such  as  would 
ave  avoided  a  bond  given  under  the  same  circumstances  ?  But 
that  is  very  unlike  the  present  case,  which  is  that  of  a  mere  threat 
to  put  process  in  a  penal  action  in  force  against  the  party.  The 
law  distinguishes  between  threats  of  actual  violence  against  the 
person,  or  such  other  threats  as  a  man  of  common  firmness  cannot 
stand  against,  and  other  sorts  of  threats.  Money  obtained  in  the 
former  cases,  under  the  influence  of  such  threats,  may  amount  to 
robbery  ;  but  not  so  in  cases  of  threats  of  other  kinds.  But  this  is  a 
case  of  threatening,  and  not  of  deceit ;  and  it  must  be  a  threat  of  such 
a  kind  as  will  sustain  an  indictment  at  common  law,  either  accord- 
ing to  one  case,  attended  with  duress,  or,  according  to  others,  such 
as  may  overcome  the  ordinary  free  will  of  a  firm  man,  and  induce 
him  from  fear  to  part  with  his  money.  The  present  case  is  nothing 
like  any  of  those  ;  it  is  a  mere  threat  to  bring  an  action,  which  a 
man  of  ordinary  firmness  might  have  resisted,  (e) 

It  appears  that,  according  to  the  principles  laid  down  in  this 
case,  an  indictment  will  lie,  at  common  law,  for  extorting  money 
by  actual  duress,  or  by  such  threats  as  common  firmness  is  not 
capable  of  resisting.  Therefore,  where  money  is  extorted  from  a 
party  by  the  threat  of  accusing  him  of  an  unnatural  crime,  and 
from  the  circumstances  of  the  case  the  offence  does  not  amount  to 
robbery,  (/)  there  seems  no  reason  to  doubt  but  that  it  is  in- 
dictable as  a  misdemeanor  at  common  law.  (g) 

Demanding  property  with  menaces,  with  intent  to  steal ;  ac- 
cusing, or  threatening  to  accuse  of  an  infamous  crime  with  an 
intent  to  extort  property,  and  by  such  accusation  or  threat  ac- 
tually extorting ;  the  sending  or  delivering  of  a  threatening  letter, 
or  writing  to  any  person,  thereby  threatening  to  kill  or  murder,  or 
to  bum  or  destroy,  or  thereby  with  menaces  demanding  property ; 
accusing,  or  threatening  to  accuse,  or  sending  or  delivering  a 
letter,  &c.,  accusing  or  threatening  to  accuse  of  certain  crimes 
with  intent  to  extort  money,  &c.,  are  offences  of  the  degree  of 
felony  by  the  provisions  of  recent  statutes. 

By  the  Offences  against  the  Person  Act,  24  &  25  Vict.  c.  100, 
s.  1(),  'whosoever  shall  malicioualy  send,  deliver,  or  utter,  ar 
directly  or  indirectly  cavuse  to  he  received,  knowing  the  contents 


{d)  II  Mod.  137,  more  fully  stated  in 
6  East,  K.  133. 

(«)  Rex  V.  Southerton,  6  East,  R.  126. 
And  sec  voL  1,  p.  295. 


(/)  See  vol.  2,  p.  98,  et  seq. 
ig)  See  a  precodent  in  3  Chit.  Crim.  L. 
841. 
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thereof,  any  letter  or  writing  threatening  to  kill  or  murder  any 
person,  shall  be  guilty  of  felony,  and  being  convicted  thereof  shall 
be  liable,  at  the  discretion  of  the  Court,  to  be  kept  in  penal  ser- 
vitude for  any  term  not  exceeding  ten  years  and  not  less  than 
three  {h)  years — ^or  to  be  imprisoned  for  any  term  not  exceeding 
two  yeaiTS,  with  or  without  hard  labour,  and  with  or  without  soli- 
tary confinement,  and,  if  a  male  under  the  age  of  sixteen  years, 
with  or  without  whipping.*  (i) 

By  the  Malicious  Injuries  Act,  24  &  25  Vict  c.  97,  s.  50,  '  who-  Sending 
soever  shall  send,  deliver,  or  utter,  or  directly  or  indirectly  cause  letters  threat- 
to  he  received,  knowing  the  contents  thereof,  any  letter  or  writing  or  destroy" 
threatening  to  burn  or  destroy  any  house,  barn,  or  other  building,  houses,  build- 
or  any  rick,  or  stack  of  grain,  hay,  or  straw,  or  other  agricultural  j?***'  *^p*' 
produce,  or  any  grain,  hay,  or  straw  or  oilier  agHcultural  pro-- 
duce  in  Oi*  under  any  building,  or  any  ship  or  vessel,  or  to  kiU, 
maim,  or  wound  any  cattle,  shall  be  guilty  of  felony,  and  being 
convicted  thereof  shall  be  liable,  at  the  discretion  of  the  Court,  to 
be  kept  in  penal  servitude  for  any  term  not  exceeding  ten  years 
and  not  less  than  three  (i)  years — or  to  be  imprisoned  for  any 
term  not  exceeding  two  yeai'S,  with  or  without  hard  labour,  and 


(A)  Not  leas  than  fire  years  if  the 
offence  was  committed  after  the  25th  day 
of  July,  1864  ;  see  vol.  1,  p.  78. 

(i)  This  clause  is  framed  from  the  4 
Geo.  4,  c.  54,  s.  3,  and  10  &  11  Vict.  c. 
66,  s.  1. 

The  words  'directly  or  indirectly 
cause  to  be  received'  are  taken  from  the 
9  Geo.  4,  c.  55,  s.  8  (I),  and  introduced 
here  in  order  to  prevent  any  difficulty 
which  might  arise  as  to  a  case  falling 
within  the  words  'send,  deliver,  or 
utter.* 

The  words  of  the  10  &  11  Vict.  c.  66,  s. 
1,  were  '  if  any  person  shaU  knowingly 
send  or  deliver  or  utter  to  any  other  per- 
son,' and  the  words  *  to  any  other  person ' 
were  advisedly  omitted,  in  order  that 
every  sending,  delivering,  uttering,  or 
causing  to  be  received  may  be  included. 
If,  therefore,  a  person  were  to  send  a 
letter  or  writing  without  any  address  by 
a  person,  with  oirections  to  drop  it  in  the 
giurden  of  a  house  in  which  several  per- 
sons lived,  or  if  a  person  were  to  drop 
such  a  letter  or  writing  anywhere,  these 
cases  would  be  within  this  clause.  In 
truth,  the  new  clauses  make  the  offence 
to  consist  in  sending,  delivering,  uttering, 
or  directly  or  indirectly  causing  to  be 
received  any  letter  or  writing,  which 
contains  a  threat  to  kill  or  murder  any 
person  whatsoever,  or  to  bum  or  de- 
stroy any  house,  &c.,  whatsoever,  or  to 
accuse  any  other  person  whatsoever  of 
any  crime,  and  it  is  wholly  immaterial 
whether  it  be  sent,  &c.,  to  any  person  or 
not,  or  whether  it  be  sent,  &c.,  to  the 
person  threatened,  or  to  any  other  per- 
son. Th^  cases,  therefore,  of  Rex  v. 
Paddle,  B.  &  R.  484  ;  Reg.  v.  Burridge, 
2  M.  &  Rob.  296  ;  Reg.  v.  Jones,  2  C.  & 
K.  398  ;  1  Den.  C.  C.  K.  218  ;  and  Reg. 
V,    Grimwade,  1  C.  &  E.  592 ;    1  Den. 


C.  C.  R.  30,  are  not  to  be  considered  as 
authorities  on  these  clauses  so  far  as  they 
decide  that  the  letter  must  be  sent,  &c., 
to  the  party  threatened. 

In  every  indictment  on  this  and  the 
similar  clauses  in  the  other  Acts,  a  count 
should  be  inserted  alleging  that  the  de- 
femlant  uttered  the  writing  without 
stating  any  person  to  whom  it  was  uttered. 
Counts  for  uttering  forged  instruments 
never  state  the  person  to  whom  they  were 
uttered,  and  they  show  that  such  a  count 
on  this  clause  would  clearly  be  good.  See 
Elsworth's  case,  2  £ast,  P.  C.  c.  19,  s. 
59,  p.  989,  vol.  2,  p.  707- 

Tno  words  of  the  4  Geo.  4,  c.  54,  s.  3, 
were  '  any  letter  or  writing  with  or  with- 
out any  name  or  signature  subscribed 
thereto,  or  with  a  fictitious  name  or  sig- 
nature ;'  but  the  words  of  the  10  &  11 
Vict.  c.  66,  s.  1,  were  'any  letter  or 
writing'  only,  and  the  latter  words  are 
used  in  this  clause,  and  it  is  clear  that 
they  are  large  enough  to  include  any 
writing  whatsoever. 

The  word  'maliciously'  was  unneces- 
sarily introduced  in  the  committee  of  the 
whole  House  of  Commons,  and  renders 
this  clause  inconsistent  with  sec.  46  of 
the  Larceny  Act,  and  sec.  50  of  the  Mali- 
cious Injuries  Act. 

The  4  Geo.  4,  c.  54,  s.  8,  and  10  ft  11 
Vict  c  66,  s.  1,  used  the  terms,  'know- 
ingly send,'  &c.  This  was  a  clear  in- 
accuracy ;  for  it  would  include  every 
person  who  sent  or  delivered  a  letter, 
though  he  were  ignorant  of  its  contents  ; 
'knowingly,'  therefore,  has  been  omitted, 
and  '  knowing  the  contents  thereof '  sub- 
stituted, which  really  expresses  the  in- 
tention of  the  clause.  See  Girdwood's 
case,  1  Leach,  142,  post,  p.  240. 

As  to  haid  labour,  &c.,  see  post,  p. 
236  ;  vol.  1,  pp.  80,  81.    C.  S.  0. 
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with  or  without  solitary  confinement,  and,  if  a  male  under  the 
age  of  sixteen  years,  with  or  without  whipping.*  (j) 

By  the  Larceny  Act,  24  &  25  Vict.  c.  96,  s.  44,  '  whosoever 
shall  send,  deliver,  or  utter,  or  directly  or  indirectly  cause  to  be 
received,  knowing  the  contents  thereof,  any  letter  or  writing  de- 
manding of  any  person  with  menaces,  and  without  any  reasonable 
or  probable  cause,  (k)  any  property,  chattel,  money,  valuable  secu- 
rity, or  other  valuable  tnimg,  shall  be  guilty  of  felony,  and  being 
convicted  thereof  shall  be  liable,  at  the  discretion  of  the  Court,  to 
be  kept  in  penal  servitude  for  life,  or  for  any  term  not  less  than 
three  (l)  years— or  to  be  imprisoned  for  any  term  not  exceeding 
two  years,  with  or  without  hard  labour,  and  with  or  without  solitary 
confinement,  and,  if  a  male  under  the  age  of  sixteen  years,  with  or 
without  whipping.*  (m) 

Sec.  45.  '  Whosoever  shall  with  menaces  or  by  force  demand  any 
property,  chattel,  money,  valuable  security,  or  other  valuable  thing 
of  any  person,  with  intent  to  steal  the  same,  shall  be  guilty  of 
felony,  and  being  convicted  thereof  shall  be  liable,  at  the  discre- 
tion of  the  Court,  to  be  kept  in  penal  servitude  for  the  term  of 
three  (I)  years — or  to  be  imprisoned  for  any  term  not  exceeding 
two  years,  with  or  without  hard  labour,  and  with  or  without  soli- 
tary confinement.'  {n) 


ij)  This  clause  is  taken  from  the  4 
Geo.  4.  c.  64,  s.  3,  and  10  &  11  Yict.  c. 
66,  s.  1. 

Soe  the  preceding  note  as  to  the  first 
two  lines  of  this  clause. 

The  clause  is  extended  to  letters 
threatening  to  bum  any  grain,  hay,  &c., 
in  or  unc^r  any  building,  or  to  kill, 
maim,  or  wound  any  cattle.  In  any  in- 
dictment under  this  section  a  count 
should  be  inserted,  alleging  that  the 
prisoners  uttered  the  letter  or  writing 
without  statinff  to  whom  the  same  was 
uttered.     See  die  last  note. 

As  to  hard  labour,  &c.,  see  post,  p. 
236 ;  vol.  1,  pp.  80,  81. 

(k)  R.  T.  Chalmers,  10  Cox,  C.  C. 
450. 

{I)  Not  less  than  five  years  if  the 
offence  was  conomitted  after  the  25th  of 
July,  1864  ;  see  vol,  1,  p.  73. 

(m)  This  clause  is  taken  from  the  7  & 
8  Geo.  4,  c.  29,  s.  8,  and  9  Geo.  4,  c.  55, 
B.  8  (I.). 

The  beginning  of  this  clause  is  made 
to  correspond  with  the  beginning  of  sec. 
46,  infra,  of  sec.  50  of  the  Malicious  In- 
juries Act,  ante,  p.  288,  and  of  sec.  16 
of  the  Offences  against  the  Person  Act, 
ante,  p.  232,  as  all  these  sections  contain 
similar  enactments.  See  the  note,  ante, 
p.  238,  for  the  observations  on  the  be- 
ginning of  these  clauses. 

The  alteration  as  to  'property,  &c,' 
is  made  in  order  that  this  clause  and  ss. 
45,  46,  and  47  may  correspond. 

As  to  hard  labour,  kc,  see  post, 
p.  236  ;  vol.  1,  pp.  80,  81. 

(n)  This  clause  is  taken  from  the  7 
Will.  4  &  1  Vict.  c.  87,  s.  7. 

See  the  last  note  as  to  the  words  in 
italics. 


As  to  hard  labour,  kc,  see  post,  p.  236 ; 
voL  1,  pp.  80,  81. 

The  prisoner  was  indicted  under  the 
above  45th  section,  for  feloniously  de- 
manding, with  menaces,  five  shillings 
from  the  prosecutor.  The  prisoner  was 
a  policeman  on  duty  in  his  uniform,  and 
the  prosecutor  proved  that  he  was  going 
home  in  the  night,  and  had  spoken  to  a 
woman,  when  the  prisoner  came  up  and 
said,  '  You  have  been  talking  to  a  prosti- 
tute. '  I  said.  '  I  do  not  know  who  she 
is  or  what  she  is. '     He  said,  *  You  must 

?o  with  me  to  Hotham  Street,  Bridewell.' 
said,  '  I  had  the  care  of  three  horses, 
and  if   he  would  go   with  me  to  my 
master,  and  leave  the  keys,  I  would  go 
anywhere  with  him.'     He  said   I  was 
under  a  penalty  of  11.  and    costs  for 
talking  to  a  prostitute  in  the  streets,  and 
that  if  I  would  give  him  5s,  I  might  go 
aboTit  my  business.      He  pulled  out  a 
book  to  take  my  name.     He  asked  my 
name,  and  said  he  would  write  it  down. 
He  did  not  write  it  down.      He  took  the 
book  out  before  he  mentioned  the  5s.     I 
pulled  out  a  half-crown  and  two-shillinff 
piece,  and  he  placed  it  in  his  right-hand 
pocket.     The  prisoner  afterwards  said, 
'  This  is  only  a  two-shilling  piece  ;  I 
must  have  the  other  sixpence.     It  was 
objected,  Ist,  that  as  the  money  was  ob- 
tained, the  case  was  not  within  the  clause 
of  the  statute  ;  2nd,  that  this  was  not  a 
menace  within  the  statute,  as  it  was  a 
threat  to  accuse  of  a  non-existing  offence ; 
but,  upon  a  case  reserved,  it  was  held, 
1st,  that  the  first  objection  was  not  cor- 
rect, because  part  only  of  the  5s,  demanded 
was  obtained  ;  and  even  if  the  whole  had 
been  obtained,  Re^.  v,  Norton,  8  C.  &  P 
671,  showed  that  wtmade  no  difference ; 
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Sec.  46.  '  Whosoever  shall  send,  deliver,  or  utter,  or  directly 
or  indirectly  cause  to  be  received,  knowvng  the  contents  thereof,  any 
letter  or  writing  accusing  or  threatening  to  accuse  any  other  per- 
son of  any  crime  punishable  by  law  with  death,  or  peiud  servitude 
for  not  less  than  seven  years,  or  of  any  assault  with  intent  to 
commit  any  rape,  or  of  any  attempt  or  endeavour  to  commit  any 
rape,  or  of  any  infamous  crime  as  hereinafter  defined,  with  a  view 
or  intent  in  any  of  such  cases  to  extort  or  gain  by  means  of  such 
letter  or  writing  any  property,  chattel,  money,  valuable  security 
or  other  valuable  thing,  from  any  person,  shall  be  guilty  of  felony, 
and  being  convicted  thereof  shall  be  liable,  at  the  discretion  of 
the  Court,  to  be  kept  in  penal  servitude  for  life,  or  for  any  term 
not  less  than  three  (o)  years^-or  to  be  imprisoned  for  any  term  not 
exceeding  two  years,  with  or  without  hard  labour,  and  with  or 
without  solitary  confinement,  and,  if  a  male  under  the  age  of  six- 
teen years,  with  or  without  whipping;  and  the  abominable 
crime  of  buggery,  committed  either  with  mankind  or  with  beast, 
and  every  assault  with  intent  to  commit  the  said  abominable  crime, 
and  every  attempt  or  endeavour  to  commit  the  said  abominable 
crime,  and  every  soUcitation.  persuasion,  promise,  or  threat  offered 
or  made  to  any  person  whereby  to  move  or  induce  such  person  to 
commit  or  permit  the  said  abominable  crime,  shall  be  deemed  to 
be  an  infamous  crime  within  the  meaning  of  this  Act.'  (p) 

Sea  47.  '  Whosoever  shall  accuse  or  threaten  to  accuse,  either 
the  person  to  whom  such  accusation  or  threat  shall  be  made  or 
any  other  person,  of  any  of  the  infamous  or  other  crimes  lastly 
hereinbefore  mentioned,  with  the  view  or  intent  in  any  of  the  cases 
last  aforesaid  to  extort  or  gain  from  such  person  so  accused  or 
threatened  to  be  accused,  or  from  any  other  (q)  person,  any  pro- 
perty, chattel,  money,  valuable  security,  or  other  valuable  thing. 
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ening to  ac- 
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crime '  de- 
fined. 


AccoBing  or 
threatening  to 
accnfle  with 
intent  to 
extort. 


2nd,  that  there  was  no  ground  for  the 
objection  tiiat  this  was  not  a  menace, 
because  it  was  a  threat  to  accuse  of  a 
non-existine  offence.  If  a  policeman 
states  that  he  is  acting  under  authoritjr, 
and  that  it  is  his  intention  to  exercise  the 
authority  which  he  professes  to  have 
unless  money  is  given  to  him,  that  is  a 
menace  within  the  statute.  The  threat  was 
within  the  plain  words  of  the  statute. 
B^.  V,  Bobejrtson,  10  Cox,  C.  C.  9.  Reg. 
V.  Walton,  L.  &  G.  288,  had  been  relied 
on  for  the  prisoner,  and  the  Court*did  not 
express  any  approval  of  the  judgment  in 
that  case ;  and  tiie  decision  in  this  case 
seems  to  bear  against  that  judgment. 
Bex  V.  Knewland  being  cited,  Channell, 
K,  said;  'This  is  a  statutoiy  offence. 
The  decision  in  that  case  was  that  the 
facts  did  not  support  an  indictment  for 
robbery  at  common  law,*  which  is  the 
correct  distinction. 

(o)  Not  less  than  five  years  if  the 
offence  was  committed  after  the  25tli 
July,  1864;  see  voL  1,  p.  73. 

(p)  This  clause  is  tafcn  from  the  7  & 
8  Geo.  4,  c.  29,  ss.  8,  9 ;  9  Geo.  4,  c  55, 
ss.  8,  9,  (1) :  and  10  &  11  Vict.  c.  66, 
s.  1. 

The  beginning  of  this  clause  is  made 


to  correspond  with  the  beginning  of  sec* 
44,  ante,  p.  234,  of  sec.  50  of  the  Mali- 
cious Injuries  Act,  ante,  p.  238,  and  of 
sec.  16  of  the  Offences  agunst  the  Person 
Act,  atUe,  p.  232,  as  ul  these  sections 
contain  similar  enactments.  See  the  note, 
ante,  p.  233,  for  the  observations  on  the 
beginning  of  these  clauses. 

As  to  hard  labour,  &c.,  see  post,  p. 
236  ;  vol.  1,  pp.  80,  81. 

(g)  Prisoner  went  to  a  boy's  father,  and 
said  that  the  boy  had  committed  an 
abominable  offence  upon  a  mare  belong- 
ing to  him.  The  prisoner  said  that  if  the 
father  would  not  buy  the  mare  of  him 
for  32.  10«.,  he  would  accuse  the  boy. 
The  prisoner  also  said  the  same  to  the 
boy's  master.  Failing  in  his  attempt  so 
to  dispose  of  the  maro,  he  preferrea  the 
charge  against  the  boy,  wnich  was  dis- 
missed ;  held  that  the  prisoner  was  guilty 
of  threatening  to  accuse  of  an  infamous 
crime  within  this  section.  B.  v,  Bedman, 
10  Cox,  C.  C.  159,  35  L.  J.  M.  C.  89. 
On  the  trial  of  an  indictment  for  threaten- 
ing to  accuse  of  an  infamous  crime  in 
order  to  extort  money,  the  guilt  or  in- 
nocence of  the  partv  accused  is  immate- 
rial B.  «.  Cracknell,  10  Cox,  C.  C.  408 ; 
B.  V.  Bicliards,  11  Cox,  C.  C.  43. 
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Whipping. 


Of  Threats  and  Threatening  Letters,      [book  v. 

shall  be  guilty  of  felony,  and  being  convicted  thereof  shall  be 
liable,  at  the  discretion  of  the  Court,  to  be  kept  in  penal  servitude 
for  life,  or  for  any  term  not  less  than  three  {qq)  years — or  to  be  im- 

Erisoned  for  any  term  not  exceeding  two  years,  with  or  without 
ard  labour,  and,  if  a  male  under  the  age  of  sixteen  years,  with  or 
without  whipping.'  (r) 

As  to  inducing  a  person  by  threats  to  execute  deeds,  iScc,  with 
intent  to  defraud,  see  sec.  48,  vol.  ii.  p.  81. 

Sec.  49.  '  It  shall  be  immaterial  whether  the  menaces  or  threats 
hereinbefore  mentioned  be  of  violence,  injury,  or  accusation  to  be 
caused  or  made  by  the  offender  or  by  any  other  person.  («) 

As  to  the  punishment  of  principals  in  the  second  degree,  acces- 
sories, and  aiders  and  abettors,  see  sec.  98,  vol.  i.,  p.  185. 

As  to  offences  committed  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Admi- 
ralty, see  sec.  115,  vol.  i.  p.  14. 

As  to  fining  the  offender,  and  requiring  him  to  enter  into  his 
own  recognizances,  and  to  find  sureties  for  keeping  the  peace,  &c., 
see  sec.  117,  vol.  i.  p.  81. 

As  to  hard  labour,  &c.,  see  sec.  118,  vol.  i.  p.  80. 

As  to  solitary  confinement,  whipping,  &c.,  see  sec.  119,  vol.  i.,  p.  80. 

None  of  these  Acts  extend  to  Scotland. 

As  to  intimidating  a  person  with  a  view  to  compel  him  to  ab- 
stain from  doing  or  to  do  any  act  which  he  has  a  legal  right  to  do 
or  abstain  from  doing,  see  the  Conspiracy  and  Protection  of 
Property  Act,  1875,  sec.  7,  ante,  p.  162. 

Some  of  the  cases  decided  upon  the  repealed  Acts  may  assist  in 
the  construction  of  the  present  statutes. 


As  to  the 
demand  within 
the  repealed 
chiuse  of  the 
9  Geo.  1, 
c.  22. 


Cases  on  Repealed  Statutes. 

The  construction  of  the  9  Geo.  1,  c.  22,  was  much  considered,  in 
a  case  where  the  prisoner,  Michael  Robinson,  was  indicted  for  send- 
ing the  following  letter,  dated,  &c.,  without  any  name  subscribed 
thereto,  to  one,  J.  O.  Oldham,  demanding  of  him  a  certain  valuable 
thing,  namely,  a  bank  note,  against  the  form  of  the  statute  :  — 

'Sir, 

'  I  am  well  pleased  to  find  that  I  am  not  likely  to  be  mistaken 
in  the  idea  I  have  entertained  of  you  amongst  men  of  a  proper 
and  liberal  way  of  thinking  :  an  understanding  on  such  a  matter 
as  this  is  the  easiest  thing  imaginable,  and  in  repeating  that  you 
will  find  me  a  gentleman,  I  wish  you  to  be  satisfied  that  I  am  as 
incapable  of  taking  any  unmanly  advantage  as  of  wantonly  sport- 
ing with  the  feelings  of  any  one ;  I  have  ever  despised  and  exe- 
crated the  cowardly  assassin,  who,  skulking  in  obscurity,  sends 
forth  his  malignant  shafts  to  wound  the  peace  and  the  chai*acter  of 
individuals  ;  and  I  have,  therefore,  uniformly  resisted  every  over- 
ture that  has  been  made  me  for  such  a  purpose.     My  situation  as 

(qq)  Not  less  than  fiye  years  if  the 
offence  was  committed  after  the  25th  of 
July,  1864  ;  see  vol.  1,  p.  78. 

(r)  This  clause  is  taken  from  the  7  &  8 
Geo.  4,  c.  29,  s.  8  ;  9  Geo.  4,  c.  55,  a.  8 
(I) ;  7  WiU.  4  &  1  Vict.  c.  87,  s.  4 ;  and 
10  k  11  Vict.  c.  6Q,  8.  2. 

As   to   hard  labour,  &c.,   see  infra ; 


vol.  1,  pp.  80,  81. 

(s)  This  clause  is  new.  It  is  intended 
to  meet  cases  where  a  letter  may  be  sent 
by  one  person  and  may  contain  menaces 
of  ii^ury  by  another,  and  to  remove  the 
doubts  occasioned  by  Rex  v.  Pickford,  4 
G.  &  P.  227,  and  see  Keg.  v.  Smith,  1 
Den.  G.  G.  510,  post,  p.  243. 
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a  literary  character  has  teemed  with  temptations,  but  a  sacred 
principle  of  honour  has  superseded  them  all.  The  subject  on  which 
I  have  addressed  you  has  long  lain  dormant,  and  it  was  because  I 
thought  the  attack  of  a  most  serious  complexion  that  I  hesitated 
for  such  a  length  of  time  in  giving  any  countenance  to  it ;  not 
that  I  ever  sought  for  any  circumstance  to  influence  my  judgment 
or  qualify  my  opinion,  and,  for  all  that  has  ever  come  to  my  know- 
ledge, it  maybe  all  the  moonshine  of  the  Tnonient :  I  am,  therefore, 
so  far  candid,  and  I  trust,  not  indelicate ;  and  it  will  at  least  be  a 
satisfaction  to  you  to  be  told,  with  a  solemnity  becoming  the 
character  I  have  professed  myself,  that  not  a  soul  but  myself  is  in 
possession  of  a  line  of  the  MS.,  nor  has  it  ever  been  out  of  my 
hands,  or  perused  or  heard  by  any  person  living  since  fli*st  I  had 
it ;  so  that  when  it  is  committed  to  the  flames  all  will  necessarily 
die  with  it.  Of  this  you  shall  have  a  testimony  so  clear  and  un- 
equivocal that  it  will  not  be  possible  for  you  afterwards  to  doubt. 
Thus  much  I  have  suggested  for  your  satisfaction  ;  you  will  now 
give  me  leave  to  say  something  on  behalf  of  the  cause  I  have 
engaged  in.  I  have  not  the  least  objection  to  an  interview,  and  I 
readily  close  with  your  proposition ;  but  there  are  a  few  prelimi- 
naries which  I  must  first  beg  leave  to  adjust.  Perhaps  I  may  be 
more  anxious  to  urge  them,  in  order  to  have  some  proof  of  your 
sincerity,  after  which  I  am  at  your  service.  In  order  to  relieve  a 
destitute  and  unhappy  family,  struggling  with  sickness  and  sorrow, 
you  will  permit  me  to  be  your  almoner.  Will  you  enable  me  to 
dispose  of  a  little  of  your  money,  as  I  shall  see  occasion  ?  It  is  a 
duty  I  owe  to  the  cause  of  humanity  to  urge  it.  Remember,  sir, 
I  am  now  only  making  my  appeal  to  your  benevolence,  I  am  hold- 
ing out  no  delusions  to  exact  the  involuntary  tribute.  I  am  asking 
you  as  a  gentleman,  as  a  man,  to  give  me  some  earnest  of  your 
intention  to  prove  what  I  am  so  strongly  inclined  to  give  you 
credit  for.  Inclose  a  bank-note  in  a  letter  addressed  to  R  R,  and 
let  it  be  left  at  the  Cambridge  coffee-house,  the  top  of  Newman- 
street,  in  Qoodge-street,  on  the  side  of  the  bar.  At  the  entrance 
of  the  coffee-room  is  a  bracket  for  letters  ;  let  it  be  placed  there 
between  the  hours  of  eleven  and  one,  on  Thursday  next ;  and  at 
five  o'clock  on  the  same  day  a  line  shall  be  sent  bv  a  porter  to 
your  house  to  acknowledge  the  receipt ;  after  which,  if  you  will 
name  any  day  (Friday  excepted)  in  the  following  week  on  which 
it  will  suit  you,  in  the  evening,  to  take  a  bottle  of  wine  at  the 
King's-head  tavern,  in  Middle-row,  Holbom,  or  elsewhere,  I  will 
with  pleasure  attend  you.  Our  meeting,  however,  is  to  be  private 
and  tite-drtete.  Thus,  possibly,  over  the  ashes  of  the  MS.  a 
phoBuix  may  arise  that  may  prove  the  forerunner  to  friendship.  I 
shall  send  to  the  coffee-house  between  the  hours  of  one  and  four, 
and  I  will  venture  to  say  that  you  will  have  no  reason  to  be  dis- 
satisfied with  the  event  of  this  correspondence.  To  obtain  con- 
fidence it  is  necessary,  or  at  least  reasonable,  to  expect  that  one 
should  be  reposed.  '  I  have  the  honour  to  remain.  Sir, 

'  Your  obedient  humble  servant, 
'  Tuesday,  12th  January,  1796.  '  R  R 

'  J.  O.  Oldham,  Esq., 
'  Brook-street, 
*  (Private.)  Holbom.' 
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The  prosecutor  had   served  an   apprenticeship  with  a  person 
named  Dally,  by  whom  he  was  afterwards  taken  into  partnership  ; 
upon  Dolly's  death  a  report  was  spread  that  the  prosecutor  had 
been  the  author  of  his  death,  upon  which  he  brought  an  action 
against  two  persons,  and  had  judgment  against  them.     Before  the 
letter  in  question  was  sent,  several  other  letters  had  been  written 
by  the  prisoner  to  the  prosecutor,  to  which  he  returned  answers, 
for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  information  of  the  prisoner's  place  of 
abode,  in  order  to  bring  him  to  justice.     And  all  these  letters  were 
read  in  evidence,  as  serving  to  explain  the  letter  upon  which  the 
prisoner  was  indicted.     It  was  intimated  in  them  that  another 
person,  who  was  a  friend  of  the  prisoner's,  and  who  was  in  distress, 
had  put  certain  MSS.  into  his  hands,  containing  a  charge  of  the 
prosecutor  having  murdered  his  former  master,  Dolly,  and  after- 
wards mamed  the  widow,  his  accomplice ;  but  that  the  prisoner 
was  unwilling  to  publish  the  MSS.  containing  so  serious  a  charge 
without  giving  a  previous  intimation  to  the  prosecutor,  and  hearing 
what  he  had  to  propose  upon  the  subject.     A  subsequent  corre- 
spondence between  the  prosecutor  and  the  prisoner  was  also  given 
in  evidence  ;  in  the  course  of  which  the  prisoner  communicated  a 
few  pages  of  the  supposed  MSS.  in  vei*se,  from  which  the  charge 
alluded  to  was  to  be  plainly  inferred.     Upon  this  evidence  the 
learned  judge  before  whom  the  prisoner  was  tried  left  the  case  to 
the  jury  to  say  whether  the  prisoner  sent  the  letter  above  set 
forth,  and  whether  it  contained  a  threat  to  publish  a  libel  on  the 
prosecutor,  imputing  to  him  the  death  of  Dolly,  unless  he  would 
send  the  prisoner  a  bank  note ;  and  in  case  they  were  of  that 
opinion  they  were  directed  to  find  the  prisoner  guilty.     The  jury 
found  him  guilty,  and  also  found  specially  that  the  prisoner  sent 
the  letter  in  the  indictment,  and  that  it  contained  a  threat  to  pub- 
lish a  libel,  imputing  to  the  prosecutor  the  murder  of  his  master, 
in  order  to  extort  money  from  him.     Several  objections  were  taken 
to  this  conviction,  and  amongst  others  it  was  objected  that  the 
letter  did  not  contain  a  thread  or  demand,  so  as  to  bring  the  case 
within  the  9  Geo.  1,  c.  22.     But  the  judges,  after  hearing  the 
point  argued,  all  agreed  in  overruling  the  objection.     BuUer,  J., 
in  delivering  their  opinion,  after  adverting  to  the  preamble  of  the 
statute  (upon  which  the  counsel  for  the  prisoner  had  founded  his 
argument,  by  contending  that  it  necessarily  so  far  restrained  the 
enacting  clause  that  the  demand  contained  in  a  letter  must  be 
subscribed  and  peremptorily  accompanied  with  a  threat  of  bodily 
harm),  said  ; — '  Where  the  enacting  clause  of  a  statute  refers  to 
such  oflFences  only  as  are  contained  in  the  preamble,  it  may  be  re- 
strained by  the  preamble ;   but  in  this  case  it  would  be  doing 
violence  to  very  plain  words,  and  repealing  some  of  the  obvious 
provisions  of  the  statute,  if  it  were  so  restrained.     It  is  no  un- 
common thing  for  the  preamble  of  a  statute  to  recite  a  particulctr 
mischief,  as  the  cause  of  making  it,  and  yet  for  the  enacting  part 
to  embrace  more  general  objects,  and  to  extend  to  other  cases 
which  the  legislature  thought  within  the  mischief.     If  the  enact- 
ing clause  in  this  case  were  to  be  restrained  by  the  preamble,  the 
statute  would  apply  only  to  cases  where  several  persons  had  joined 
together   in  confederacy ;   where  the  letter  was  signed  with    a 
fictitious  name  only,  and  where  venison  or  money  was  demanded  ; 
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and  not  to  a  letter  without  a  name,  nor  to  a  demand  of  any  other 

valuable  thing  than  money  or  venison,  nor  to  any  demands  by  such 

letters,  whether  accompanied  with  a  threat  of  bodily  harm  or  not. 

But  the  enacting  clause  expressly  applies  to  a  single  offender ;  to  i 

a  letter  sent  without  a  name,  as  well  as  to  one  signed  with  a  fie-  { 

titious  name  ;  and  to  a  demand  of  any  valuable  thing  as  well  as  of 

money  or  venison ;   and   also   to  all    demands    by  such    letters, 

whether  accompanied  with  a  threat  of  bodily  harm  or  not.     I  agree 

that  a  mere  request,  such  as  asking  charity  without  imposing  any  ; 

conditions,  would  not  come  within  the  sense  or  meaning  of  the  I 

word  "demand ;  **  but  here  the  demand  was  made  under  a  threat  Demand. 

that  if  it  was  not  complied  with  the  prisoner  would  publish  a 

libel  against  the  prosecutor,  imputing  to  him  the  death  of  his 

master :  for  this  is  the  construction  which  the  jury  by  their  verdict 

have   expressly  put  upon  the   letter.      Now,  whether  the  letter 

does  amount  to  such  a  demand  or  not  is  a  question  for  the  judges 

to  determine,  upon  reading  it,  as  it  is  stated  in  the  record  ;  and 

they  are  all  clearly  of  opinion  that  this  is  a  demand  within  the  i 

true  intent  and  meaning  of  this  statute.     It  is  a  demand  of  money  I 

or  mone3r's  worth  (which  a  bank  note  is),  by  holding  out  a  threat 

to  impute  murder  to  the  prosecutor,  and  to  injure  his  fame  and  i 

his  character ;  and  not  a  request  of  voluntary  charity/  (t)  ! 

In  the  following  case,  upon  the  27  Geo.  2,  c.  15,  it  was  holden  Question  left 
that  the  construction  of  the  letter,  namely,  the  question  whether  *°  *^®  J**^» 
it  contained,  in  the  terms  of  it,  an  actual  threatening  to  kill  or  letter  con- 
murder,  was  properly  left  to  the  jury.     The  first  count  charged  the  tained  an  ! 

prisoner  generally  with   feloniously  sending  to  the  prosecutor  a  *^^^J?^?" 
certain  letter  in  writing,  with  the  fictitious  letters  J.  W.  there-  w  murder,  I 

unto  subscribed,  threatening  to  kill  and  murder  the  prosecutor,  (u)  within  the  | 

In   the  second  count  the  letter  was   set  out   in   the  foUowini?  fP«^®d 

j»  o    dauBe  of 

lorm  : —  27  Geo.  2, 

'Sib,  'February  9, 1776.      "' ^^* 

'  I  am  sorry  to  find  a  gentleman  like  you  would  be  guilty  of 
taking  MacAllester'a  life  away  for  the  sake  of  two  or  three 
guineas  ;  but  it  will  not  be  forgot  by  one  who  is  just  come  home 
to  revenge  his  cause.  This  you  may  depend  upon,  whenever  I 
meet  you,  I  will  lay  my  life  for  him  in  this  cause.  I  follow  the 
road,  though  I  have  been  out  of  London ;  but  on  receiving  a 
letter  from  MacAllester  before  he  died,  for  to  seek  revenge,  I  am 
come  to  town.     I  remain  a  true  friend  to  MacAUester, 

'  J.  W.' 

Hotham,  B.,  left  it  to  the  jury  to  consider  whether  this  letter 
contained  in  the  terms  of  it  an  actual  threatening  to  kill  or 
murder,  directing  them  to  acquit  the  prisoner  if  they  thought  that 
the  words  might  import  anything  less  than  to  kill  or  murder.  The 
jury  found  the  prisoner  guilty,  and  upon  a  case  reserved  on  the 
point  (amongst  others),  viz,,  whether  the  letter  purported  to  be  a 
letter  threatening  to  kill  or  murder,  ten  judges,  who  were 
present,  were  all  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  conviction  was  right, 

(t)  Robinson's  case,  2  Leach,  479.    2      sity  of  setting  out  the  letter  in  the  in- 
East,  P.  C.  c.  28,  s.  2,  p.  1110.  dictment 
{u)  See  poitf  p.  252,  as  to  the  neces- 
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Jepson's  case. 
Holden  that 
as  the  letter 
did  not  hy 
necestary  con- 
Hmetion  im- 
port a  threat 
to  bum,  ftc, 
a  conTiction 
upon  that 
statute  was 
wrong. 


On  an  indict- 
ment under 
the  4  Geo.  4, 
c.  54|  B.  3| 
for  sending  a 
letter  threat- 
ening to  bam, 
ftc,  which  is 
set  out,  it  may 
be  left  to  the 
jury  to  say 
whether  the 
letter  sent 
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and  that  the  construction  of  the  letter  was  properly  left  to  the 
jury,  (v) 

It  was  holden,  however,  in  a  subsequent  case,  that  as  the  letter 
in  question  did  not,  by  necessary  constructioUy  import  a  threat 
to  burn  the  prosecutor*s  farm-house  and  buildings,  a  conviction 
upon  the  27  Geo.  2,  c.  15,  was  wrong.  The  letter  was  as  fol- 
lows : — 

'  Mr.  WooDGATE,— Sir,  '  March  3rd,  1798. 

'  I  am  very  sorry  to  acquaint  you  that  we  are  determined  to 
set  your  mill  on  fire,  and  likewise  to  do  all  the  public  injury  that 
we  are  able  to  do  you,  in  all  your  farms  and  seteres,  (w)  which  you 
are  in  possession  of,  without  you  on  next  (x)  day  release  that  Ann 
Wood  which  you  put  in  confinement.  Sir,  we  mention  in  a  few 
lines  that  we  hope  if  you  have  any  regard  for  your  wife  and 
family  you  will  take  our  meaning  without  anything  further ;  and 
if  you  do  not  we  will  persist  as  far  as  we  possibly  can,  so  you  may 
lay  your  hand  at  your  heart,  and  strive  your  uttermost  ruin.  I 
shall  not  mention  nothing  more  to  you  until  such  time  as  you  find 
the  few  lines  a  fact,  with  our  respect.  So  no  more  at  this  time 
from  me,  '  R.  R.' 

Upon  the  trial,  Mr.  Woodgate,  the  prosecutor,  swore  that  he 
had  had  a  share  in  a  mill  three  years  before  this  letter  was  written, 
but  had  no  mill  at  that  time  ;  but  that  he  held  a  farm  when  the 
letter  was  written  and  came  to  his  hands,  and  still  held  it,  with 
several  buildings  upon  it  It  was  objected  that  this  was  not  such 
a  letter  as  comprehended  the  oflFence  in  the  Act  of  Parliament ; 
and  the  prisoner  having  been  convicted,  the  point  was  submitted 
to  the  consideration  of  the  judges,  who  agreed  (except  Eyre,  C.  J., 
who  was  absent)  that  as  the  prosecutor  had  no  such  property  at 
the  time  as  the  mill  which  was  threatened  to  be  burnt,  that  pai*t 
of  the  letter  must  be  laid  out  of  the  question.  As  to  the  rest  of 
the  letter.  Lord  Kenyon,  C.  J.,  and  BuUer,  J.,  were  of  opinion 
that  it  must  be  understood  as  also  importing  a  threat  to  bum  the 
prosecutor's  farm-house  and  buildings ;  but  the  other  judges  not 
thinking  that  a  necessary  construction,  the  conviction  was  holden 
wrong,  (y) 

It  has  since  been  held  that  upon  the  trial  of  an  indictment  for 
sending  a  letter  to  the  prosecutor,  threatening  to  burn  his  house, 
&c.,  it  may  be  left  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  letter  amounted 
to  such  a  threat.  The  indictment  charged  that  the  prisoners 
feloniously  did  send  to  J.  Belcher  a  writing,  without  name  or 
signature,  directed  to  the  said  J.  Belcher,  by  the  name  and  de- 
scription of 'Starve-gut  Belcher,' threatening  to.  kill  and  murder 
him,  which  said  writing  is  as  follows,  viz.  : — '  Starve-gut  Belcher, 
if  you  don't  go  on  better  great  will  be  the  consequence  ;  what  do 
you  think  you  must  alter  an  (or)  must  be  set  fire ;  this  came  from 


{v)  Girdwood*8  case,  1  Leach,  142.  2 
East,  P.  C.  c.  23,  s.  4,  p.  1120.  The 
prisoner  was  executed. 

(w)  It  is  said  that  by  this  was  under- 
stood '  settings  or  lettings,'  and  that  the 
whole  letter  was  evident^  the  production 
of  an  illiterate  person,  being  falsely  spelt 


nearly  throughout.  2  East,  P.  C.  c  23, 
8.  2,  p.  1115,  note  (a). 

{x)  In  2  East,  ibid.,  the  learned  writer 
says,  that  the  word  at  this  part  was  unin- 
telligible in  his  copy. 

(y)  Rex  V.  Jepson,  2  East,  P.  C.  c.  28, 
8.  2,  p.  1115. 
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London  :  i  say  your  nose  is  as  long  rod  gflFg  sharp   as   a  flint,  amounted  to 

1835.     You  ought  to  pay  your  men.'     A  second  count  set  out  the  ^^^^  threat, 

letter  as  threatening  to  burn  and  destroy  his  houses,  outhouses, 

bams,  stacks  of  corn  and  grain,  hay  and  straw.     Lord  Denraan, 

C.  J.,  asked  the  jury  in  the  terms  of  the  statute,  whether  this  was 

a  letter  threatening  to  put  J.  Belcher  to  death,  or  to  bum  and 

destroy  his  houses,  outhouses,  bams,  stacks  of  corn  and  grain,  hay 

and  straw  ?     The  jury  negatived  the  threat  to  put  him  to  death, 

but  found  that  the  letter  threatened  to  fire  his  houses,  outhouses, 

barns,  stacks  of  corn  and  grain,  hay  and  straw.     Lord  Denman, 

C.  J.,  had  some  doubts  whether  this  question  ought  to  have  been 

left  to  the  jury,  and  whether  the  letter  could  be  in  point  of  law  a 

threatening  letter,  to  the  effect  found  ;  but,  upon  a  case  reserved, 

the  judges  held  the  conviction  good  after  verdict,  (z)  Under  the  4 

A  letter  threatening  to  accuse  the  prosecutor  of  having  made  C^eo.  4,  c.  64, 
overtures  to  the  prisoner  to  commit  sodomy  with  him,  did  not  ®".^*  ^^^. 
threaten  to  charge  such  an  infamous  crime  as  to  be  within  the  were  to^be^ 

4  Geo.  4,  C.  54,  S.  3.  (a)  deemed  in- 

A  letter  intimating  that  some  persons  had  conspired  to  burn  or  ^*T?'  *'  ""^" 
otherwise  destroy  the  property  of  the  prosecutor,  and  offering  to  Jo  infamous" 
make  a  disclosure  if  a  certain  sum  of  money  was  placed  in  a  certain  punishment  or 
spot  for  the  writer,  is  not  within  the  7   &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29,  s.  8 ;  ^m  ft^m  *^ 
though  it  may  create  apprehension  in  the  owner  s  mind,  it  does   being  a  wit- 
not  contain  a  menace,  (fc)     The  prisoner  was  indicted  under  the  dcbs. 
7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29,  s.  8,  for  sending  the  following  letter  to  Mr.   A  letter 
Young,  demanding  money  with  menaces  : —  stating  that 

t  gijt  overheard 

,  persons  agree 

*  As  you  are  a  gentleman  and  highly  respected  by  all  who  know  to  injure  the 
you,  I  think  it  my  duty  to  inform  you  of  a  conspiracy.     There  is  P™perty  of 
a  few  young  men  who  have  agreed  among  themselves  to  take  from  and?f^r"  ^^* 
you  personally  a  sum  of  money,  or  injure  your  property.     I  have  would  lay 
overheard  all  the  affair.     I  mean  to  say,  your  building  property,  ***5^y  ^^®" 
in    the  manner  they    have    planned    this  dreadfnl  undertaking,  ^xShs^piace 
would  be  a  most  serious  loss.      They  have  agi'eed  to  commence  the  writer 
this  upon  an  appointed  time   in  the  cour.se  of  this  winter,  which  7^1^^^  *^y® 
would  be  a  most  dreadful  sight.     Sir,  I  could  give  you  every  par-  f^i^Vthe*^ 
ticular  information  how  you  may  preserve  your  property  and  your   attempt 
person,  and  how  to  detect  and  secure  the  offenders.     Sir,  if  you 
will  lay  me  a  purse  of  thirty  sovereigns  upon  the  garden  edge, 
close  to  Mr.  Tatler's  garden  gate,  I  will  leave  a  letter  in  the  place, 
to  inform  you  of  the  night  this  is  to  take  place.     I  can  also  inform 
you  how  you  could  be  sure  to  secure  the  offenders  ;  but  you  must 
keep  this  all  quite  secret,  and  not  make  a  talk  of  it,  as  it  would 
come  to  their  ears,  and  then  they  would  put  it  off  to  another  time 
Sir,  I  hope  you  will  not  attempt  to  seize  upon  me,  when  I  come 
to  take  up  the  money  and  lay  down  the  note  of  information.     Sir, 
you  will  find  I  am  doing  you  a  most  serious  favour.     You  will 

(s)  Rex  V,  Tyler,  R.  &  M.  C.    C.  R.  on  which  the  judgea  were  equally  divided, 

428.  was  whether  the  letter  supported  a  count 

(a)  Rex  r.  Hickman,  R  &  M.  C.  C.  R.  for  sending  a  letter  demanding  money 

84.     The  word  *  solicitation '  was  intro-  from  the  prosecutor, 
duced  in  the  6  Geo.  4,  c  19,  the  7  &  8  (6)  MS.  Bayley,  J.     8  Burn,  J,  D.  k 

Geo.  4,  c.  29,  a.  9,  and  the  1  Vict.  c.  87,  Wms.  606. 
s.  4,  to  meet  this  case.      Another  point, 

VOL.   III.  » 
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If  a  letter  con- 
tain an  appli- 
cation for 
money  ac- 
companied by 
a  threat  of  ill 
consequences  if 
the  money  is 
not  given,  it  is 
within  the 
statute, 
though  the 
evil  foretold 
may  not  pro- 
ceed from  the 
writer  of  the 
letter. 

Whether  a 
threat  be 
within  the 
statute  or  not 
depends  on  the 
geneitd  nature 
of  the  evil 
threatened, 
and  not  on  the 
nerves  of  the 
individual 
threatened. 
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please  excuse  me  in  not  describing  my  name,  but  I  will  make 
myself  known  the  day  after  you  have  taken  them,  and  be  a 
witness  against  them.  I  shall  come  to  lay  down  my  letter  on  the 
1st  of  December  if  I  find  the  money.  Sir,  I  am  your  unknown 
friend.* 

It  appeared  that  the  prisoner  had  written  the  letter,  and  had 
done  so  with  an  intention  of  getting  the  thirty  sovereigns  to  leave 
the  country.  For  the  prosecution  it  was  contended  that  the  letter 
contained  a  sufficient  demand  of  money,  as  the  request  was  accom- 
panied by  a  condition,  namely,  to  discover  persons  going  to  do  a 
certain  act;  and  Robinson! 8  case{c)  was  cited.  And,  with  re- 
spect to  the  menaces,  to  hold  that  the  letter  contained  none,  would 
be  equivalent  to  holding  that,  whenever  the  menaces  came  from 
one  person,  and  the  letter  from  another,  neither  could  be  indicted  ; 
and,  at  all  events,  it  was  a  question  for  the  jury  whether  the  letter 
did  contain  menaces.  CHrdwoodJs  case,  (d)  BoUand,  B.,  thought 
that  he  ought  to  decide  whether  the  letter  contained  menaces  or 
not;  but  he  consulted  Littledale,  J.,  who  thought  the  question 
should  be  left  to  the  jury ;  and  BoUand,  B.,  then  left  it  to  the  jury 
to  say,  whether  the  letter  contained  menaces :  and  they  convicted 
the  piTfioner ;  but,  upon  a  case  reserved,  the  judges  were  of  opinion 
that  the  conviction  was  wrong,  (e) 

The  prisoner  was  convicted  of  having  feloniously  sent  a  letter 
to  Sir  W.  R  Farquhar,  Baronet,  and  others,  demanding  money 
with  menaces,  and  without  any  reasonable  or  probable  cause,  of 
which  letter  the  following  is  a  copy : — 

'Gentlemen, 

'  You  say  B.  O.  N.  will  accede  to  the  terms  proposed, 
and  send  part  of  the  means  to  any  place  which  may  be  named. 
You  would  have  had  an  answer  yesterday,  but  was  prevented.  If 
you  act  honourably  by  me,  and  not  by  any  means  deceive  me,  or 
allow  any  spy  to  watch  me  /  will  save  you  or  perish  in  the  attempt^ 
though  I  hazard  my  life  in  so  doing,  and  must  have  sufficient 
means  at  my  disposal  without  delay,  or  all  will  be  lost.  I  am  fully 
assured  that  20,000Z.  would  Twt  cover  the  horrid  catastrophe, 
vjhich  would  not  only  stop  your  bank  for  a  time,  but  perhaps  for 
ever,  as  the  books  would  he  all  destroyed.  The  match,  the  most 
dreadful  and  last  resource,  has  been  contemplated  by  the  cracks- 
Tnan  or  captain  of  this  most  horrid  gang,  which  I  fervently  pray 
to  be  relieved  from.  (I  have  never  yet,  so  help  me,  God,  done  a 
deed  I  am  afraid  or  ashamed  of)  and  the  only  way  I  can  privately 
obtain  means  will  be  the  following : — ^At  the  London  end  of  Ken- 
sington gardens  (on  the  Knightsbridge  side)  there  is  a  dike  sloped, 
which  divides  the  gardens  from  the  park  and  a  carriage  road, 
where  the  roads  meet  as  you  turn  to  ride  or  drive  across  the  bridge. 
It  is  a  short  distance  from  the  first  lodge,  where  the  keeper  re- 
mains in  the  gardens.  By  looking  up  that  dike  you  will  see  large 
iron  pipes,  which  convey  water,  &Cy  to  the  pond.    A  large  ehn 

(c)  AnUf  p.  289.  Park,  J.    A.    J.,    and    Bosanquet,    J., 

(d)  Ante,  p.  240.  thought  this  a  letter  demanding  money 
(<)  Rex  V.  Pickford,  MSS.    C.   S.   G.      with  menaces.     The  other  eight  judges 

and  4  C.  &  P.  227.     S.  C.  8  Bum,  J.  D.       inclined  to  a    contrary    opinion.     MS. 
&  Wms.  606.   Tindal,  C.  J.,  Garrow,  B.,       Bayley,  J. 
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tree  stands  in  the  middle  of  this  road,  betwixt  the  park  and  the 
gardens.  There  is  sufficient  room  under  the  first  pipe  to  conceal 
a  small  bag.  If  you  will,  therefore,  send  a  man  you  can  confide 
in,  and  lodge  beneath  the  pipe  250  sovereigns  unseen  by  any 
moi*tal  eye,  I  swear  most  solemnly  by  Almighty  God  to  prevent  the 
evil,  if,  when  I  have  completed  my  task,  and  inform  you  all  is  safe, 
or  denounce  the  villains,  you  will  let  me  have  250Z.  more,  which, 
if  God  prospers  me,  I  will  repay  with  gratitude,  as  I  could  not  get 
into  business  for  less  than  500^.,  to  obtain  a  respectable  living. 
Let  the  money  be  lodged  to-morrow  (Saturday)  morning,  by  half- 
past  eleven,  but  not  a  moment  sooner,  and  all  shall  be  well  with 
you  ;  but  if  I  am  at  all  deceived  in  any  possible  way  all  must  fall 
on  yourselves.'  (/)  It  was  objected  that  this  was  not  a  threatening 
letter  within  the  statute ;  but  the  objection  was  overruled  :  and, 
on  a  case  reserved  upon  that  question,  it  was  contended  that  the 
letter  contained  no  menace  ii'om  the  party  writing  it,  and  that  the 
case  was  not  distinguishable  from  Pickford's  case,  (g)  Wilde,  C. 
J.,  '  '*  Let  the  money  be  lodged  to-morrow  morning,  by  half-past 
eleven,  but  not  a  moment  sooner,  and  all  shall  be  well  with  you ; 
but  if  I  am  at  all  deceived  in  any  possible  way,  all  must  fall  on 
yourselves."  Is  that  not  a  threat  ?  That  is  not  found  in  terms  at 
all  events  in  Pickford'a  case :  so  we  need  not  overrule  that  de- 
cision to  support  this  conviction.*  *  We  are  all  agreed  that  this 
letter  contained  such  a  demand  as  is  contemplated  by  the  statute. 
There  is  an  application  made  for  money  to  be  given  to  the  appli- 
cant, accompanied  by  a  threat  of  ill  consequences  if  that  money  is 
not  so  given.  The  writer  professes  to  be  cognizant  of  all  the  cir- 
cumstances connected  with  the  evil  foretold,  and  capable  of  avert- 
ing them  ;  and  seeks  to  make  the  prosecutor  part  with  his  money 
against  his  will  in  order  to  induce  the  writer  to  avert  the  evil.  It 
is  said  that  this  is  not  such  a  threat  as  the  law  will  take  notice  of ; 
and  that  it  does  not  come  within  the  rule  adverted  to  by  Lord 
Ellenborough  in  Rex  v.  Souiherton,  (h)  viz.,  that  it  must  be  a 
threat  attended  with  duress,  or  such  a  threat  as  may  overcome  the 
ordinary  frfee  will  of  a  firm  man,  and  induce  him  from  fear  to  part 
with  his  money.  That  rule  must  be  understood  to  refer  rather  to 
the  nature  of  the  threat  than  to  the  probable  consequences  in  any 
particular  case.  Whether  a  threat  be  criminal  or  no  cannot  be 
taken  to  depend  on  the  nerves  of  the  individual  threatened,  but 
[must  depend]  on  the  general  nature  of  the  evil  with  which  he  is 
threatened.  Threats  attended  with  duress,  or  threats  of  duress,  or 
of  other  personal  violence,  or  of  great  injury,  such  as  is  imported 
by  this  letter,  will  come  within  the  rule.'  (i) 

A  count  alleged  that  the  prisoner  sent  to  A.  G.  B.  Coutts  and  Itisaques- 
others,  her  partners,  a  certain  letter  directed  to  the  said  A.  G.  B.  jJJJ^^^^honi 
Coutts,  and  others,  by  the  name  and  description  of  '  J.  Coutts,  the  letter  is 
Esq.,  Banker,  Strand,'  demanding  money  from  them  with  menaces ;  intended  to  be 

sent. 

(/)  The  qnestion  whether  this  was  a  ig)  Supra,  note  (e). 

threatening  letter  within  the  7  &  8  Geo.  {h)  6  East,  126,  ante,  p.  282. 

4,  c.  29,  B.  8,  was  treated  as  a  qnestion  (t)  Reg.  v.  Smith,   1  Den.   0.  C.  510. 

of  law  by  the  jndge  at  the  trial,  and  this  Wilde,  C.  J.,  added,  '  This  decision  does 

was  objected  to  on  the  case  reserved  ;  but  not  interfere  with  that  of  Rex  v.  Pick- 

tbe  Court  thought  the  point  ought  to  have  ford. ' 
been  raised  on  the  trial. 

R  2 


threats. 
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So  also  another  count  stated  the  letter  to  be  sent  to  A.  G.  B.  Coutts.     The 

whether  it        letter  Contained  the  following  passages  : — 

'Sir, 

*The  most  desperate  gang  in  the  metropolis  have  resolved  to 
obtain  possession,  by  whatever  means,  of  a  certain  portion  of  your 
property :  it  is  composed  of  starving  men,  and  no  efforts  will  be 
spared  in  effecting  their  firm  resolves/  *  »  *  « Learning  their 
design  upon  you,  and  having  further  a  strong  consideration  for  you, 
I  made  eveiy  effort  to  dissuade  them,  at  the  risk  of  personal  sus- 
picion and  consequent  danger,  to  abolish  their  intentions  as  re- 
spects yourself :  further  than  this  I  dared  not  go;  but  intense 
suffering  closes  the  ear  of  mercy.  To  remove  that  suffering  is  the 
only  way  to  give  access  into  its  natural  dictates ;  they,  however, 
mutually  agree  that  if  I  will  give  them  a  hundred  pounds  in  solid 
gold,  they  will  relinquish  their  design  upon  you  ;  nothing  less  will 
satisfy.  I  communicate  to  you  their  demand  ;  and  personal  safety 
will,  I  hope,  induce  compliance.'  *  *  *  'If  they  receive  the 
sum  in  question,  I  am  firmly  convinced  you  will  never  have  any 
cause  of  fear  from  them ;  but  if  not,  non-compliance  will  hereafter 
be  repented  of  too  late.'  *  *  *  'That  on  Friday  night  next, 
at  half- past  nine  o'clock,  you  will  cause  a  little  boy  to  be  stationed 
at  the  base  of  the  monument,  who  shall  have  in  his  possession  the 
sum  of  one  hundred  pounds  in  solid  gold,  encased  in  boards,  so 
that  he  shall  not  be  aware  of  the  contents,  and  deliver  the  same  to 
the  individual  who  asks  for  a  parcel.*  It  was  objected  that  as  the 
letter  was  directed  to  J.  Coutts  there  was  no  proof  of  its  being 
intended  for  any  of  the  partners  mentioned  in  the  indictment ; 
and  that  the  letter  was  not  a  threatening  letter  within  the  statute. 
Maule,  J.  (to  the  jury).  'In  the  first  place,  the  prosecutor  must 
make  out  to  your  satisfaction  that  this  is  a  letter  addressed  to  A. 
G.  B.  Coutts  and  others,  individually  or  collectively,  by  the  name 
of  J.  Coutts,  Esq.,  Banker,  Strand.  The  question  is,  is  it  in  sub- 
stance directed  to  them  ?  I  do  not  think  it  necessary  that  the 
direction  should  contain  the  actual  name  of  the  partners  in  the 
firm ;  because  nothing  could  then  be  more  easy  than  to  send  a 
threatening  letter  with  perfect  impunity.  Such  a  direction  might 
be  used  as  would  ensure  the  paper  reaching  the  parties  for  whom 
it  was  intended,  whilst  at  the  same  time  such  a  variation  might  be 
adopted  as  would  ensure  to  the  writer  an  acquittal,  on  the  ground 
of  such  a  variance  as  is  here  urged.  Evidence  has  been  given  that 
the  firm  was  once  T.  Coutts  &  Co.,  and  that  none  but  themselves 
carry  on  such  a  business  in  the  Strand,  or  in  London,  by  such  a 
style  now.  It  is  for  you  then  to  say  whether  the  parties  stated  in 
the  indictment  are  not  those  for  whom  the  letter  was  intended. 
Secondly,  is  this  a  letter  demanding  money  with  menaces  without 
any  reasonable  and  probable  cause  ?  To  ascertain  this  you  must, 
of  course,  look  to  the  letter  itself,  and  to  the  situation  of  the  parties. 
It  may  be  that,  under  certain  circumstances,  an  apparently  inno- 
cent letter  may  convey  a  threat.  It  may  be  that  no  letter  could  be 
written  which  it  might  not  be  possible  to  prove  by  extraneous 
matter  did  not  contain  a  threat.  Now  I  can  conceive  a  case 
where  such  a  letter  as  this  might  be  written : — "  Sir,  I  trust  you 
are  well,  and  I  shall  be  happy  to  meet  you  to-morrow."     There  I 
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should  consider  myself  called  upon  to  withdraw  such  a  letter  from 
the  jury,  because  it  would  be  absurd  to  say  such  a  letter  con- 
tained a  threat.  But  as  it  is  impossible  I  can  tell  you  that  this 
letter  may  not  contain  a  threat,  I  cannot  decide  that  it  is  not  a 
question  for  the  jury/  '  In  Rex  v.  Pickford  (j)  the  jury  were  told 
that  the  letter  was  not  a  threatening  one.  They  found,  therefore, 
nothing  more  than  that  it  had  been  sent  by  the  prisoner,  and 
the  Court  held  that  they  ought  to  have  decided  the  whole  question. 
This  principle  is  further  illustrated  by  Rex  v.  Tyler,  (k)  where  a 
different  course  was,  in  the  first  instance,  pursued.  The  jury  were 
not  there  told  that  the  letter  did  or  did  not  contain  threats,  but 
its  interpretation  was  left  to  them.  They  came  to  a  certain  con- 
clusion, and  it  was  upheld  by  the  Court.  These  two  cases,  then, 
show  what  is  the  proper  course  in  trials  of  this  kind.  Evidence  is 
to  be  given  of  the  letter  sent,  and  it  is  for  the  jury  to  say  whether 
or  not  it  contains  a  suflScient  threat.  At  any  rate,  if  that  is  not 
the  proper  mode  of  proceeding,  and  the  Court  are  competent  to 
decide  that  this  letter  cannot,  on  any  construction,  be  held  to  con- 
tain menaces,  the  objection  will  be  on  the  face  of  the  record,  and 
will  be  open  to  the  prisoner  in  arrest  of  judgment,  or  by  a  writ  of 
error.'  {I) 

An  indictment  on  the  4  Geo.  4,  c.  54,   for  sending  a  letter  Letter  con- 
threatening  to  kill  and  murder  R.  Collier,  set  out  the  letter  as  *ai'^8  * 

-  1,  ®  '  threat  to 

follows  :—  murder. 

*SlR, 

*  You  are  a  rogue,  thief,  and  vagabond,  and  if  you  had  your 
deserts,  you  should  not  live  the  week  out ;  I  shall  be  with  you 
shortly,  and  then  you  shall  nap  it,  my  banker.  Have  a  care,  old 
chap,  or  you  shall  disgorge  some  of  your  ill-gotten  gains,  watches 
and  cash,  that  you  have  robbed  the  widows  and  fatherless  of. 
Don't  make  light  of  this,  or  Til  make  light  of  you  and  yours,  I  am 
your  *  Cut-throat.' 

*  March  15th,  1831.' 

It  was  objected  that  there  was  nothing  in  the  letter  which  im- 
ported a  threat  to  kill  and  murder  Mr.  C.  ;  it  was  all  hyp#thetical, 
and  the  signature  '  Cut-throat'  could  not  be  called  in  aid,  for  by 
the  statute  the  threat  must  be  in  the  letter  and  not  in  the  signa- 
ture. And  as  the  words  were  of  ambiguous  meaning  there  ought 
to  have  been  an  innuendo  to  explain  them.  But  Patteson,  J., 
held  that  the  letter  very  plainly  conveyed  a  threat  to  kill  and 
murder,  as  no  one  who  received  it  could  have  any  doubt  as  to  what 
the  writer  meant  to  threaten,  (m) 

The  prisoner  was  indicted  under  the  4  Geo.  4,  c.  54,  s.  5,  for  Threatening 
having  feloniously  and  maliciously,  with  intent  to  extort  money,  to  procure 
charged  and  accused  A.  B.  with  having  committed  the  horrible  ^Jl^j^j'^*** 
and  detestable  crime,  &c.,  and  that  he  feloniouslv  and  maliciously  chargo  already 
did  menace  and  threaten  to  prosecute  the  said  A.  B.     The  evi-  made  waa  not 
dence  was,  that  he  had  threatened  to  procure  witnesses  to  support  Jo^Jj^^*"* 
a  charge  already  made.     It  was  objected  for  the  prisoner  that  the  within  tha 

(J)  Ante,  p.  242.      This   decision  is  {I)  Reg.  v,  Carruthers,  1  Cox,  C.  0. 

erroneously  stated  in  this  report.  188. 

(it)  AiUe,  p.  241.  (m)  Rex  v,  Boucher,  4  C.  &  P.  562. 
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statute  applied  only  to  the  threatening  to  accuse  prospectively, 
and  that  this  ^as  at  most  a  threat  to  support  such  a  charge  by 
evidenca  Bayley,  J.,  *  Threatening  to  procure  witnesses  to  sup- 
port a  charge  already  made  is  not  within  the  Act  of  Parliament, 
which  makes  it  felony  to  extort  money  by  threatening  to  accuse 
of  an  indictable  oflfence.  It  is  one  thing  to  accuse,  but  another  to 
procure  witnesses  in  support  of  an  accusation  already  made.'  (n) 

The  two  first  counts  of  the  indictment  charged  the  prisoner 
with  feloniously  sending  a  letter  to  one  G.  Ley,  threatening  to 
bum  and  destroy  a  cei-tain  house  belonging  to  and  the  property  of 
the  said  G.  Ley.  The  third  and  fourth  counts  described  the  house 
as  a  certain  house  in  the  possession  of  one  T.  £lliott,  and  then 
belonging  to  and  being  the  property  of  the  said  G.  Ley.  It  ap- 
peared that  the  house  was  the  property  of  G,  Ley,  and  inhabited 
by  T.  Elliott  as  his  tenant,  and  that  the  letter  was  received  by 
G.  Ley.  It  was  objected  that  the  two  first  counts  were  not 
proved,  as  the  term  *  his '  in  the  4  Geo.  4.  c.  54,  s.  3,  must  have 
a  possessory  meaning,  and  according  to  the  analogy  of  the  rule  of 
law  in  arson  and  burglary,  the  house  must  be  laid  as  that  of  the 
party  actually  dwelling  therein.  And  as  to  the  two  last  counts,  the 
offence  charged  was  the  sending  the  letter  to  G  Ley,  threatening 
to  burn  the  house  of  T.  Elliott,  which  was  held  not  to  be  an 
offence  within  the  repealed  clause  of  the  27  Geo.  2,  c.  15,  Rex.  v. 
Paddle ;  (p)  and  Maule,  J.,  was  of  opinion  that  the  offence  was 
not  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.  It  must  otherwise  be 
admitted  that  if  a  party  should  have  any  interest  whatever  in  a 
house,  such  as  a  reversion  expectant  on  the  determination  of  a 
particular  estate,  however  remote  or  contingent,  the  house  would 
be  suflScieutly  described  as  *  his.'  As  to  the  other  counts,  the 
offence  charged  was  that  of  sending  a  letter  to  A.,  threatening  to 
burn  the  house  of  B.,  which,  according  to  the  case  cited,  was  not 
within  the  Act.  (jp) 

But  where  the  question  was  reserved,  whether  threatening  a 
landlord  to  burn  his  house,  which  was  let  to  a  tenant  and  in  his 
occupation,  the  Court  avoided  deciding  the  question  ;  but  Alder- 
son,  B.,  said,  '  But  for  the  cases,  I  should  have  thought  the  con- 
structioa  of  the  statute  was  "  any  of  the  houses  of  any  of  Her 
Majesty's  subjects."  '  (q)  And  it  is  conceived  that  such  a  case 
would  clearly  be  within  the  large  words  of  the  new  enactment,  and 
it  is  very  reasonable  that  it  should ;  for  the  injury  to  the  landlord 
might,  and  generally  would,  be  very  much  greater  if  the  house 
were  actually  burnt  than  to  the  tenant. 

An  indictment  alleged  that  J.  Bowlands  had  '  finished  and  com- 
pleted a  house  at  T.,'  and  that  the  prisoner  sent  a  letter  to  T. 
Lewis,  directed  to  him  by  the  name  of  *  Mr.  T.  Lewis,'  &c.,  threat- 
ening to  bum  '  the  house  so  built  by  the  said  J.  Rowlands.'  The 
letter  was  in  the  prisoner's  writing,  and  was  found  in  a  cleft  stick 
stuck  in  the  ground  close  to  Lewis's  house,  and  was  shown  by  him 


(n)  Gill's  case,  1  Lew.  805.  The 
learned  judge  seemed  to  think  that  a 
threat  to  prosecute  would  amount  to  a 
threat  to  accuse  within  the  meaning  of 
the  Act.  See  Rex  v,  Abgood,  2  C.  &  P. 
436,  postf  p.  253. 


(o)  Post,  p.  251. 

(p)  R^«  V.  Burridge,  2  M.  &  Rob. 
296. 

{q)  Reg.  V.  Grimwade,  1  Den.  C.  C. 
SO,  1  C.  &  K.  592. 
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to  Bowlands.  Lewis  had  been  tenant  of  the  premises,  and  after 
him  Bowlands  became  tenant,  and  had  built  a  house  on  the  pre- 
mises. It  was  objected  that  the  letter  was  intended  for  Lewis  and 
not  for  Rowlands,  and  that  the  indictment  should  have  stated  that 
the  letter  was  sent  to  Rowlands,  or  that  he  received  it.  The  jury 
found  that  the  prisoner  sent  the  letter,  intending  that  it  should 
reach  Rowlands  as  well  as  Lewis  ;  and,  upon  a  case  reserved  upon 
the  question,  'whether  the  prisoner,  upon  this  indictment  and 
these  facts,  was  properly  convicted,'  the  judges  were  unanimously 
of  opinion  that  the  indictment  was  bad.  (r) 

The  word  *  accuse  *  in  the  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29,  s.  7,  meant  to  Meaning  of 
charge  the  prosecutor  before  any  third  person,  and  '  threatening  ^^®  *®™ 
to  accuse '  meant  threatening  to  accuse  before  any  third  person.   <  2^^^^  ^ 
The  first   count  of  the  indictment  was  for  extorting  money  by  accuse/  in  the 
threatening  to  accuse  the  prosecutor  of  an  unnatural  offence ;  the  '^  *^  ^®^-  ^» 
second  count  for  extorting  it  by  accusing,  &c.     The  prisoner  ac-  ^     '  *'    ' 
costed  the  prosecutor,  and  after  intimating  to  him  that  he  and 
another  person  had  seen  him  in  the  act  of  committing  the  offence 
alluded    to,  added,  'Well,  sir,  we    don't  want    to    say  anything 
about  it ;  give  us  our  allowance-money,  and  we  will  say  nothing 
about  it/    The  prosecutor  gave  him  five  shillings.     It  was  ob- 
jected that  the  words  proved  did  not  amount  to  a  threat  to  accuse, 
or  an  accusation  within  the  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29.  s.  7.     That  the  word 
'  accuse '  imported  a  charge  made  before  a  magistrate,  or  some 
judicial  tribunal.     But  Patteson,  J.,  was  clearly  of  opinion  that 
the  words  spoken  by  the  prisoner  did  bring  the  case  within  the 
Act.     By  the  former   law   it  was   a  felony  to  extort  money  by 
threatening  to  accuse  the  prosecutor  to  any  third  party ;  and  it 
was  not  necessary  that  the  threat  should  be  that  of  accusing  by 
course  of  law  ;  and  the  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29,  s.  7,  being  declaratory 
of  the  former  law,  could  hardly  be  construed  as  less  extensive  in 
its   operation;   neither  was  it   necessary  to   construe  the   term 
'  accuse  *  in  two  different  senses ;  the  term  '  accuse '  throughout 
the  Act  meant  to  charge  the  prosecutor  before  any  third  person, 
and  '  threatening  to  accuse '  meant  to  charge  before  any  third 
person,  (s) 

The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  sending  to  J.  H.  a  letter  demand-  The  wordg 
ing  money  from  her  with  menaces.     The  letter  sent  by  the  prisoner   '  ^*Jo^*  "** 
to  the  prosecutrix  alluded  in  threatening  and  mysterious  language  py^able 
to  facts  injurious  to  her  reputation,  and  added  that  if  she  did  not  caose'  apply 
write  by  twelve  o'clock  on  a  certain  day,  he  would  explain  all  to  *P  *^®  ^^^^ 
her  father,  brothers,  and  friends.     The  prisoner  afterwards  sent  and^t  to  the 
a  letter  to  the  father,  in  which  the  prisoner  stated  that  he  had  threats, 
received  instructions  to  subpoena  his  daughter,  J.  H.,  as  a  witness 


(r)  Reg.  17.  Jones,  1  Den.  C.  C.  218, 
2  C.  &  K.  898,  E.  T.  1847.  In  the  latter 
report  it  is  stated  that  the  judges  held 
that  the  indictment  was  bad,  and  that 
the  threat  must  be  to  the  owner  of  the 
property  ;  and  that  if  the  letter  was  sent 
to  Lewis  with  intent  that  it  should  reach 
RowUnds,  and  did  reach  him,  it  should 
have  been  charged  in  the  indictment  as 
sent  to  Rowlands.  It  is  to  be  observed 
that  the  indictment  was  clearly  bad  on 


the  ground  that  it  neither  stated  that  the 
house  was  the  property  of  or  belonged 
to  Rowlands,  but  only  that  he  had 
'finished  and  completed  a  house,'  'for 
i\i»  future  dwelling  of  himself,'  &c.  ;  and 
the  decision  that  the  count  was  bad  may 
have  been  on  this  ground.  The  new 
clause  would  plainly  include  such  a  case 
if  the  count  were  properly  framed. 

(s)  Rex  V.   Robinson,   2  M.    &  Rob. 
14.     2  I^w.  273. 
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against  a  brothel,  which  brothel  his  daughter  had  frequently 
visited,  during  the  last  two  months,  in  company  with  an  officer. 
J.  H.  was  too  ill  to  attend  as  a  witness  on  the  trial,  and  on  the 
part  of  the  prisoner  it  was  suggested  that,  as  the  fact  of  her  having 
gone  to  the  brothel  was  not  negatived,  it  could  not  be  concluded 
that  the  prisoner  had  not  reasonable  and  probable  cause  for  the 
accusation  he  threatened  to  make ;  but  Rolfe,  B.  (Williams,  J., 
being  present),  told  the  jury  that  in  his  opinion  the  words  'rea- 
sonable and  probable  cause,'  as  used  in  the  Act  of  Parliament, 
applied  to  the  money  demanded,  and  not  to  the  accusation  consti- 
tuting the  threat ;  and  that  if  the  lady  had  in  fact  gone  to  the 
brothel,  it  would  not  have  made  any  diflference  in  the  case,  (f) 

An  indictment  alleged  that  the  prisoner  sent  the  following  letter 
to  S.  Hill,  threatening  to  burn  his  houses,  barns,  ricks,  and  stacks 
of  grain  :  — 

*  It  is  the  provence  of  the  Allmighty  that  is  gest  com  to  my 
knolege  about©  your  treatment  of  yourself  and  whife  to  the  old 
man  yet  made  him  do  jest  as  you  like  so  I  warne  you  shant  do 
jest  as  you  plase  with  me.  If  william  is  so  quoiet  you  shant  find 
it  the  case  with  me ;  let  you  go  wear  you  like  you  shore  to  be 
found  out,  you  meae  think  that  goine  to  be  safe  becose  you  goine 
to  leve  the  Lizard  ;  the  a  speciment  of  it  in  Mallion  for  you  to 
go  by.  Prapes  you  mat  read  of  Sampson  Ridle  and  the  fox 
Philistines.  If  no  foxes  to  bit  got  thee  may  somfing  in  steed.  If 
the  not  somfing  don  very  shortly  you  not  go  onponished.  I  warne 
you  I  not  prise  you  of  any  more.  I  think  you  injoyment  will  be 
very  short  in  this  world.     Silfeshness  will  not  indoer  long. 

'  I  jest  let  you  know  wot  I  meane  you  ;  you  ben  a  very  great 
enemy  to  me ;  bot  by  god  I  not  forgit  you  if  my  life  is  spared. 
Vingens  is  mine,  and  I  will  repairt  so  shore  is  a  god  in  heving. 
So  no  more. 

'  Joseph  Mitchell.' 


There  had  been  incendiary  fires  in  Mallion  to  houses,  barns, 
and  stacks  of  corn,  and  a  quantity  of  standing  barley  had  also 
been  burnt.  The  father  of  the  prosecutor  and  prisoner  had  died, 
and  left  all  his  property  to  the  prosecutor,  and  this  had  much 
enraged  the  prisoner,  and  they  were  on  bad  terms.  The  pri- 
soner had  said  that  he  had  not  been  served  fair  about  his  father's 
property,  and  that  he  had  written  a  letter  to  his  brother  to  frighten 
him,  and  get  some  of  the  property,  and  that  he  had  said  in  it  that 
he  would  serve  him  as  Sampson  did  the  Philistines,  and  that 
Sampson  had  tied  two  foxes'  tails  together,  with  a  firebrand  be- 
tween them,  and  sent  them  into  the  standing  corn.  Pollock,  C.  B., 
held  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  any  threat  to  burn,  except  to 
burn  standing  com.  The  statement  of  the  prisoner  of  what  he 
meant  by  what  he  had  written  in  the  letter,  must  be  taken  into 
consideration  in  attaching  a  meaning  to  that  letter,  and  the  allu- 
sion to  Mallion  might  well  be  explained  to  mean  the  same  thing, 
as  it  was  shown  that  standing  corn  was  burnt  there  as  well  as 
houses.     The  fair  construction  to  be  put  on  the  letter  was  that  it 


(/)  Reg.  r.  Hamilton,  1  C.  &  K.  212. 
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contained  a  threat  to  burn  the  standing  corn  of  the  prosecutor, 
and,  if  so,  that  was  not  an  ofiFence  within  the  statute,  (u) 

It  was  decided  that  the  sending  a  letter  signed  with  initiala  A  letter  signed 
only,  was  sending  a  letter  without  a  mame,  within  the  9  Geo.  1,  ^^  wascon- 

C.  22.  (v)  side^  as  a 

In  a  case  where  the  indictment,  which  was  framed  upon  the  letter  without 
30  Geo.  2,  c.  24,  charged  the  prisoner  with  sending  a  threatening  tij°*™Qeo*  i  ^ 
letter,  intending  *  to  extort  and  gain  money ,*  it  was  bolden  not  to  c.  22. 
be  supported  by  evidence  of  a  letter  threatening  to  accuse  the  pro-  a  charge  of 
secutor  of  an  unnatural  crime  if  he   did  not  give    up  a   certain  an  intent  to 
bill  drawn  by  the  prisoner,  and  of  which  the  prosecutor  was  the  nonsupported 

holder,  (w)  ^  by  proof  of  an 

In  a  case  where  the  question  arose  whether  there  was  sufficient  intent  to  ex- 
evidence   of   the    prisoner's    having  sent  the  letter  in  question,  ex'^jj^ngl'  °^ 
knowing  its  contents  :  the  facts  were  that  the  prosecutor  proved  j^^^din  a 
the  receipt  of  the  letter  by  the  penny  post,  at  his  house,  in  a  letter,  know- 
street  near  Berkeley-square,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  and  his  ing  the  con- 
tracing  it  up  to  one  Elizabeth  Robinson,  who  swore  that  she  was  ^^^' 
employed  in  going  errands  for  the  prisoners  in  Newgate,  and  that 
having  received  this  letter  from  the  prisoner's  hands  at  the  grate 
at  Newgate,  she  immediately  earned  it  to  the  post-oflSce  in  New- 
gate-street.    And  the  servant  of  the  office-keeper  confirmed  her 
account,  and  both  swore  to  the  identity  of  the  letter,  the  direction 
being  in  a  remarkable  hand.     The  case  was  left  to  the  jury,  with 
a  direction  to  consider  whether  from  the  prisoner's  delivering  the 
letter  he  knew  the  contents  of  it ;  and  the  jury,  having  found  the 
prisoner  guilty,  the  question  was  submitted  to  the  consideration  of 
the  judges,  whether  there  were  sufficient  evidence  to  be  left  to  the 
jury  of  the  prisoner's  sending  the  letter,  knowing  the  contents. 
The  judges  held  that  the  conviction  was  right,  (a;) 

The  prisoners,  who  were  husband  and  wife,  were  indicted  on  the  Where  the 
9  Geo.  1,  c.  22,  and  the  27  Geo.  2,  c.  15,  for  feloniously  sending  a  J'ti^teSng* 
threatening  letter  to    their  master,  demanding   101,     The  wife  letter,  and  the 
wrote  the  letter,  and  it  was  delivered  to  the  prosecutor  by  the  husband  car- 
husband,  who  said  he  found  it  in  the  prosecutor's  garden;  but  "^J^treia;- 
there  was  no  evidence  that  he  had  any  knowledge  of  its  contents,  ened,  held  that 
It  was  objected  on  behalf  of  the  prisonei's  that  the  oflfence  de-  ^^  husband, 
scribed  by  the  statutes  on  which  the  indictment  was  founded  was  ^  tb^writin 
'  knowingly  sending  a  threatening  letter,'  whereas  the  evidence  vas  not  witMu 
only  showed  that  the  wife  had  written  the  letter,  and  that  the  hus-  the  9  Qeo.  i, 
band  had  delivered  it,  and  that  there  was  no  proof  of  its  having  Qeo%^c^l5 
been  sent    to    the  prosecutor.      The    Court  (Ashhurst,  J.,  and  nor  could  the 
Perryn,  B.),  agreed  that  merely  writing  a  threatening  letter  would  wife  alone  be 
not  constitute  the  oflfence  within  these  Acts  of  Parliament ;  that  Je^^gh^trote 
carrying  a  letter  could  not  be  comprehended  under  the   word  and  sent  it 
'send 'in  the  statutes;  that  the  legislature  had  it  not  in   con-  without  the 
templation  that  any  person  would  be  the  carrier  of  a  threatening  ^^*J^  ^^^ 
letter  which  he  himself  had  written  or  contrived  ;  and  that  the  act  contents. 
of  delivering  a  threatening  letter  was  not  the  oflfence  described  in 

(u)  Reg.  V.  Hill,  6  Cox,  C.  C.  233.  East,  P.  C.  c.  23,  s.  3,  p.  1118. 

(v)  Robinson's  case,  2  Leach,  749.     2  (x)  Ginlwood's  case,  1  Leach,  H2.     2 

East,  P.  C.  c.  28,  s.  2,  p.  1110.      AnU,  East,  P.  C.  c.  23,  8.4,  p.  1120.     Aiite,  p. 

p.  239.  240. 

(w)  M^oi^s  case,  2  Leach.   772.      2 
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those  statutes.  That  if  any  doubt  could  be  entertained  upon  that 
point,  the  legislature  itself  had  removed  it,  for  by  the  subsequent 
Act,  30  Geo.  2,  c.  24,  the  oflfence  of  delivering  as  well  as  sending 
a  threatening  letter  was  made  a  misdemeanor,  punishable  at  the 
discretion  of  the  Court,  according  to  the  circumstances  of  the 
case.  But  the  Court  further  observed,  that  there  was  still  a 
question  for  the  consideration  of  the  jury ;  for  though  M.  H. 
were  the  wife  of  the  other  prisoner,  yet  it  the  jury  were  of  opinion 
that  she  wrote  the  letter  itself  without  any  intervention  of  her 
husband,  and  sent  it  by  him,  without  his  knowing  anything  of  the 
contents,  to  the  prosecutor,  she  alone  might  be  found  guilty ;  but 
that  otherwise  both  the  prisoners  must  be  acquitted,  {y) 

In  a  case  where  the  prisoners  were  indicted  for  sending  a  letter, 
the  proof  was  that  the  letter  was  of  the  handwriting  of  one  of  the 
prisoners,  and  that  it  was  thrown  by  the  other  prisoner  into  the 
yard  of  the  prosecutor,  from  whence  it  was  taken  by  a  servant  of 
the  prosecutor,  and  delivered  to  him.  {z)  And  in  another  case 
the  proof  was  that  the  letter  in  question  was  in  the  handwriting 
of  the  prisoner,  who  sent  it  to  the  post-office,  from  whence  it  was 
sent  in  the  usual  manner  to  the  prosecutor,  (a)  In  another  case, 
where  it  was  proved  that  the  prisoner  dropped  the  letter  into  a 
vestry-room,  which  the  prosecutor  frequented  every  Sunday  morn- 
ing before  service  began,  from  whence  the  sexton  had  picked  it 
up,  and  delivered  it  to  him,  Yates,  J.,  said  that  it  seemed  to  be 
very  immaterial  whether  the  letter  were  sent  directly  to  the  pro- 
secutor, or  were  put  into  a  more  oblique  course  of  conveyance, 
by  which  it  might  finally  come  to  his  hands.  (6)  And  in  a  sub- 
sequent case  it  was  holden  that  dropping  a  letter  in  a  person's 
way,  in  order  that  such  person  might  pick  it  up,  was  a  sending  of 
the  letter  to  such  person,  (c)  In  a  case  upon  the  27  Geo.  2,c.  15, 
it  was  decided,  that  in  order  to  bring  the  offence  within  that 
clause,  it  was  necessary  to  prove  that  the  letter  was  sent  to  the 
person  threatened  ;  and  also  that  sending  it  to  A.,  in  order  that 
he  might  deliver  it  to  B.,  was  a  sending  to  B.,  if  it  were  so  de- 
livered. A  letter  threatening  to  bum  the  house  of  Rodwell,  and 
the  stacks  of  Brook,  was  sent  to  Kirby,  and  the  indictment  charged 
the  sending  it  to  BLirby.  Upon  a  case  reserved,  the  judges  held 
that  a  sending  to  Kirby,  as  Kirby  was  not  threatened,  was  not 
within  the  statute ;  and  upon  that  account  the  judgment  was 
arrested ;  but  they  intimated,  that  if  Kirby  had  delivered  it  to 
Rodwell  or  Brook,  and    a  jury  should  think   that  the  prisoner 


{y)  Rex  V.  Hammond,  1  Leach,  444. 

(z)  Rex  V.  Jepson,  2  East,  P.  C.  c.  23, 
8.  2,  p.  1115.     AnUy  p.  240. 

{a)  Heming's  case,  2  East,  P.  0.  c.  23, 
8.  2,  p.  1116.     Chambre,  J. 

{b)  Lloyd's  case,  2  East,  P.  C.  c.  23, 
8.  5,  p.  1122.  The  case  was  submitted 
to  the  judges  on  another  point,  on  which 
the  indictment  was  holden  to  be  defective 
(see  postf  p.  252),  so  that  it  became  un- 
nocessaiy  for  them  to  give  any  opinion 
on  the  point  above  stated.  In  2  East, 
P.  C.  ubi  supra,  the  learned  writer  in 
note  (a)  says,  *  Qu.  whether,  if  one  in- 
tentionallv  put  a  letter  in  a  place  where 
it  is  likely  to  be  seen  and  read  by  the 


party  for  whom  it  is  intended,  or  to  be 
found  by  some  other  person,  who  it  is  ex- 
pected  wiU  forward  it  to  such  party,  and 
the  letter  do  accordingly  reach  its  intended 
destination,  this  may  not  be  said  to  be  a 
sending  to  such  party,  supposing  such  an 
allegation  to  be  necessary  upon  the  true 
construction  of  the  Acts?  The  same 
sort  of  evidence  was  given  in  Jepson's 
case  {ante,  p.  240)  in  support  of  the  alle- 
gation of  sending  a  threatening  letter 
to  the  prosecutor,  and  no  objection  was 
made  on  that  ground.  And  the  general 
current  of  precedents  is  in  the  same 
form.* 
(c)  Rex  V.  Wagstaff,  R.  &  R.  398. 
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intended  he  should  so  deliver  it,  this  would  be  a  sending  by  the 
prisoner  to  Rodwell  or  Brook,  and  would  support  a  charge  to  that 
effect,  (d) 

A  count  charged  the  prisoner  with  sending  a  letter  to  one  W.  If  a  threatcn- 
Brown,  threatening  to  bum  his  house.     The  letter  was  left  by  the  ^  ^^^^  ^ 
prisoner  at  a  gate  in  a  public  road  near  Sir  J.  Rowley's  house,  di-  buttheevi-    ' 
rected  to  '  Sir  Joshua  Kowley,  Baronet,  Stoke,  Suffolk.'     Having  dence  satisfies 
been  found  there  by  one  of  the  witnesses,  it  was  forwarded  by  the  jw^ it  was 
him  to  Sir  J.  Rowley's  house,  and  there  deposited  in  the  steward's  |^^  ^^^ 
room,  and  there  opened  by  the  steward,  who  read  it,  but  instead  hands  of  B., 
of  delivering  it  to  Sir  J.  Rowley,  he  handed  it  to  a  constable,  who  ^^^®  ^^^  ^* 
afterwards  showed  the  letter  both  to  Sir  J.  Rowley  and  Brown,  -^^^  ^J^ 
who  occupied  a  house  under  Sir  J.  Rowley,  under  an  agreement,  supports  a 
two  years  of  which  remained  unexpired.     Alderson,  B.,  directed  ?>^^*  charg- 
the  jury  to  consider  whether,  in  leaving  the  letter  as  before  de-  J^b?^°    ^ 
scribed,  the  prisoner  intended  that  it  should  not  only  reach  Sir  J. 
Rowley,  to  whom  it  was  directed,  but  that  it  should  also  reach 
Brown,  and  then,  if  they  thought  so,  the  learned  Baron  was  of 
opinion  that  would  be  a  sending  to  Brown;  and  the  jury  having 
convicted,  upon  a  case  reserved,  the  judges  were  of  opinion  that 
the  conviction  was  right,  (e) 

The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  sending  a  threatening  letter  to  Affixing  a 
the  prosecutor.     The  letter  was  proved  to  have  been  affixed  to  a  ^^^  ^  * 
gate  in  a  public  highway,  near  which  the  prosecutor  would  be  ^ 
likely  to  pass  from  his  house  ;  and  Cresswell,  J.,  held  *  that  if  it 
were  proved  that  the  prisoner  wrote  the  letter  and  affixed  it  on 
the  gate,  it  was  a  question  for  the  jury  whether  he  did  so  with  an 
intent  that  it  should  come  into  the  prosecutor's  hands  ;  for,  if  so, 
it  would  be  a  sending.'(/) 

Where  a  prisoner  was  indicted  under  the  4  Geo.  4,  c.  54,  for  Evidence  of 
sending  a  threatening  letter  to  the  prosecutor,  and  the  only  evi-  ?^^^* 
dence  against  him  was  his  own  statement  that  he  should  never 
have  written  the  letter  but  for  W.  Goodes ;  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B., 
held  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  the  prisoner  having  sent  the 
letter ;  as  upon  this  evidence  Goodes  might  have  taken  the  letter 
or  might  have  sent  it  himself,  having  made  the  prisoner  write  it ; 
and  there  was  no  evidence  of  the  prisoner  having  directed  Goodes 
to  take  it.  (g) 

One  count  charged  the  prisoner  with  sending  a  letter  to  the  what  is  an 
prosecutrix  threatening  to  kill  her;  another  with  uttering  the  uttering, 
same  letter.  The  prisoner  was  seen  by  a  witness  to  put  a  small 
brown  paper  parcel  containing  the  letter  under  the  table- cloth  in 
the  kitchen  of  the  house  where  both  the  prisoner  and  prosecutrix 
were  in  service.  The  witness  afterwards  lifted  up  the  cloth,  and 
found  the  parcel,  and  the  letter  in  it.  The  witness  gave  the 
parcel  to  the  prosecutrix,  to  whom  the  letter  was  directed.  It 
was  contended  that  there  was  neither  a  sending  of  the  letter,  nor 
an  uttering  of  it  to  the  prosecutrix.     It  was  answered  that  there 

((2)  Rex  V.  Paddle,  R.  &  R.  484.     See  it  should  go  on,  that  is  a  sending  it ;  and 

Reg.  V.  Burridge,  arUCf  p.  246.  what  the  constable  did  with  it  afterwards, 

(«)  Reg.  V.  Orimwade,  1   Den.  C.   C.  I  think,  is  immaterial.* 

80,  1  C.  &  K.  692.     In  the  latter  report  (/)  Reg.  v,  Williams,  1  Cox,  C.  C.  16. 

Alderson,  B.,  said,  '  The  whole  act  of  the  This  would  clearly  be  an  uttering  within 

prisoner  ceased  when  he  left  the  letter  ;  the  new  Act. 

and  if  he  left  the  letter  with  intent  that  ig)  Rex  v.  Howe,  7  C.  &  P.  268. 
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was  a  sending,  or,  at  all  events,  an  uttering,  as  there  could  be  no 
doubt  the  prisoner  placed  the  letter  on  the  table  for  the  purpose  of 
its  reaching  the  prosecutrix  by  some  means ;  and  Patteson,  J., 
held  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  an  uttering,  (h)  ■ 

It  was  decided,  upon  reference  to  the  judges,  that  it  was  neces- 
sary to  set  forth  the  threatening  letter  in  the  indictment,  in  order 
that  the  Court  might  see  whether  it  fell  within  the  purview  of  the 
respective  statutes.  It  was  contended,  in  support  of  the  indict- 
ment, upon  which  the  point  was  raised,  that  it  pursued  the  words 
of  the  9  Geo.  1,  c.  22  (now  repealed)  ;  that  the  defendant  was 
charged  with  sending  the  letter  *  feloniously  and  contrary  to  the 
form  of  the  statute  ; '  and  that  those  words  imported  that  the  letter 
was  of  such  a  nature  as  the  statute  had  in  view.  But  the  judges 
were  of  opinion  that  the  indictment  was  bad  in  not  setting  forth 
the  letter  itself;  and  that  if  the  words,  'feloniously  and  contrary 
to  the  form  of  the  statute,'  were  allowed  to  supply  the  place  of 
the  letter,  it  would  be  leaving  it  to  the  prosecutor  to  put  his  own 
interpretation  upon  it,  and  to  the  jury  the  construction  of  the 
matter  of  law.  (i) 

Where  some  counts  charged  the  prisoner  with  threatening  to 
accuse  the  prosecutor  of  an  infamous  crime  with  intent  to  extort 
from  him  a  valuable  security  for  the  payment  of  fifty  pounds,  and 
others  laid  the  intent  to  be  to  extort  money  from  him ;  Piatt,  B., 
held  that  the  indictment  was  good,  though  it  did  not  allege  whose 
property  the  security  or  money  was.  The  term  *  extort '  has  a 
technical  meaning,  and  the  very  import  of  the  word  shows  that 
the  prisoner  is  not  acquiring  possession  of  his  own  property  :  and 
in  this  case,  whether  anything  is  obtained  or  not,  the  crime  is 
complete,  and  therefore,  whether  the  property  belongs  to  the  per- 
son threatened  or  not,  is  quite  immaterial,  {j) 

But  the  indictment  must  aver/ro7>i  whom  the  money,  &c.,  was 
demanded ;  and  if  the  indictment  be  for  threatening  to  accuse, 
ice.,  it  must  allege  icJio  was  the  person  threatened.  (]c) 

An  indictment  on  the  4  Geo.  4,  c.  54,  s.  5,  charged  that  the 
prisoners  did  feloniously,  with  intent  to  extort  money,  charge  and 
accuse  J.  N.  with  having  committed  the  horrible  and  detestable 
crime,  &c.,  and  did  feloniously,  with  intent  to  extort,  &c.,  menace 
and  threaten  to  prosecute  the  said  J.  N.  for  the  said  pretended 
offence ;  it  was  objected  that  the  charge  contained  in  the  indict- 
ment was  not  within  the  terms  of  the  4  Geo.  4,  c.  54,  s.  5,  which 
applied  only  to  threatening  to  accuse  prospectively,  and  not  to  a 
threat  to  prosecute  a  charge  antecedently  made  ;  and  Garrow,  B., 
after  consulting  BuiTOUgh,  J.,  held  that  the  objection  must  pre- 
vail. If  the  indictment  had  followed  the  terms  of  the  statute,  and 
it  had  been  proved  that  the  prisoners  had  threatened  to  prosecute 


(h)  Reg.  V.  Jones,  6  Cox,  C.  C.  226. 
Patteson,  J.,  took  time  to  consider 
whether  he  would  reserve  the  question, 
but  did  not  do  so,  as  he  was  satisfied  he 
was  right  in  his  opinion.  It  must  not  be 
assumed  that  Patteson,  J.,  held  that  there 
was  not  a  sending.  In  passing  sentence 
he  said,  '  Your  learned  counsel  has  stated 
some  difficulties  in  point  of  law.  I  do 
not  think  there  are  any' 


(i)  Lloyd's  case,  anU,  p.  250,  note  (i). 
And  the  Law  of  this  case  was  recognized  by 
Grose,  J.,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the 
twelve  judges  in  Hunter's  case,  2  Leach, 
63L 

(;)  Reg.  ».  Tiddeman,  4  Cox,  C.  C. 
887. 

(k)  Rex  V,  Dunkley,  R.  &  M.  C.  C. 
00. 


CHAP.  IV.]     Of  Threats  and  Threatening  Letters,  253 

J.  N.,  the  case  would  have  been  left  to  the  jury  to  say  whether 
that  was  not  a  threatening  to  a<;cuse  them.  But  the  offence  laid 
in  the  indictment  was  not  sufficiently  charged  under  the  statute,  (l) 

It  was  also  held  to  be  necessary  that  the  indictment  should  TheinteDtof 
allege  an  intent  of  the  writer  in  sending  the  letter  consistent  with  ghould^be' 
and  deducible  from  the  letter  itself.     In  a  case  already  mentioned,  alleged  oor- 
where  the  indictment  charged  that  the  letter  was  sent  to  extort  rectly. 
money,  and  it  appeared  upon  the  face  of  the  letter  that  it  was  sent 
with  the  view  of  inducing  the  prosecutor  to  give  up  a  bill  of  ex- 
change, the  judges  held  the  allegation  not  to  be  sustained,  (m) 

I?  the    indictment  state  the  offence   of   which    the   prisoner  Variance  in 
threatened  to  accuse  the  prosecutor,  it  must  state  it   coiTcctly.  the  crime  al- 
There  were  several  counts  in  an  indictment,  charging  the  prisoner  ^^^^^^ 
with  threatening  to  accuse  the  prosecutor  of  the  crime  of  sodomy,  ened. 
and  it  appeared  to  Littledale,  J.,  that  the  letter  written  by  the 
prisoner  only  imputed  to  the  prosecutor  that  he  had  solicited  the 
prisoner  to  permit  him  to  commit  that  crime  ;  he  therefore  directed 
the  jury  to  acquit  the  prisoner  on  those  counts,  {n) 

In   prosecutions   under   the   new  Act  where  the   prisoner  is  Where  a  de- 
charged  with  demomdvng  money,  &c.,  by  menaces,  &c.,  with  intent  ^  j^  ^^ 
to  steal,  it  should  seem  that  an  actual  or  express  demand  by  words  or  express 
is  not  necessary.     On  indictments  on  the  7  Geo.  2,  c.  21,  for  as-  demand  by 
saulting,  and    by    menaces,    &c.,    demanding    money,    &c.,  with  ^^^y^^* 
intent  to  rob,  it  was  the  better  opinion  that  an  express  demand  of 
money  by  words  was  not  necessary  ;  and  that  the  fact  of  stopping 
another  on  the  highway,  by  presenting  a  pistol  at  his  breast,  was, 
if  unexplained  by  other  circumstances,  sufficient    evidence  of  a 
demand  of  money  to  be  left  to  the  jury.     It  was  observed  that 
the  unfortunate  sufiFerer  understood  the  language  but  too  well ; 
and  the  question  was  put,  '  Why  must  Courts  of  justice  be  supposed 
ignorant  of  that  which  common  experience  makes  notorious  to  all 
men  ? '  (o)     And  in  one  case  upon  that  Act  the  Court  appears  to 
have  considered  that  an  actual  demand  was  not  necessary  ;  and 
that  whether  there  was  a  demand  or  not,  was  a  fact  for  the  con- 
sideration of  the  jury  under  all  the  circumstances,  {p) 

The  prisoner  applied  to  the  prosecutor  for  work,  and  being  re-  Menaces  by 
fused  he  asked  for  a  shilling,  and  being  again  refused,  he  became  pretending  to 
very  abusive,  and  threatened  'to  burn  up'  the  prosecutor.     He  ^ck.^     * 
then  went  into  a  neighbouring  stack,  and  knelt  down  close  to  it,  to 
strike  a  lucifer-match  ;  but,  discovering  that  he  was  watched,  he 
blew  out  the  match  and  went  away.     No  part  of  the  stack  was 
burnt :  and  on  an  indictment  for  attempting  to  set  fire  to  the 
stack,  the  jury  were  not  satisfied  that  he  intended  to  set  fire  to  the 
stack,  but  they  thought  that  he  intended  to  extort  money  from  the 
prosecutor  by  his  conduct,  and  an  acquittal  was  directed  ;  but  the 
piisoner  was  ordered  to  be  detained  on  the  charge  of  demanding 
property  with  menaces,  on  the  ground  that,  assuming  the  finding 
of  the  jury  to  be  correct,  the  prisoner  was  liable  upon  such  a  charge 
.' under  the  1  Vict  c.  87,  s.  7.  (g) 

(0  Rex  V,   Abgood,    2  C.  &  P.  436.  (o)  1  East,  P.  C.  c.  8,  s.  11.  p.  417. 

See  Gill  s  case,    1    Lew.    305,  anU,   p.  ( p)  Rex  v.  Jackson,  1  Leach,  267.  • 

246.  (?)  Reg.    V,    Taylor,  1  F.  &  F.  511. 

(m)  Major's  case,  a9t^  p.  249.  Pollock,  C.  6.,  after  consulting   Cock- 

\n)  Rex  V.  Hickman,  R.  &  M.  C.  C.  bum,  C.  J. 
R.  34. 
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A  threat  to 
make  known  to 
his  parish- 
ioners and 
others  that  a 
clergyman  had 
committed 
fornication  is 
a  menace. 
It  is  for  the 
jury  to  de- 
termine whe- 
ther a  menace 
has  been  made 
without  rea- 
sonable and 
probable  canse. 


Of  Threats  and  Threatening  Letters.      [book  v. 

The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  delivering  to  C.  H.  Marsh  letters 
demanding  of  him  10,000  francs,  being  of  the  value  of  400?.,  with 
menaces  and  without  reasonable  and  probable  cause.  The  originals 
in  French  were  thus  translated : — 

'  The  bearer  of  this  note  is  ignorant  of  all.  I  am  in  Stamford, 
and  as  you  have  neither  answered  my  prayers  nor  my  threats,  I 
have  considered  that  it  was  better  to  come  as  far  as  here,  for  you 
would  not  answer  me  without  doubt  at  London.  I  have  eight 
letters  to  restore  to  you,  which  are  very  compromising ;  for  there 
are  some  of  them  old  ones.  (I  see  the  bottom  of  your  h^rt.) 
Well !  in  spite  of  that,  if  I  had  not  really  need  of  money  to  con- 
tinue that  which  I  have  commenced,  which  is  really  above  my 
means,  I  would  not  ask  you  anything  to-day ;  but  it  is  for  me  a 
question  of  life  or  death ;  I  must  have  10,000  francs.  See  that 
which  you  have  to  do  !  When  I  have  told  you  that  I  loved  you,  it 
was  true  and  sincere.  Well,  in  spite  of  the  hatred  which  I  ex- 
perience, it  causes  me  pain  to  demand  them  of  you.  I  return 
entirely  the  promises  you  have  made  about  your  uncle,  and  wish 
not  for  the  future  to  hear  speak  more  of  you ;  for  with  all  the  sac- 
rifices that  you  have  made  for  me,  the  heart  neither  being  for 
nothing,  that  cannot  make  me  forget  that  which  you  have  made 
me  suffer.     There  is  my  address  : — 

'  Hotel  of  the  Port,  Stamford.  *  N.  MlARD.* 

'  Thursday,  April  16,  1843.' 

*  P.S.  Recal  to  yourself  these  words,  "  With  me  peace  is  better 
than  war." '  . 

'  The  pei'son  who  carries  this  note  to  you  was  ignorant  of  all 
yesterday ;  and  as  I  have  not  had  an  answer  the  person  knows 
all  to-day.  You  may  therefore  answer  him  verbally,  without  fear 
of  compromising  yourself  further.  As  I  am  not  false,  I  ought  not 
to  let  you  be  ignorant  of  that  which  I  have  the  intention  of  doing, 
in  case  you  should  not  satisfy  my  demand.  This  is  the  plan  which 
I  have  conceived,  and  I  swear  to  you  I  will  put  it  in  execution. 
Firstly,  I  will  go  into  your  church  on  Easter  Sunday,  and,  reckon- 
ing from  that  evening,  I  will  go  into  your  village,  from  cottage  to 
cottage,  to  inform  them  all  of  that  which  has  passed.  Afterwards 
I  will  go  to  the  magistrate  at  Stamford,  from  clergyman  to  clergy- 
man at  Peterborough,  to  all  the  chapter,  and  the  bishop.  I  will 
take  aftei-wards  the  names  of  all  the  bishops  of  England,  and  I  will 
write  to  them  all.  From  there  I  will  go  to  London,  and  cause  you 
to  be  inserted  in  all  the  newspapera  ;  afterwards  I  will  go  to  find 
the  Archbishop  of  Canterbury,  who,  being  equally  instructed,  and 
I  will  go  again  to  London  to  the  magistrates,  and  I  shall  know  how 
to  find  Clarisse,  that  she  may  do  so  as  well  as  me.  I  may  not  be 
more  rich  for  it ;  but  at  least  I  shall  be  revenged  for  all  that  you 
have  made  me  sufiFer.* 

*  Friday  Morning,  Standwell's  Hotel,  Stamford.' 

'  N.  MlARD.' 

'Yesterday  I  gave  you  my  address  incorrectly,  but  now  you 
cannot  make  a  mistake.' 

It  appeared  that  a  criminal  intercourse  between  the  prosecutor, 
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who  was  rector  of  B.  and  a  prebend  of  P.,  and  the  prisoner,  had 
commenced  at  a  house  of  ill-fame  in  London,  and  been  renewed 
in  Paris,  and  subsequently  in  London  again,  and  the  prisoner  had 
received  at  different  times  l,200i.  from  the  prosecutor.  Tindal, 
C.  J.,  after  referring  to  the  words  of  the  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29,  s.  8, 
applicable  to  the  case,  told  the  jury  *  that  parts  of  this  offence  have 
been  made  out,  is  perfectly  clear ;  that  a  letter  was  sent  by  the 
prisoner  to  the  prosecutor  making  a  demand  of  money  with 
menaces,  there  is  no  doubt ;  what  you  will  have  to  say  therefore  is 
whether  that  was  done  without  reasonable  and  probable  cause  ;  for 
it  is  admitted  that  the  menaces  contained  in  these  letters  are  such 
as  are  contemplated  by  the  Act ;  and  indeed  the  threat  of  exposing 
a  clergyman,  who  has  been  guilty  of  great  vices,  in  his  own  church 
on  the  most  solemn  day  of  the  year,  of  publishing  his  conduct 
afterwards  to  every  rank  of  society  in  his  own  neighbourhood,  and 
also  of  spreading  his  disgrace  more  publicly  still,  can  scarcely  be  said 
to  be  such  a  threat  as  not  to  require  more  than  ordinary  fiimness 
to  resist  it ;  and  therefore,  according  to  the  proper  test  laid  down 
by  Lord  EUenborough,  (r)  to  be  such  as  not  to  fall  within  the 
meaning  of  this  Act  But  the  main  defence  is  that  there  was  some 
just  and  reasonable  ground  for  the  demand  made  in  this  case,  or  that 
the  prisoner  at  least  truly  and  honestly  believed  that  she  had  just 
and  reasonable  cause  for  making  it ;  and  that  is  the  view  which  I 
recommend  you  to  take  in  applying  this  evidence.  Ask  yourselves 
the  question  whether  this  demand  was  made  at  a  time  when  the 
party  making  it  really  and  honestly  believed  that  she  had  good  and 
probable  cause  for  making  it.'  {s) 

The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  demanding  money  with  menaces  what  are  suffi- 
from  J.  Bradshaw,  and  a  second  count  charged  a  larceny  of  money,  ^ient  menaces. 
J.  Bradshaw  owed  Stainforth  upwards  of  two  pounds  for  rent,  and 
his  agent  signed  an  authority  to  Oldfield,  a  bailiff,  to  make  a  dis- 
tress for  that  rent.  The  agent's  clerk  went  with  the  warrant  to  Old- 
field's  deputy,  and  they  and  the  prisoner,  a  self-appointed  bailiff, 
went  to  Bradshaw's  house,  which  was  locked  up.  The  authority 
was  returned  to  Oldfield,  who  gave  no  instructions  or  authority  to 
the  prisoner  to  proceed  in  the  matter  of  the  distress  ;  afterwards 
the  prisoners  went  to  Bradshaw's  house,  and  demanded  the  rent 
due  to  Stainforth,  stating  that  if  it  was  not  paid  they  had  a  warrant 
from  a  magistrate,  and  would  break  open  the  door  and  make  the 
distress  ;  but  that  if  Bradshaw  would  pay  them  five  shillings  and 
sixpence  for  expenses,  and  sign  an  I  O  U  for  the  debt,  payable  by 
instalments,  they  would  be  satisfied.  One  of  the  prisonei's  shooK 
the  door  of  the  house.  Bradshaw  hesitated,  and  one  .of  the 
prisoners  left  and  returned  with  a  policeman.  Nothing  was  said 
as  to  what  the  policemen  was  to  do.  The  policeman  did  not 
speak  to  Bradshaw.  The  policeman  had  only  been  told  that  the 
prisoners  had  a  distress  to  make.  After  the  appearance  of  the 
policeman  Bradshaw  agreed  to  pay  the  five  shillings  and  sixpence, 
and  paid  them  that  sum.  He  believed  that  they  had  authority  to 
distrain.  It  was  objected  that  no  such  menace  as  was  contem- 
plated by  the  24  &  25  Vict.  c.  96,  s.  46,  was  proved,  and  as  to  the 

(r)  In  Rex  v.  SouthertoD,  6  East,  126,      The  evidence  on  which  the  question  was 
atUey  p.  232.  left  to  the  joiy  is  not  stated.      See  K,  v, 

(5)  Reg.  V.  Miard,  1  Cox,  C.    C.  22.      Chalmers,  10  Cox,  C.  C.  450, 
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second  count  that,  if  any  offence  was  proved,  it  was  obtaining  money 
by  false  pretences.  The  objections  were  overruled,  and  the  jury 
were  told  that  the  words  and  conduct  of  the  prisoners,  if  they  be- 
lieved the  facts,  constituted  a  menace  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute.  The  jury  said  that  they  considered  the  statement  made 
by  the  prisoners  that  they  had  a  warrant  signed  by  a  magistrate 
(which  was  untrue),  supported  by  their  procuring  a  policeman  to 
give  them  a  supposed  authority  to  break  into  the  house,  and  show- 
ing the  intent  by  violently  shaking  the  door,  was  a  menace  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Act,  and  found  both  prisoners  guilty  generally ; 
and,  on  a  case  reserved,  Wilde,  B.,  after  argument,  delivered 
judgment.  'The  question  turns  upon  the  proper  construction  of 
the  24  &  25  Vict.  c.  96,  s.  45.  There  are  many  demands  for  money 
or  property  accompanied  by  menaces  or  threats,  which  are  obviously 
not  criminal  nor  intended  to  be  made  so.  Thus  in  a  case  of  dis- 
puted title  to  personal  property,  a  man  may  threaten  his  opponents 
with  personal  violence  if  he  does  not  relinquish  the  subject  of  the 
dispute,  and  he  would  not  be  within  the  intention  of  the  statute.  (Q 
Other  instances  would  oflFer  themselves  to  a  little  consideration. 
Where,  then,  is  the  proper  limit  to  the  operation  of  this  section  ? 
It  is  to  be  found  in  the  words  "  with  intent  to  steal.'*  There  is 
no  other  restriction  expressed.  Nothing  is  said  about  "  violence  '* 
in  conjunction  with  menaces,  still  less  of  violence  to  the  person  as 
distinct  from  violence  to  property.  There  is  no  express  limit, 
except  in  the  words  "  with  intent  to  steal."  Now  a  demand  of 
money  with  intent  to  steal,  if  successful,  must  amount  to  stealing. 
It  is  impossible  to  imagine  a  demand  for  money  with  intent  to 
steal,  and  the  money  obtained  upon  that  demand,  and  yet  no 
stealing,  (u)  The  question  then  arises,  what  are  the  incidents 
attending  the  procurement  of  money  or  property  by  menace  or 
threats  necessary  to  constitute  stealing  ?  It  is  said  in  East,  (v) 
"  the  taking  must  in  all  cases  be  against  or  without  the  consent  of 
the  owner  to  constitute  larceny  or  robbery."  On  the  other  hand, 
it  is  said  at  the  same  place,  "  a  colourable  gift,  which  in  truth  was 
extorted  by  fear,  amounts  to  a  taking  and  a  trespass."  These  two 
passages,  when  taken  together,  appear  to  define  the  offence  of 
steahng  in  the  case  of  menaces.  For  if  a  man  is  induced  to  paii; 
with  property  through  fear  or  alarm,  he  is  no  longer  acting  as  a 
free  agent,  and  is  no  longer  capable  of  the  consent  above  referred 
to.  Accordingly,  in  the  cases  cited  in  the  argument,  {w)  the 
threatened  violence,  whether  to  person  or  property,  was  of  a 
character  to  produce  in  a  reasonable  man  some  degree  of  alarm  or 
bodily  fear.  The  degree  of  such  alarm  may  vary  in  different  cases. 
The  essential  matter  is  that  it  be  of  a  nature  and  extent  to  un- 
settle the  mind  of  the  person  on  whom  it  operates,  and  take  away 
from  his  acts  that  element  of  free  voluntary  action  which  alone 
constitutes  consent.     Now  to  apply  this  principle  to  the  present 

{t)  This  is  a  faulty  illustration.    Tlie  thereby  obtains  the  money,  this  is  clearly 

case  would  not  be  within  the   statute  be-  no  larceny.     O.  S.  G. 

cause   there  would  be  no  intention    to  (r)  2  East,  P.  U.  c.  16,  s.  8,  p.  555. 

steal,  however  violent  the  menaces  might  {w)  Rex  v,  Parfait,   1  East,    P.    C.  c. 

be.     C.  S.  G.  8,  8.  11,  p.  416.      Simons'  case,  2  East, 

(u)  This  is  a  manifest  error.    If  a  man  P.  C.  c.  16,  s.  181,  p.  781.  Taplin'scaaey 

makes    a    frivolous    demand  of   money  2  East,  P.  C.  c.  16,  8.  128,  pi  712. 
without  any  pretence  for  the  demand,  and 
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case  a  threat  or  menace  to  execute  a  distress  warrant  is  not  neces- 
sarily of  a  character  to  excite  either  fear  or  alarm.  On  the  other 
hand,  the  menace  may  be  made  with  such  gesture  and  demeanor,  or 
with  such  unnecessarily  violent  acts,  or  under  such  circumstances  of 
intimidation  as  to  have  that  effect ;  and  this  should  be  decided  by 
the  jury.  Now  in  this  case  there  was  evidence  very  proper  to  be 
left  to  the  jury  to  raise  the  above  question.  But  the  chairman 
left  no  such  question  to  them,  and  directed  them  as  a  matter  of 
law  that  the  conduct  of  the  prisoners  (if  believed)  constituted  a 
menace  within  the  statute.  Our  judgment  that  this  conviction 
cannot  be  sustained,  is  founded  entirely  on  this  ground,  {x) 

If  a  person   with  menaces  demanded  a  sum.  of  money  from  If  money  be 
another,  and  that  other  did  not  give  it  him,  because  he  had  it  not  d^iaanded 
with  him,  it  was  within  the  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29 ;  but  if  the  person  Jhat  b  euiB^ 
demanding  the  money  knew  that  the  money  was  not  then  in  cient^  though 
possession  of  the  party,  and  only  intended  to  obtain  an  order  for  *^«  ^^i, 
the  payment  of  it,  it  was  otherwise,  {y)  T^^y  wiUi 

The  first  count  charged  the  prisoner  with  accusing  the  prosecu-  him. 
tor  of  having  made  a  solicitation  to  him,  whereby  to  induce  him  to  Ab  to  the 

commit  with  the  prosecutor  the  crime  of  b ,  with  a  view  to  "^ffici«ncy  of 

extort  money  from  the  prosecutor.    The  second  count  charged  the  provo'^M  ac- 
prisoner  with  having  accused  the  prosecutor  of  having  made  a  cusation  of  an 
solicitation  to  him,  whereby  to  induce  him  to  permit  the  crime  of  i^^n^ow 

b to  be  committed  by  the  prosecutor.     About  half-past  ten  ^^^ 

at  night  the  prisoner,  dressed  in  a  soldier's  uniform,  accosted  the 
prosecutor  as  he  was  passing  down  Hemming's  Row,  endeavoured 
to  whisper  to  him,  and  stooped  and  asked  what  hour  it  was,  and, 
receiving  for  answer,  '  I  don't  know  exactly,  but  it  is  past  ten,* 
attempted  to  whisper  seveml  times  again,  but,  the  prosecutor 
drawing  back,  what  the  prisoner  said  in  such  whispers  was  in- 
audible. The  prisoner  followed  the  prosecutor  for  a  considerable 
time,  through  Green  Street,  Leicester  Square,  Panton  Street,  into 
Jermyn  Street,  and  into  the  Haymarket,  Piccadilly,  and  the  Regent 
Circus,  and  when  asked  by  a  person,  who  interfered  for  the  pro- 
tection of  the  prosecutor  in  Piccadilly,  '  What  do  you  mean  by 
annoying  this  gentleman  ? '  the  prisoner  replied,  '  I  know  what  I 
mean.'  The  prosecutor  on  getting  into  Regent  Circus  applied  to 
a  policeman  to  take  the  prisoner  in  charge  for  following  and  annoy- 


(x)  Reg.  r.  Walton,  L.  &  C.  288.  No 
notice  vas  taken  of  the  (question  raised 
on  the  second  count.  This  decision  re- 
quires reconsideration,  as  it  obvioasly 
proceeds  upon  the  fallacy  of  supposing  it 
necessary  that  the  menaces  should  be 
such  that  if  property  were  obtained  by 
them  the  offence  would  be  larceny.  Now 
the  words  of  the  clause  warrant  no  such 
construction.  The  words  are  '  whosoever 
shall  by  menaces,  or  by  force,  demand 
any  property,  Ac,  with  intent  to  steal  the 
same.'  Aiiy  menaces  or  any  force, 
therefore,  clearly  satisfy  the  terms  of  the 
clause,  provided  there  be  an  intent  to 
steaL  It  might  just  as  well  be  said  that, 
on  an  indicUnent  for  an  assault  with  in- 
tent to  rob,  or  for  wounding  with  intent 
to  murder,  it  was  necessary  to  prove  such 
an  assault  in  the  one  case,  or  such  a 

TOL.  ni. 


wounding  in  the  other,  as  would  be  suffi- 
cient to  effectuate  the  intent,  and  yet  it 
has  never  been  doubted  that  any  assault, 
however  slight,  or  any  wound,  however 
trivial,  was  sufficient,  provided  the  in- 
tent were  proved.  In  truth  the  crimina- 
lity in  these  cases  depends  on  the  intent. 
The  effect  of  this  decision  is  to  render 
the  clause  almost  inoperative  ;  for  where 
the  menaces  have  not  obtained  the  money, 
it  is  plain  a  jury  will  be  very  reluctant  to 
find  that  they  were  sufficient  to  obtain  it. 
The  whole  onence  consists  in  the  acts  and 
intent  of  the  prisoner ;  and  it  is  quite 
beside  that  to  consider  what  the  effect  on 
the  prosecutor  might  be.  See  Reg.  v, 
Robertson,  infra,     C.  S.  G. 

(2^)  Rex  V.  £dwards,  6  C.  &  P.   515. 
Bosanquet  and  Patteson,  Js. 
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ing  him,  and  at  the  same  moment  the  prisoner  ran  up,  and  said, 
'I  charge  this  person  with  making  an  indecent  assault  on  my 
person.'  He  afterwards  explained  this  by  stating, '  This  man  came 
up  to  me  in  Orange  Street,  where  I  was  standing  at  a  watering- 
place  making  water,  and,  putting  his  hand  round  a  stone,  which 
stood  between  me  and  an  adjoining  urinal,  took  hold  of  my  private 
parts.'  The  same  charge  was  preferred  at  the  station-house,  and 
also  before  the  magistrate,  with  the  addition  given  in  italics  below. 
The  prisoner's  charge  before  the  magistrate  was  as  follows: — 
'  Between  ten  and  eleven  o'clock  last  night  I  was  proceeding  to- 
wards my  barracks  down  Orange  Street.  I  had  occasion  to  stop  at 
a  watering-plaoe :  while  so  doing  the  defendant  (prosecutor)  came 
into  an  adjoining  watering-place ;  there  is  a  partition ;  he  looked 
round  at  me ;  then  he  put  his  hands  round  and  caught  hold  of  my 

private  parts.    /  8aidy  "  WJiout  do  you  mean  by  that,  you  d d 

old  scound/relV*  He  made  answer,  "Don't  make  a  noise  for 
'  Ood's  saJce,'*  and  left  the  place  i/m/msdiately.  I  followed  him.  He 
went  into  a  tobacconist's  shop ;  he  came  out  in  two  or  three 
minutes,  caught  hold  of  a  young  man's  arm,  and  they  walked  on. 
He  said  to  me,  "Which  way  are  you  going?"  I  made  him  no 
answer.  He  stopped,  and  said,  *^  I  am  going  the  reverse  way  to 
you."  He  turned  round  to  the  right ;  I  still  followed  him ;  he 
stopped,  and  asked  me  what  I  was  following  him  for.  I  told  him 
1  wanted  to  get  a  constable ;  he  turned  back  again ;  I  followed 
him  to  Begent  Circus,  when  I  gave  him  in  charge.'  On  cross- 
examination  he  said, '  I  made  a  charge  on  the  12th  of  July  last 
against  a  gentleman  named  Williams  of  a  similar  nature.  I  never 
made  any  other  charge  of  this  sort  against  any  person ;  I  have 
never  been  summoned  to  appear  against  Williams.'  According  to 
the  evidence  the  prosecutor  had  not  been  in  an  accommodation- 
place  that  evening  with  the  prisoner  or  any  other  person,  but  being 
followed  by  the  prisoner,  and  observing  a  cigar  shop,  he  inquired 
where  he  could  find  a  policeman ;  the  prisoner  was  at  that  time 
looking  in  at  the  window  of  the  cigar  shop,  and  afterwards  con- 
tinued his  annoyance  to  the  prosecutor  by  following  him  when  he 
came  out  of  the  shop.  A  young  man  upon  this  volunteered  his 
protection  to  the  prosecutor,  and  put  the  question  before  mentioned 
to  the  prisoner.  The  jury  convicted,  and,  upon  a  case  reserved 
upon  the  question  whether  there  was  sufficient  evidence  to  go  to 
the  jury,  and  to  sustain  the  verdict  on  the  said  two  counts,  which 
alleged  a  solicitation  to  commit  a  capital  offence  in  the  express 
terms  of  the  statute,  the  prisoner's  counsel  contending  that  the 
evidence  only  proved  a  charge  of  an  indecent  assault,  the  judges  were 
unanimously  of  opinion  that,  if  the  charge  were  confined  to  the 
charge  before  the  magistrate,  it  could  not  be  with  intent  to  obtain 
money.  But  five  of  the  judges  (z)  thought  that  the  previous 
conduct  of  the  prisoner,  coupled  with  the.  charge  (before  the  magis- 
trate) was  sufficient  evidence  for  the  jury  to  convict  the  prisoner 
on  this  indictment.     Seven  of  the  judges  (a)  thought  otherwise.  (6) 

{z)  Lord  Deninan,  C.  J.,  Tindal,  C.  J.,  (6)  Reg.  v,  Middleditch,  1  Den.  C.  C. 

Erie,  J.,  Wightman,  J.,  and  Williams,  92.     There  was  a  third  count,   which 

J.  merely  charged  the  prisoner  with  accu- 

(a)  Pollock,  C.  6.,  Alderson,  B.,  Rolfe,  sing  the  prosecutor  of  a  certain  infamous 

6.,  Coltman,  J.,  Patteson,  J.,  Coleridge,  crime  with  intent  to  extort  money ;  as  to 

J.,  and  CressweU,  J.  which  the  prisoner's  counsel  contended — 


CHAP.  IV.]     Of  Threats  and  Threatenhig  Letters.  259 

On  a  count  charging  the  prisoner  with  having  accused  H.  C.  S.  Eyidonce  of  a 
of  having  solicited  him  to  commit  an  infamous  crime,  it  appeared  Bolicitation  to 
that  the  prosecutor  had  taken  shelter  from  the  rain  under  a  portico  ^^^*  * 
of  Buckingham  Palace,  and  that  the  prisoner,  who  was  a  sentry 
on  duty  there,  after  some  conversation,  had  seized  the  prosecutor  and 
charged  him  with  having  indecently  touched  or  assaulted  him,  and 
then  took  him  to  the  guard-house  and  said,  '  I  charge  this  man 
with  indecently  assaulting  me.'  When  the  case  was  heard  before 
the  magistrate  the  prisoner  stated  that  the  prosecutor  caught  hold 
of  his  private  parts.  It  was  contended  that  this  was  a  charge  of 
assault  and  not  of  solicitation ;  and  as  the  Act  had  both  '  assault ' 
and  *  solicitation,'  they  were  intended  to  be  diflferent  things  :  the 
one  an  act  done ;  the  other  a  solicitation,  in  its  strict  sense. 
Cresswell,  J., '  Suppose  the  case  of  an  assault  with  intent  to  com- 
mit a  rape  ;  that  means  an  assault  made  with  an  intention  to  use 
force  and  to  commit  a  rape  if  possible  :  but  it  often  happens  that 
a  very  indecent  assault  is  committed  with  no  intention  of  resort- 
ing to  further  violence,  if  resistance  is  oflFered,  but  merely  in  the 
hope  that  the  woman's  scruples  may  be  overcome.  Now,  supposing 
that  a  man's  soliciting  a  woman  to  yield  her  person  to  him  was  an 
oiFence,  might  not  such  an  indecent  assault,  committed  for  such  a 
purpose,  be  treated  as  a  solicitation,  in  case  the  evidence  fell 
short  of  proving  an  attempt  to  commit  a  rape  ?  In  short,  may 
there  not  be  a  solicitation  by  deeds  as  well  as  by  words  ? '  And 
after  holding  that  neither  the  charge  made  at  the  guard-house  nor 
before  the  magistrate  could  be  taken  into  consideration,  because 
neither  could  have  been  made  to  extort  money ;  Cresswell,  J., 
said,  '  I  think  that,  although  the  prisoner  charged  the  prosecutor 
in  terms  with  an  assault,  throughout  the  transaction  and  after- 
wards, yet  it  was  with  an  assault  of  such  a  character  and  made 
under  such  circumstances  that  it  might  be  taken  to  mean  a  so- 
licitation.    It  is  a  question  which  the  jury  must  determine.'  (c) 

One   count   charged  Braynell   and  Wren  with  threatening  to  It  is  for  the 
accuse  the   prosecutor  of  an  assault  with  intent  to  commit  an  j^ry^  decide 

,.,,*••  1  /»  •  1  what  the  ac- 

abominable   crime;   another  of  an   attempt   to  commit  such  a  cusationwas 
crime ;  two  others  of  a  solicitation   to  commit  and   permit,  &c.  which  the  pri- 
Four  other  counts  alleged  that  the  prisoner  did  accuse  the  pro-  J^*^^^^*®*^^®*^ 
secutor  as  in  the  first  four  counts,  and  the  last  charged  the  pri- 
soner with  a  demand  of  money,  with  menaces,  &c.     The  prosecutor  BxaminationB 
was  looking  into  a  shop-window,  and  felt  some  one  press  against  ^^of^  ^® 
him,  and,  on  looking  round,  saw  Braynell,  who  a  moment  after-  J^wO)at" 
wards  pressed  his  private  parts  against  the  prosecutor's  hand.   He  not  croes- 
immediately  walked  away,  and  Braynell  followed  him,  and  asked  examinationB. 
what  he  meant  by  taking  indecent  liberties  with  him.     Wren  was 


whether  in  aiiest  of  judgment  or  not 
does  not  appear — that  it  was  insufficient ; 
for  that,  altnough  the  legislature  had  de- 
fined what  it  includes  under  the  terms 
'infamous  Climes,' jet  this  did  not  ex- 
cuse the  prosecutor  from  particularising 
the  spednc  chaige.  The  report  does  not 
expressly  state  the  decision  of  the  re- 
corder upon  this  point,  but  it  seems  that 
he  must  have  held  the  objection  good  ; 
as  he  reserved  for  the  opinion  of  the 
judges  the  further  question,  '  whether  a 


general  judgment  upon  the  finding  of 
the  jmy  on  the  whole  indictment  is  ren- 
dered void  or  voidable  by  the  insufficient 
statement  of  the  offence  charged  in  the 
third  count ; '  but  the  decision  of  the 
other  question  rendered  it  unnecessary  to 
consider  this  question. 

(c)  Reg.  V.  Cooper,  8  Cox,  C.  C.  647. 
See  this  esse,  aiUe,  vol.  2,  p.  Ill,  as  to 
the  admissibility  of  a  previous  chatge 
made  by  the  prisoner  against  another 
person. 
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It  18  for  the 
jury  to  deter- 
mine whether 
there  was  an 
intent  to  ex- 
tort. 


Bvideneeas 
to  what  the 
prosecutor 
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then  present.     The  prosecutor  denied  that  he  had  done  what  was 
alleged.     Braynell  said,  '  Do  you  think  that  I  would  allow  you  to 
do  that  for  nothing  1 '     He  then  asked  what  the  prosecutor  would 
stand,  and  suggested  that  they  should  go  into  a  public-house  to 
settle  it.     The  prosecutor  refused.     Braynell  said  he  must  take  the 
consequences.     The  prisoner  shortly  afterwards  gave  the  prosecutor 
into  the  custody  of  a  policeman  who  came  up,  and  he  was  taken 
to  the  station,  where  Braynell  signed  the  following  charge :  '  Inde- 
cently assaulting  J.  Braynell  atHemming's  Row,'  &c.  Wren  signed 
it  as  a  witness.     The  next  day  the  prisoners  were  examined  as 
witnesses  before  a  magistrate,  when  the  charge  was  gone  into,  and 
were  cross-examined  in  the  absence  of  each  other,  and  the  charge 
dismissed.  Williams,  J.,  held  that  the  examinations  in  chief  of  the 
prisoners  were  admissible  in  evidence  against*  them,  as  they  were 
then  under  no  charge,  and  were  not  bound  to  say  anything  to 
criminate  themselves.      The    cross-examination  of  Braynell  was 
principally  directed  to  ascertain  how  he  had  employed  himself,  and 
whether  he  and  Wren  had  been  together  on  the  dav  in  question  ; 
and  his  answers  were  not  only  contradictory  in  themselves,  but 
quite  inconsistent  with  those  of  Wren,  when  he  was  afterwards 
cross-examined,  {d)    Williams,  J.,  held  that  the  cross-examinations 
were  not  admissible.     It  was  no  doubt  most  material  that  these 
questions  should  have  been  asked  before  the  magistrate,  because 
it  was  most  important  to  ascertain  the  amount  of  credit  to  be 
attached  to  the  evidence  of  the  prisoners,  but  no  such  connection 
between  these  answers  and  the  pai*ticular  charge  in  this  indictment 
could   be  perceived    as  would   justify  their    being   held   to  be 
relevant,  (e)      It  was  then  objected  that  the  evidence  did  not 
support  the  first  eight  counts,  as    the  evidence  only  showed   a 
charge   of    an  attempt  to   commit   an   indecent    assault.      But 
Williams,  J.,  held  that  it  was  for  the  jury  to  say,  judging  from  the 
prisoners'  whole  conduct,  what  was  the  accusation  that  they  in- 
tended to  make.  (/) 

Where  the  prisoner  was  indicted  for  sending  a  letter  to  the  pro- 
secutor threatening  to  accuse  him  of  an  infamous  crime  with 
intent  to  extort  money,  Martin,  B.,  told  the  jury  that  the  question 
for  them  to  determine  was  whether  the  prisoner  intended  to  extort 
money,  and  that  it  was  nothing  that  he  denied  it,  if  his  own  acts 
and  conduct,  and  his  meaning,  as  indicated  by  his  letters,  plainly 
proved  that  such  was  the  real  object.  That  was  the  sole  question  : 
the  truth  of  the  charge  did  not  matter,  {g) 

The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  sending  to  the  prosecutor  the  fol- 
lowing letter,  threatening  to  bum  and  destroy  his  houses,  &c. : — 


id)  Williams,  J.,  looked  at  the  depo- 
sitions to  ascertain  the  nature  of  the 
cross-examinations. 

(e)  With  all  deference  this  ruUnff 
seems  to  he  erroneous.  The  materiiu 
question  on  the  trial  of  this  indictment 
was  whether  the  prisoners  had  made  a 
false  charge,  and  it  was  most  material  to 
ascertain  all  that  they  had  said,  which 
showed  their  evidence  before  the  magis- 
trate to  be  false.  If  they  had  made  the 
same  statements  elsewhere,  it  caimot  be 


questioned  that  they  would  have  been 
evidence,  and  their  being  made  before  the 
magistrate  could  make  no  difference, 
unless  there  had  been  any  such  undue 
influence  used  as  would  exclude  them. 
The  truth  of  the  evidence  of  the  pri- 
soners in  chief  was  just  as  much  in  issue 
before  the  jury  as  before  the  magistrate. 
C.  S.  6. 

(/)  Reg.  V.  Braynell,  4  Cox,  C.  0. 
402. 

{g)  Reg.  V.  Menage,  8  F.  &  F.  SIO. 
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'SlBy  nndeniood  the 

'  This  is  to  inform  you  that  you  are  better  not  let  your  farm  to    *         ^^^' 
any  of  your  family ;  if  you  do,  you  will  sufifer  as  before.  You  know 
how  feelt  the  other  day. 

'  A  Caution  Friend.' 

It  was  proposed  to  ask  the  prosecutor  what  he  considered  was  The  prose- 
the  meaning  of  the  letter,  and  on  this  being  objected  to,  Erie,  J.,  ^^^"JiJathe 
said,  it  appeared  to  him  that  the  answer  to  the  question  was  ad-  imderstood  the 
missible.     The  offence  intended  by  the  statute  was  a  threat  to  meaning  of  the 
bum  the  premises,  and  that  threat  must  be  in  writing,  and  the  ^®**"  *®  ^ 
thing  intended  to  be  prevented  was  the  misery  occasioned  to  the 
party  who  had  received  the  intimation  that  his  premises  would 
have  the  calamity  of  fire  brought  upon  them.     Unless  the  law 
went  so  far  as  to  make  it  punishable  to  create  that  fear  by  any 
language  the  author  knew  would  create  that  fear,  the  law  would 
be  powerless.     The  very  fact  of  saying  ironically,  '  I  don't  say 
you  are  a  thief,'  could  be  expressed  in  such  way  as  to  make  any- 
body understand  that  the  party  meant  to  make  that  charge ;  and, 
although  there  might  be  no  single  word  in  the  letter  which  by 
itself  would    appear   to   mean   so  to  a  stranger,  yet  the  party 
receiving  it  would  perfectly  well  understand  it.     The  jury  must 
be  satisfied  that  when  he  wrote  those  words — '  You  will  suffer  as 
before ' — ^the  writer  intended  to  create  in  the  mind  of  the  party 
receiving  the   letter   the  fear   that  his    house  would  be  burnt 
down.    Evidence  might  be  offered  that,  under  the  particular  cir- 
cumstances, the  words  had  not  their  ordinary  meaning,  but  the 
meaning  imputed  to   them  upon  the   record,  and  therefore  the 
witness  might  be  asked  whether  he  understood  the  meaning  to  be 
that  which  the  record  imputed,  (h) 

The  9  Qeo.  1,  c.  22,  provided  that  offences  against  that  Act  Place  where 
might  be  tried  in  any  county  of  England;  but  no  such  provision  |^\^*^"*^ 
being  made  with  respect  to  offences  within  the  other  repealed 
statutes,  the  trial  of  such  offences  was  governed  by  the  general 
rule.  Upon  this  rule  the  trial  might  be  in  the  county  in  which 
the  prosecutor  received  the  letter  by  the  post,  though  delivered 
by  the  prisoner  and  put  into  the  post  in  another  county,  (i)  And 
it  seems  that  the  offender  might  be  tried  in  the  county  in  which 
be  sent  the  letter,  though  the  prosecutor  received  it  in  another 
county.    The  offence  of  sendmig  a  threatening  letter,  would  seem 


{h)  Reg.  V.  Hendy,  4  Cox,  C.  C.  243. 
Mr.  Mo^y  gave  me  this  note  of  this 
case  :  an  indictment  averred  that  a  fire  of 
certain  premises  of  the  prosecutor  had 
taken  place,  and  that  the  prisoner  sent 
a  letter  threatening  to  burn  the  house, 
&c.,  of  the  prosecutor,  which  was  set  out, 
and  to  the  words,  '  you  shaU  suffer  as 
before '  added,  '  meaning  the  said  fire ; ' 
and  Erie,  J.,  idlowed  the  prosecutor  to  be 
asked  *  what  meaning  he,  at  the  time  he 
received  the  letter,  put  on  these  words  ? ' 
C.  S.  G. 

(0  Gird  wood's  case,  1  Leach,  142.  2 
East,  P.  C.  c.  23,  s.  4,  p.  1120,  aiUe,  p. 
240,  where  the  letter  was  received  by  the 


prosecutor  in  Middlesex,  and  the  trial 
had  in  that  county,  though  the  letter  was 
delivered  by  the  prisoner  to  a  woman  in 
London,  and  by  her  put  into  the  oflSce, 
which  was  also  in  London.  Esser's  case, 
2  East,  P.  C.  c  23,  s.  7,  p.  1125,  where 
the  offence  was  laid  in  Middlesex,  though 
the  letter  was  dated  from  Maidstone,  m 
Kent,  and  sent  by  the  post  from  Maid- 
stone ;  and  Lord  Mansfield  held  that  as 
the  letter  was  directed  to  the  prosecutor 
in  Middlesex,  where  it  was  delivered, 
that  was  a  sending  in  Middlesex,  and 
that  the  whole  was  to  be  considered  as 
the  act  of  the  defendant  to  the  time  of 
tiie  delivery  in  that  county. 
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Post-offioe 
marks. 


On  an  indict- 
ment for  send- 
ing a  threat- 
ening letter, 
the  prisoner's 
declarations 
of  the  meaning 
of  the  letter 
are  admissible 
in  evidence. 
An  indictment 
on  the  4 
Geo.  4,  c  64, 
for  sending  a 
letter  threat- 
ening to 
accuse  of  an 
infamous 
crime,  need  not 
have  specified 
such  crime,  for 
the  specific 
crime  the 
prisoner 
threatened  to 
charge  might 
intentioniJly 
be  left  in 
doubt,  (m) 
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to  be  complete,  as  far  as  depends  on  the  offender,  by  his  putting 
the  letter  into  the  post-oflSce  to  go  into  another  county ;  though 
the  party  to  whom  it  is  sent  afterwards  receives  it  in  the  latter 
county,  (j)  The  post-office  marks  in  town  or  country,  proved  to 
be  such,  are  evidence  that  the  letters  on  which  they  appear  were 
in  the  office  to  which  those  marks  belong  at  the  dates  which  the 
marks  specify ;  (k)  but  a  mark  of  double  postage  paid  on  any 
such  letter  is  not  of  itself  evidence  that  the  letter  contained  an 
inclosure.  (I) 

The  prisoner  was  tried  for  feloniously  sending  to  J.  S.  Tucker 
the  following  letter,  with  intent  to  extort  money  from  the  said 
J.  S.  Tucker  :— 

'Sir, 

*  You  perhaps  did  not  expect  to  hear  from  me  so  suddenly ;  but 
when  you  turned  me  away  from  Laytonstone  for  a  mere  trifle 
(that  too  at  a  time  when  by  the  late  failures  many  scores  of  clerks 
were  out  of  employ),  you  forgot  that  I  had  you  in  my  power 
through  your  transactions  with  me  five  nights  following  (I  have 
the  dates  and  circumstances  on  paper  written  at  the  time),  and  that 
from  your  conduct  to  me  before  I  went  to  live  with  you,  you  could 
expect  no  mercy  from  me.  Did  you  not,  however,  let  it  pass  ? 
In  a  few  words,  I  have  taken  advice  upon  the  subject,  and  know; 
that,  if  you  are  obstinate,  it  is  in  my  power  to  bring  down  ruin 
on  your  head,  and  infamy  on  your  name.  However,  I  will  be 
merciful.  Allow  me  to  return  to  L.  in  the  same  manner  as  before. 
I  will  never  mention  it  again,  as  if  I  did  I  should  lose  everything, 
and  gain  nothing ;  but  it  is  impossible  for  me  to  get  any  situation 
in  town  at  present  It  is  not  true  that  Mrs.  T.  advertised,  as  you 
said  ;  she  is  in  great  distress,  and  she  is  my  mother,  therefore  I 
would  wish  to  afford  her  a  little  relief,  if  possible ;  so  send  me 
five  pounds  to  my  address,  which,  with  the  other  you  lent  me,  I 
will  I  O  U  for,  and  pay  when  I  get  a  place.  If  I  do  not  hear 
from  you  by  Saturday  morning,  you  will  hear  of  it  (enclosing  five 
pounds).  Now,  consider  ruin  and  beggary  on  one  side,  and  wealth 
and  comfort  on  the  other ;  remember  that,  if  you  are  obstinate,  it 
will  cost  you  all ;  do  as  I  say,  it  will  cost  you  nothing.  I  wait 
your  answer  before  I  proceed.  As  yet,  I  have  given  Mr.  Norris  no 
names.  On  Saturday  night  (if  you  are  silent)  I  will  go  too  far  to 
retract 

'  Your's  obediently, 

(Signed)    '  James  Tucker,  Junr.' 

The  second  count  charged  the  prisoner  with  threatening  to 
accuse  the  said  J.  S.  Tucker  of  a  certain  infamous  crime,  viz.,  with 
attempting  and  endeavouring  to  commit  the  abominable  crime  of 
sodomy  with  the  said  J.  S.  Tucker,  with  the  same  intent.  The 
third  count  charged  him  with  threatening  to  accuse  the  said  J.  S. 
Tucker  of  an  infamous  crime,  with  the  same  intent.     The  fourth. 


(;)  2  East,  P.  C.  c.  23,  s.  7,  p.  1125. 
Burn.  Just  tit.  Letter,  And  see  now  the 
7  Geo.  4,  c.  64,  s.  12,  vol.  1,  p.  6. 

(i)  Perkins's  case,  1  Lew.  99,  Park, 
J.  A.  J.     Rex  V.  Burdett,  4  B.  &  A.  95. 

(I)  Rex  V,  Phimer,  R.  &  R.  264. 


(m)  This  is  the  marginal  note  to  the 
case  in  R.  &  M.  C.  C.  R.,  but  it  does 
not  appear  that  any  such  point  was  re- 
served or  decided,  although  such  a  point 
might  have  arisen  on  the  third  and  sixth 
counts.    C.  S.  G. 
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fifth,  and  sixth  counts  were  the  same  as  the  former,  except  that 
the  letter  was  called  a  paper-writing,  and  the  direction  omitted. 
The  third  and  sixth  counts  did  not  describe  the  specific  crime,  but 
alleged,  generally,  an  infamous  crime.  All  the  counts  concluded 
against  the  statute,  &c.  The  prosecutor,  after  proving  the  letter 
in  question,  said,  that  on  the  Saturday  following  the  Thursday  on 
which  he  received  the  letter,  he  saw  the  prisoner  at  a  public-house 
in  the  Strand,  and  that  he,  the  prosecutor,  asked  him  what  he 
meant  by  sending  him  that  letter,  and  what  he  meant  by  '  trans- 
actions five  nights  following/  The  prisoner  said  that  the  prose- - 
cutor  knew  what  he  meant  The  prosecutor  denied  it ;  and  the 
prisoner  afterwards  said,  'I  mean  by  taking  indecent  liberties 
with  my  person.*  The  prisoner,  in  cross-examination,  asked  the 
prosecutor  whether  on  his  oath  he  could  deny  that  he  did  take 
mdecent  liberties  with  his  (prisoner's)  person.  The  prosecutor 
said  he  never  did.  Alexander,  C.  B.,  submitted  the  following 
question  to  the  judges,  whether  parol  evidence  to  explain  the 
letter  was  properly  received  ?  Adding,  that  without  it  the  pri- 
soner could  not  have  been  convicted,  and  that  by  his  cross- 
examination  he  in  effect  repeated  the  charge.  And  sdl  the  judges 
(except  Littledale,  J.,  who  was  absent),  were  unanimously  of 
opinion  that  such  evidence  was  properly  received,  and  that  the 
conviction  was  proper,  (n) 

Where  an  indictment  contained  three  counts,  each  charging  the  Mor  and 
sending  of  a  different  threatening  letter,  Byles,  J.,  held  that  the  JJ^'^t  ^ 
prosecutor  must  elect  on  which  count  he  would  proceed,  though  giyen  in  evi- 
any  letter  leading  up  to  or  explaining  the  letter  on  which  the  trial  <^enoe. 
proceeded  would  be  admissible,  (o) 

The  cases  in  the  Chapter  on  Robbery  may  occasionally  be  re- 
ferred to  with  advantage  in  cases  falling  within  this  Chapter.(p) 

The  Court  will,  after  the  bill  is  found,  upon  the  application  of 
the  prisoner,  order  the  letter  to  be  deposited  with  an  officer,  in 
order  that  the  prisoner's  witnesses  may  inspect  it.  {q) 


(n)  Rex  V.  Tncker,  R.  fc  M.  G.  C.  R. 
184.  We  have  seen  that  it  has  been 
held,  on  the  trial  of  an  indictment  for 
threatening  to  accuse  a  person  of  an 
abominable  crime,  that  the  jnry  need  not 
confine  themselves  to  the  consideration 
of  the  expressions  used  before  the  money 
was  given,  bat  may,  if  those  expressions 


are  eanivocal,  connect  with  them  what 
was  afterwards  said  by  the  prisoner  when 
taken  into  custody.  Reg.  f.  Kain,  8  C. 
ft  P.  187,  voL  2,  p.  110. 

(o)  Reff.  V,  Ward,  10  Cox,  C.  C.   42. 

(p)  Robinson's  case,  p.  289. 

(a)  Rex  V.  Harris.  6  G.  ft  P.  105,  lit- 
tledale,  J.,  and  Bolknd,  B. 
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CHAPTER  THE  FIFTH. 


OF  BIGAMY. 


The  offence  of  having  a  plurality  of  wives  at  the  same  time  is 
more  correctly  denominated  polygamy :  but,  the  name  bigaTny 
having  been  more  frequently  given  to  it  in  legal  proceedings,  it 
may  perhaps  be  a  means  of  more  ready  reference  to  treat  of  the 
offence  under  the  latter  title,  (a)  Originally  this  offence  was  con- 
sidered of  ecclesiastical  cognizance  only;  and  though  the  4  Edw.  1, 
stat.  3,  c.  5,  treated  it  as  a  capital  crime,  it  appears  still  to  have 
been  left  of  doubtful  temporal  cognizance,  untU  the  1  Jac.  1,  c.  11, 
declared  that  such  offence  should  be  felony. 

The  provisions  of  this  statute  were  in  several  respects  defective. 
A  person  whose  consort  had  been  abroad  for  seven  yeara,  though 
known  to  be  living,  might  have  married  again  with  impunity. 
And  so  might  a  person  who  was  only  divorced  a  inenad  et  tJioro. 
The  9  Geo.  4,  c.  31,  therefore  repealed  the  statute  of  James,  and 
that  Act  is  repealed  by  the  24  &  25  Vict.  c.  95. 

By  the  24  &  25  Vict.  c.  100,  s.  57,  *  Whosoever,  being  married, 

shall  marry  any  other  person  during  the  life  of  the  former  husband 

or  wife,  whether  the  second  marriage  shall  have  taken  place  in 

England  or  Ireland  or  elsewhere,  (b)  shall  be  guilty  of  felony,  and 

being  convicted  thereof  shall  be  liable,  at  the  discretion  of  the 

Coui*t,  to  be  kept  in  penal  servitude  for  any  term  not  exceeding 

seven  years  and  not  less  than  three  (66)  years, — or  to  be  imprisoned 

Offence  may  bo  ^^^  *°y  ^^^^  ^^*   exceeding  two  years,  with   or  without  hard 

dealt  with         labour,  (c)  and  any  such  offence  may  be  dealt  with,  inquired  of, 

where  offemler    tried,  determined,  and  punished  in  any  county  or  place  in  England 

hendedL  ^^^^'  ^^  Ireland  where  the  offender  shall  be  apprehended  or  be  in  cus- 

N  t  to  xtend    *^^y»  ^^  *^®  same  manner  in  all  respects  as  if  the  offence  had  been 

to  second  actually  committed  in  that  county  or  place.  Provided  that  nothing 

marriages,  &c.,   in  this  section  Contained  shall  extend  to  any  second  marriage  con- 

hereui  stated,     tracted  elsewhere  than  in  England  and  Ireland  by  any  other  than 

a  subject  of  her  Majesty,  or  to  any  penson  marrying  a  second  time 
whose  husband  or  wife  shall  have  been  continually  absent  from 
such  person  for  the  space  of  seven  years  then  last  past,  and  shall 


Present 
enactment. 


(a^  Bigamy,  in  its  proper  signification, 
is  said  to  mean  only  beine  twice  married, 
and  not  haying  a  plurality  of  wives  at 
once.  According  to  tne  canonists,  bigamy 
consisted  in  marrying  two  virgins  succes- 
sively one  after  the  death  of  the  other ; 
or  in  ouce  marrying  a  widow.  4  Blac. 
Com.  163.  note  (b).  And  see  Bac.  Abr. 
tit.  Bigamyt  in  the  notes. 


(h)  See  1  Hale,  692,  693 ;  1  East,  P.  C. 
c.  12,  8.  2,  p.  465  ;  R.  v.  Topping,  Dears. 
C.  0.  647. 

{bh)  Not  less  than  five  years  if  the 
offence  was  committed  after  the  25th  of 
July,  1864.     See  vol.  1,  p.  73. 

(c)  As  to  principals  in  the  second  de- 
gree, accessories,  and  hard  labour,  &c., 
see  vol  1,  pp.  178,  80,  81. 
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not  have  been  known  by  such  person  to  be  living  within  that  time, 
or  shall  extend  to  any  person  who,  at  the  time  of  such  second  mar- 
riage, shall  have  been  divorced  from  the  bond  of  the  first  marriage, 
or  to  any  person  whose  former  marriage  shall  have  been  de- 
clared void  by  the  sentence  of  any  Court  of  competent  juris- 
diction/ {d) 

The  proviso  in  the  new  statute  contains  exceptions  in  respect  Exceptions : 
of  four  cases,  in  which  a  second  marriage  is  no  felony  within  the 
statute. 

The  first  exception  is  that  the  statute  shall  not  extend  '  to  any  lat  Second 
second  marriage  contracted  elsewhere  than  in  England  and  Ireland  S'^^?'*  j 
by  any  other  than  a  subject  of  her  Majesty.*  Irekmdby  *" 

The  second  exception  is  that  it  shall  not  extend  to  *  any  person  other  than 
marrying  a  second  time,  whose  husband  or  wife  shall  have  been  ^^^^^^  <>*  ^'^ 
continually  absent  from  such  person  for  the  space  of  seven  years       ,  ' 
then  last  past,  and  shall  not  have  been  known  by  such  person  to  husband  oT 
be  living  within  that  time.'  (dd)  wife  shall  be 

Where  there  has  been  such  absence,  the  burden  of  proof  is  not  *^"**  ^^^ 
upon  the  prisoner  to  shew  that  it  was  not  known  to  him  or  her  L^not^own 
that  the  wife  or  husband  was  living  within  such  time.     On  an  in-  to  be  living, 
dictment  for  bigamy,  it  was  proved  that  the  prisoner  and  his  wife 
had  lived  apart  for  seven  years,  and  that  the  prisoner  then  married 
again.     There  was  no  evidence  of  the  prisoner  s  knowledge  of  the 
existence  of  his  first  wife  at  the  time  he  married  again.     The  pri- 
soner was  convicted.     Held,  that  the  burthen  of  proof  that  the 
prisoner  did  not  know  that  his  wife  was  alive  at  the  time  he  con- 
tracted the  second  marriage  was  not  on  the  prisoner,  and  that  the 
conviction  could  not  be  sustained,  (e) 

There  has  been  some  doubt  as  to  whether  if  the  prisoner  had  at 
the  time  of  the  second  marriage  a  reasonable  and  honest  belief  that 
his  wife  was  dead  (although  she  had  not  been  absent  for  seven 
years)  he  could  be  convicted.  It  was  ruled  that  he  could  not  be 
convicted  by  Martin,  B.,  (/)  and  by  Cleasby,  B.  (g)  But  Brett,  J., 
after  consulting  with  Willes,  J.,  decided  that  a  bond  fixieheliet  that 
the  wife  was  dead  was  no  defence,  (h) 

The  prisoner  was  convicted  of  bigamy.  The  first  man*iage  was 
with  Victor,  in  the  year  1836.  The  second  marriage  was  with 
Lumley,  on  the  9th  of  Julv,  1847.  The  prisoner  lived  with  Victor 
till  the  middle  of  1843,  when  they  separated,  and  from  that  time 
no  more  had  been  heard  of  him.  There  was  no  evidence  as  to  his 
aga  The  judge  at  the  trial  dii-ected  the  jury  that  it  was  a  pre- 
sumption of  law  that  Victor  was  alive  at  the  time  of  the  second 
marriage.  Held,  that  there  was  no  presumption  of  law  that  life 
continued  for  seven  years,  or  for  any  other  period  after  the  time  of 


(d)  This  clause  is  taken  from  the  9  Geo. 
4,  c.  81,  8.  22,  and  10  Geo.  4,  c.  84,  s.  26 

(I). 
{dd)  Beel  Hale,  693.    8  Inst.  88.    4 

Blac.  Com.  164.    1  East,  P.  C.  c.  12,  s.  8, 

p.  466.     Reg.  V.  Cnllen,  9  0.  &  P.  681  ; 

K.  V.  Jones,  C.  &  M.  614 ;   R  v.  Biiggs, 

Dears.  &  B.  C.  C.  98 ;  26  L.  J.  M.  C.  7. 

(«)  K  V.  Curgnrwen,  85  L.  J.  M.  C. 

58  ;  L.  R.  1 G.  C.  R.    See  R.  v.  Heaton, 

3  F.  &  F.  819. 


if)  R.  V.  Tomer,  9  Cox,  C.  C.  146. 

ig)  R.  V.  Horton,  11  Cox,  C,  C.  670. 

(A)  R.  V.  Gibbons,  12  Cox,  C.  C.  287. 
See  R.  r.  Cross,  1  F.  &  F.  510  ;  R.  v. 
Jones,  11  Cox,  C.  C.  658.  The  rulings 
of  Martin,  B.,  and  Cleasby,  B.,  are  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  principle  that  actus 
nan  faeit  reum  nisi  mens  sit  rea.  See 
R.  V,  Prince,  vol.  1,  p.  88.  Mr.  J.  Brett's 
judgment  there  seems  not  reconcilable 
with  his  decision  in  R.  v.  Gibbons. 
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8rd.  IHyoroe, 
a  vmeuio 
matrimonii. 


the  latest  proof  of  the  life  of  the  party,  and  that  it  was  a  question 
of  fact  for  the  jury,  under  the  circumstances  of  each  case,  whether 
a  person  be  alive  or  dead  at  any  time  within  the  interval  of  seven 
years,  at  the  termination  of  which  the  protection  afforded  by 
statute  in  cases  of  bigamy  comes  into  operation,  and  the  convic- 
tion was  quashed,  (i) 

If  a  man  marries  again  after  his  wife  has  been  absent  for  seven 
years  and  shall  not  have  been  known  by  him  to  be  living  within 
that  time,  during  her  life,  the  second  marriage  is  null  and  void,  {j) 

The  third  exception  provides  that  the  Act  shall  not  extend  '  to 
any  person  who  at  the  time  of  such  second  marriage  shall  have 
been  divorced  from  the  bond  of  the  first  marriage.'  A  divorce, 
therefore,  a  menad  et  tharo,  which  was  held  sufficient  under  the 
1  Jaa  1,  (i)  is  now  no  longer  an  exception.  Nor  would  a  judicial 
separation  under  the  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  85,  s.  16,  suffice,  for  it  is  to 
have  the  effect  of  a  divorce  a  niensd  et  thoro.  (I)  It  was  held 
under  the  1  Jac.  1,  that  if  there  be  a  divorce  a  vinculo  Trvatri- 
monii,  and  an  appeal  by  one  of  the  parties,  though  this  suspends 
the  sentence,  and  may  possibly  repeal  it,  yet  a  marriage  pending 
that  appeal  will  be  aided  by  the  exception,  (m)  In  a  case  upon  the 
1  Jac.  1,  the  question  arose  whether  a  divorce  by  the  Commissary 
or  Consistorial  Court  of  Scotland  would  operate  so  as  to  excuse  a 
person,  who,  having  been  manied  in  England,  had  been  divorced 
by  that  Court,  and  had  then  married  again  in  England,  from  the 
penalties  of  bigamy.  And,  from  the  decision  of  the  judges,  it 
appears,  that,  if  the  first  marriage  has  taken  place  in  England,  it 
will  not  be  a  defence  to  prove  a  divorce  a  vinculo  matrimonii 


(i)  R.  «.  Lumley,  88  L.  J.  M.  C.  86, 
L.  R.  1  C.  0.  R.  196,  et  per^ur.  In  an 
indictment  for  bigamy  it  is  incumbent 
on  the  prosecutor  to  prove  to  the  satis- 
faction of  the  jury  that  the  husband  or 
wife,  as  the  case  maybe,  was  alive  at  the 
date  of  the  second  marriage,  and  that  is 
purely  a  question  of  fact.  The  existence 
of  the  party  at  an  antecedent  period  may 
or  may  not  afford  a  reasonable  inference 
that  he  was  livin^j  at  the  subsequent  date. 
If,  for  example,  it  were  proved  that  he 
was  in  good  nealth  on  the  day  preceding 
the  second  mairia^,  the  inference  would 
be  strong,  almost  irresistible,  that  he  was 
livine  on  the  latter  day,  and  the  juiy 
would  in  all  probability  iind  that  he  was 
so.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  it  were  proved 
that  he  was  then  in  a  dying  condition 
and  nothing  further  was  proved,  they 
would  probably  decline  to  draw  that  in- 
ference. Thus  the  question  is  entirely 
for  the  jury.  The  law  makes  no  pre- 
sumption either  way.  The  cases  cited  of 
The  King  v.  Twyning,  2  M.  &  W.  894  ; 
The  King  v.  Harbome,  2  A.  &  £.  540 ; 
and  Doe  d.  Nepean  v.  Knight,  2  B. 
&  A.  886  ;  appear  to  us  to  establish 
this  proposition.  Where  the  only  evi- 
dence is  that  the  party  was  living  at 
a  period  which  is  more  than  seven 
years  prior  to  the  second  mairiage, 
there  is  no  question  for  the  jury.  The 
proviso  in  the  Act  then  comes  into  opera* 


tion,  and  exonerates  the  prisoner  from 
criminal  culpability,  though  the  first  hus- 
band or  wue  be  proved  to  have  been 
living  at  the  time  when  the  second  mar- 
riage was  contracted.  The  Legislature 
by  this  proviso  sanctions  a  presumption 
that  a  person  who  has  not  been  heturd  of 
for  seven  years  is  dead  ;  but  the  proviso 
affords  no  ground  for  the  converse  propo- 
sition, viz.  that  when  a  party  has  been 
seen  or  heard  of  within  seven  years  a 
presumption  arises  that  he  is  still  living. 
That  we  have  said  is  &lw^s  a  question 
of  fact.  See  Murray  v.  The  Queen,  7 
Q.  B.  700 ;  R.  v.  Apley,  1  Cox.  C.  C. 
71. 

(j)  4  B.  0.  Com.  164,  note.  {z\ 

{k)  1  Hale,  694.  8  Inst  89.  1  Hawk. 
P.  C.  c.  42,  s.  6.  4  Blac.  Com.  164. 
Middleton's  case.  Old  Bailey,  14  Car.,  2 
KeL27.  And  see  1  East,  P.  C.c  12, 8.  5, 
p.  467. 

(Z)  See  sec.  27  of  the  Act  for  the  cases 
in  which  a  marriage  may  be  dissolved. 

(m)  8  Inst.  89.  1  Hale,  694,  citing  Co. 
P.  C.  c.  27,  p.  89,  and  statW  further  that 
if  the  sentence  of  divorce  Be  repealed,  a 
marriage  afterwards  is  not  aided  by  tiio 
exception,  though  there  was  once  a 
divorce.  A  marriace  within  the  time 
allowed  for  an  appeiQ,  under  the  20  &  21 
Vict  c.  85,  8.  66,  would  be  void.  See 
Chichester  v.  Mure,  82  L.  J.  P.  k  M. 
146. 
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before  the  second  marriage,  if  such  divorce  were  out  of  England  ; 
unless  the  divorce  were  upon  a  ground,  which,  by  the  law  of  Eng- 
land, would  waiTant  such  a  divorce :  the  divorces  and  sentences 
referred  to  in  the  third  section  of  the  1  Jac.  1,  being  divorces  and 
sentences  of  the  ecclesiastical  coui'ts  within  the  limits  to  which 
that  statute  applies.  The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  bigamy ;  both 
his  marriages  were  in  England ;  but  before  his  second  marriage  his 
wife  had  obtained  a  divorce  a  vinculo  from  him  in  the  Commis- 
sary Court  of  Scotland.  It  appeared  that  he  took  his  wife  into 
Scotland,  that  she  might  be  induced  to  institute  a  suit  against  him 
there  ;  and  that  he  cohabited  with  a  prostitute  there,  for  the  very 
purpose  of  irritating  his  wife,  and  furnishing  ground  for  the 
divorce.  A  case  being  reserved  and  argued,  the  judges  were 
unanimous,  that  no  sentence  or  act  of  any  foreign  country  or  state 
could  dissolve  an  English  marriage  a  viTiculo  for  grounds  on  which 
it  was  not  liable  to  be  dissolved  a  vinculo  in  England ;  and  that 
no  divorce  of  an  ecclesiastical  court  was  within  the  exception  in 
the  third  section  of  the  statute,  unless  it  was  the  divorce  of  a 
court  within  the  limits  to  which  that  statute  extended,  {n)  The 
judges  gave  no  opinion  upon  the  husband's  conduct,  in  drawing  on 
his  wife  to  sue  for  the  divorce,  because  the  jury  had  not  found 
fraud,  (o) 

The  fourth  exception  is  that  the  Act  shall  not  extend  *  to  any  4tli.  Marriage 
person  whose  former  marriage  shall  have  been  declared  void  by  ?®^}?^  ^^}^ 
the  sentence  of  any  Court  of  competent  jurisdiction.'    It  was  competent 
resolved,  upon  the  1  Jac.  1,  by  all  the  judges,  that  a  sentence  of  jurisdiction, 
the  spiritual  court  against  a  marriage,  in  a  suit  of  jactitation  of 
marriage,  is  not  conclusive  evidence,  so  as  to  stop  the  counsel  for 
the  crown  from  proving  the  marriage  ;  the  sentence  having  decided 
on  the  invalidity  of  the  marriage  only  collaterally,  and  not  directly. 
And  further,  admitting  such  sentence  to  be  conclusive,  yet  that  the 
counsel  for  the  crown  may  avoid  the  efifect  of  such  sentence,  by 
proving  it  to  have  been  obtained  by  fraud  or  collusion,  (p)  There 
is  no  exception  in  the  new  Act  where  marriages  are  within  the  age 
of  consent,  (j) 

With  respect  to  the  first  marriage,  the  validity  of  it  must  be  Of  the  two 
proved,  and  with  respect  to  the  second  marriage,  it  must  be  shown  "»*™*«»» 
that  a  form  of  marriage  known  to  and  recognized  by  the  law  as 
capable  of  producing  a  valid  marriage  has  been  gone  through,  (r) 


(n)  It  seems  to  admit  of  some  donbt 
whetiier  this  case  be  any  anthotity  npon 
the  present  Act.  The  words  of  the  1  Jac.  1, 
c.  11,  were  'divorced  by  any  sentence 
in  the  EecUnastiocU  Court,*  The  words 
in  the  24  k  25  Vict.  c.  100,  s.  67,  are, 
'divorced  from  the  bond  of  the  first 
marriage.'  These  words  are  so  much 
more  general,  that  it  may  be  contended 
that  they  except  every  case  where  accord- 
ing to  the  laws  of  the  country  where 
the  divorce  takes  place,  there  is  a  leeal 
divorce  a  vineuU  nuUrmumii^  and  tne 
wonls  '  any  court  of  competent  jurisdic- 
tion '  in  the  next  claose,  instead  of  the 
words  '  tbe  Ecclesiastical  Court,'  in  the 
1  Jac  1,  c  11,  seem  to  favour  this  view 
of  the  exception.  C.  S.  G. 


(o)  Rex  9.  Lolley,  MS.  Bayley,  J.,  and 
R.  &  R.  287.  This  case  is  referred  to  by 
the  Lord  ChanceUor,  and  also  by  Mr. 
Brougham,  in  Tovey  v.  Lindsay,  1  Dow's 
Rep.  117.  And  see  6  Ev.  Coll.  Stat.  848, 
note  (4).  Upon  the  important  subject  of 
the  dissolution  of  marriages,  celebrated 
under  the  English  law,  byUieConsistorial 
Court  of  Scotland,  see  a  publication  of 
Reporte  of  some  Decisions  of  that  Court, 
by  James  Fergusson,  Esq.,  Advocate,  one 
of  the  Judges. 

{p)  Duchess  of  Kingston's  case,  Dom. 
Proc  16  Geo.  8.  11  St.  Tri.  262.  1 
Leach,  146.     1  Hawk.  P.  C.  c.  42,  s.  11. 

{q)  See  Rex  v,  Birmingham,  8 B.  AC. 
29,  poO^  p.  299. 

(r)  R.  V,  Allen,  post,  p.  268. 
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What  constitutes  validity  in  the  one  case  and  a  lawful  form  of 
marriage  in  the  other,  has  been  the  subject  of  a  great  number  of 
statutes  and  decisions,  which  will  be  found  in  the  following  pages, 
but  it  is  proposed  to  consider  in  the  first  place  the  above  import- 
ant distinction  with  respect  to  the  two  marriages.  The  words  of 
the  statute  are,  ^  whosoever  being  married  shall  marry  any  other 
person,'  and  it  was  thought  that  the  same  word  being  used  with 
respect  to  both  marriages,  if  the  first  must  be  a  valid  marriage, 
the  second  must  also  (but  for  the  fact  of  the  first  marriage)  be  a 
valid  marriage.  (9)  But  it  has  now  been  decided  that  the  words 
should  be  read  as  though  they  were,  '  whosoever  being  married 
shall  go  through  the  form  and  ceremony  of  marriage,'  and  that  the 
form  and  ceremony  gone  through  must  be  such  a  one  as  is  known 
to  and  recognized  by  the  law  as  capable  of  producing  a  valid 
marriage,  and  that  such  a  circumstance  as  that  the  parties  are 
within  the  forbidden  degree  of  consanguinity  will  not  prevent 
the  marriage  from  being  bigamous.  Where  a  married  woman 
married  her  deceased  sister's  husband,  (Q  it  was  held  that  although 
such  second  marriage  was  void  under  the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  52, 
s.  2,  yet  she  had  committed  the  crime  of  bigamy,  (u)  A  Pro- 
testant went  through  the  form  of  marriage  by  a  Bomish  priest 
with  a  Boman  Catholic.  This  marriage  was  void  under  the  19 
Geo.  2,  c,  13,  and  it  was  held  by  the  Court  of  Criminal  Appeal  in 
Ireland  that  such  marriage  being  void  could  not  be  bigamous,  al- 
though the  first  wife  was  alive,  (v)  But  this  decision  was  over- 
ruled in  the  following  case.  The  prisoner's  first  wife  being  dead, 
he  married  again,  and  subsequently  went  through  the  form  of  mar- 
riage with  his  first  wife's  niece.  The  marriage  was  held  to  be  void, 
but  it  was  also  held  that  the  prisoner  was  rightly  convicted  of 
bi^my.  {yo) 

where  in  order  to  establish  a  charge  of  bigamy  in  a  divorce  suit 
it  was  proved  that  the  husband  married  a  woman  in  Australia  ac- 
cording to  the  forms  of  the  Kirk  of  Scotland,  but  there  was  no  proof 
that  such  forms  were  recognized  as  legal  by  the  laws  of  the  colony, 
it  was  held  that  the  bigamy  was  not  established,  {pi) 

Principals  in  the  second  degree  and  accessories  before  the  fact 
are  punishable  in  the  same  manner  as  principals  in  the  first 
degree ;  and  accessories  after  the  fact  are  liable  to  be  imprisoned 


(*)  R.  «.  Fanning,  10  Cox,  C.  C.  411. 

(0  Cited  tn/ra. 

(u)  Reg.  I'*  Brawn,  1  C.  ft  E.  144,  per 
Lord  Denmany  C.  J. 

(v)  R.  V.  Fanning,  5  Car.  ft  P.  412. 

(10)  R.  ».  Allen,  L.  R.  1  C.  C.  R.  367; 
41  L.  J.  M.  C.  97,  ti  per  cur.  In  thus 
holding,  it  is  not  at  all  necessary  to  say 
that  forms  of  marriage  unknown  to  the 
law,  as  was  the  case  in  Bui-t  v,  Burt, 
would  suffice  to  bring  a  case  within  the 
operation  of  the  statute.  We  must  not 
be  understood  to  mean  that  every  fan- 
tastic form  of  marriage  to  which  parties 
might  think  proper  to  resort,  or  that  a 
marriage  ceremony  performed  by  an  un- 
authorised person,  or  in  an  unauthorised 
place,  would  be  a  **  marrying  "  within  the 
meaning  of  the  57th  section  of  the  24  ft 
25  Vict     It  will  be  time  enough  to  deal 


with  a  case  of  this  description  when  it 
arises.  It  is  sufficient  for  the  present 
purpose  to  hold,  as  we  do,  that  where  a 
]>er8on  already  bound  by  an  existing  mar- 
riage goes  through  a  form  of  marriage 
known  to  and  recognized  by  the  law  as 
capable  of  producing  a  valid  marriage,  for 
the  purpose  of  a  pretended  and  fictitious 
maniage,  the  case  is  not  the  less  within 
the  statute  by  reason  of  any  special  cir- 
cumstances, which  inde|)endently  of  the 
bigamous  character  of  the  marriage,  may 
constitute  a  legal  disability  in  me  par- 
ticular parties,  or  make  the  form  of  mar- 
riage resorted  to  specially  inapplicable  to 
their  individual  case. 

{x)  Burt ».  Burt,  29  L.  J.  P.  ft  M.  183, 
and  this  decision  was  upheld  in  R.  v. 
Allen,  supra. 
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for   any  term   not   exceeding   two  years,  with  or  without  hard 
labour,  {y) 

Where  an  indictment  charged  a  woman  with  bigamy,  and  the  Acccmoy 
man,  with  whom  she  contracted  the  second  marriage,  with  inciting  ^^J^  ® 
and  counselling  the  woman  to  commit  the  offence  of  bigamy, 
it  was  held  that  if  the  man  knew  at  the  time  of  the  marriage 
that  she  was  a  married  woman,  and  her  husband  alive,  he 
might  be  convicted  of  counselling  her  to  commit  the  crime  of 
bigamy,  {z) 

The  indictment  in  the  preceding  case  did  not  contain  any  count  Principal  in 
charging  the  man  as  principal  in  the  second  degree ;  but  there  is  ^^^^^°^ 
no  doubt,  where  a  man  marries  a  woman,  knowing  such  woman 
to  have  a  husband  alive  at  the  time  of  such  marriage,  that  he  is  a 
principal  in  the  second  degree,  as  he  is  present  and  aids  and  assists 
the  woman  in  committing  the  felony,  (a) 

The  24  &  25  Vict  c.  100,  s.  57,  provides  that  the  offender  may  Trial  in  the 
be  tried  in  the  county  where  he  shall  be  *  apprehended  (6)  or  be  in  connty  where 
custody.'     But  the  provision  of  the  statute  is    only  cumulative,  Lpreh^d^, 
and  the  party  may  be  indicted  where  the  second  marriage  was,  or  in  custody, 
though  he  be  never  apprehended,  and  so  may  be  outlawed  ;  for  in 
general  where  a  statute  creating  a  new  felony  directs  that  the 
offender  may  be  tried  in  the  county  in  which  he  is  apprehended, 
but  contains  no  negative  words,  he  may  be  tried  in  that  county  in 
which  the  offence  was  committed,  (c) 

Where  the  indictment  is  preferred  in  a  county  not  where  the 
second  marriage  was,  but  where  the  prisoner  was  apprehended  or 
in  custodv,  it  need  not  state  that  fact ;  for  it  will  appear  by  the 
caption  that  he  was  in  custody  of  the  sheriff  of  the  county  in  which 
the  indictment  was  found,  {d) 

A  first  marriage  de  facto,  subsisting  in  fact  at  the  time  of  the  Of  the  first 
second  marriage,  was  sufficient  to  bring  a  case  within  the  1  Jac.  1,  marriage, 
though  such  first  marriage  were  voidable  by  reason  of  consan- 
guinity, affinity,  or  the  like ;  for  it  was  a  marriage  in  judgment 
of  law  until  it  wajs  avoided,  (e)  And  now  by  the  5  &  6  Will.  4, 
c.  54,  s.  1,  all  marriages,  celebrated  before  the  31st  of  August, 
1835,  between  persons  being  within  the  prohibited  degrees  oi 
affinity y  shall  not  be  annulled  for  that  cause  by  any  sentence  of 
the  ecclesiastical  court,  unless  pronounced  in  a  suit  depending  on 
the  31st  of  August,  1835,  provided  that  nothing  hereinbefore  con- 
tained shall  affect  marriages  between  persons  being  within  the 

{y)  24  k  25  Vict  c.  100,  a.  67.    See  first  marriage  was  laid  in  Kent,  the  second 

toL  1,  p.  178.  in  Surrey,  tne  yenne  was  Middlesex,  and 

(z)  "Big,  V.  Brawn,  1  C.  Ic  E.  144.  it  was  alleged  that  the  prisoner  was  ap- 
Lord  Denman,  G.  J.                                    •  prehended without  stating  anyplace,  and 

(a)  The  Editor  knows  such  to  have  the  conviction  held  bad,  but  no  sugges- 

been  the  opinion  of  Lord  Denman,  0.  J.,  tiou  was  made  thatthedefect  was  cur^by 

and  Alderson,   K,   in  B^.  v.  Brawn.  the  caption ;  this  case,  therefore,  may  now 

C.  S.  G.  be  considered  no  authority.     See  Reg.  v. 

(6)  R.  V.  Gordon,  R.  &  R.  48.     Lord  O'Connor,  5  Q.  B.  84.     See  Rex  v.  Tre- 

Digby's  case,.Hutt,  131.  hame,  R.  &  M.  C.  G.  R.  298.    Where  an 

(c)  1  Hale,  694.     S  Inst  87.     Starkie,  indictment  for  bigamy  alleged  that  the 

11.  prisoner  was  apprehended  in  Gloucester- 

{d)  Reg.  V,  Whiley,  rightly  reported  sbire,  and  this  was  not  proved ;  Channel, 

1  G.  Ic  K.   150;   erroneously   reported  B.,  allowed  the  indictment  to  be  amended 

2  M.  G.  C.  K  186.    Reg.  v.  Smythiea,  by  stating  that  he  was  in  custody  in  that 
1  Den.  G.  G.  R.  498  ;  2  C.  &  K.  878.   In  county.     Reg.  v.  Smith,  1  F.  &  F.  36. 
Rex  9.  Fraser,  R.  &  M.  G.  G,  R.  407,  the         («)  3  Inst.  88. 
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prohibited  degrees  of  conaaTiguvnity ;  and  by  sec.  2, '  all  marriages 
celebrated  after  the  said  31st  of  August,  between  persons  within 
the  prohibited  degrees  of  (xmaanguinity  or  affimity  shall  be  abso- 
lutely null  and  void  to  all  intents  and  pui*poses  whatsoever/ 
Where,  therefore,  a  marriage  now  takes  place  within  the  pro- 
hibited degrees  of  consanguinity  or  affinity,  as  such  marriage  is 
wholly  void,  a  second  marriage  will  not  amount  to  the  crime  of 
bigamy.  Where,  therefore,  on  an  indictment  for  bigamy,  it 
appeared  that  the  prisoner  had  married  two  sisters,  one  after  the 
death  of  the  other,  and  the  latter  marriage  was  alleged  in  the 
indictment  as  the  legal  marriage,  it  was  held  that  he  was  entitled 
to  be  acquitted,  as  that  marriage  was  null  and  void  to  all  intents 
and  purposes.  (/)  This  statute  extends  to  the  illegitimate  as  well 
as  the  legitimate  child  of  a  late  wife's  parents.  Therefore  a 
marriage  with  the  illegitimate  sister  of  a  deceased  wife  is  void,  {g) 
So  a  marriage  of  a  man  with  the  daughter  of  the  illegitimate  half- 
sister  of  his  deceased  wife  is  void,  Qi)  And  the  Act  extends  to 
the  marriages  of  British  subjects  abroad.  Where,  therefore,  Mr. 
Brook  was  duly  married,  accoi*ding  to  the  laws  of  Denmark,  near 
Altona  in  Denmark,  to  the  lawKil  sister  of  his  deceased  wife, 
and  he  and  his  second  wife  were  then  domiciled  in  England,  and 
had  merely  gone  over  to  Denmark  on  a  temporaiy  visit ;  it  was 
held  that  this  marriage,  though  valid  in  Denmark,  was  absolutely 
void  in  England,  (i)  But  it  has  been  ixded  that  though  a  lawful 
canonical  marriage  need  not  be  proved,  yet  a  mamage  in  fact 
(whether  regular  or  not)  must  be  shown ;  (j)  which  it  seems  must 
be  understood  where  there  is  primd  facie  evidence  of  a  lawful  mar- 
riage. Qc)  Where  the  first  marriage,  which  was  with  a  Boman 
Catholic  woman,  was  by  a  Romish  priest  in  England,  not  accord- 
ing to  the  ritual  of  the  Church  of  England,  and  the  ceremonv  was 
performed  in  Latin,  which  the  witnesses  did  not  understand,  and 
could  not  therefore  swear  that  the  ceremony  of  maniage  accord- 
ing to  the  Church  of  Rome  was  read ;  it  was  directed  that  the 
defendant  should  be  acquitted.  (I)  Willes,  C.  J.,  who  tried  him, 
seemed  to  be  of  opinion  that  a  maniage  by  a  priest  of  the  Church 
of  Rome  was  a  good  marriage,  (m)  if  the  ceremony  according  to 
that  church  could  be  proved ;  namely,  the  words  of  the  contracting 
part  of  it. 

The  former  Marriage  Act,  26  Geo.  2,  c.  38,  required  all  mar- 
riages to  be  by  banns  or  license  :  and  declared  that  all  marriages 
solemnized  in  any  other  place  than  a  church  or  public  chapel  (un- 


(/)  Reg.  V,  Chadwick,  11  Q.  B.  173. 

ig)  Beg.  V.  St.  Giles  in  the  Fields, 
11  Q.  B.  173.  Where  a  womiui  proved 
that  she  had  a  sister  seyen  years  older 
than  herself,  and  that  thej  were  brought 
up  together  with  their  parents,  and  that 
she  always  believed  that  the^  were  sisters, 
Erie,  J.,  neld  this  was  sufficient  evidence 
to  prove  that  they  were  sisters.  And  the 
witness  having  also  proved  that  her  sister 
married  M.  in  1846  and  died  in  1848,  and 
that  the  witness  mairied  M.  in  1849, 
Erie,  J.,  held  that  this  showed  the  latter 
marriage  to  be  void.  Reg.  v.  Young, 
5  Cox,  C.  C.  296. 

(h)  Reg.  V.  Brighton,  1  Best  &  S.  447. 


( i )  Brook  v.  Brook,  8  Smale  &  C^.  481. 
9  H.  L.  C.  193.  Such  affinity  can  only 
be  constituted  by  mairia^  and  not  by 
sexual  intercourse.  Wmg  v,  Taylor. 
2  Swabey  &  T.  278. 

ij )  By  Denison,  J.,  referred  to  by  the 
Court  in  Morris  v.  Miller,  1  Blac  R.  682. 

(k)  Rex  9.  Brampton,  10  East,  287, 
note  (6). 

(I)  Lyon's  case,  Old  BaUey,  17S8. 
1  East,  P.  C.  c.  12,  B.  10,  p.  469,  citing 
Serjeant  Foster's  MS. 

(m)  To  this  Mr.  East  (id.  ibid.)  sub- 
joins a  qucere,  and  says  that  it  must  at 
least  be  understood  of  the  marriage  of 
persons  of  that  communion. 


CHAP,  v.] 


Marriage  Acts. 


271 


less  by  special  license),  or  solemnized  without  publication  of 
banns  or  license,  should  be  null  and  void  to  all  intents  and  pur- 
posea  It  contained  also  special  provisions  as  to  the  publication  of 
oaivns;  and,  as  to  marriages  by  license,  it  provided  that  all  such 
marriages,  where  either  of  the  parties,  not  being  a  widower  or 
widow,  was  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  had  without  the 
consent  of  the  father  of  such  of  the  parties  so  under  age  (if  then 
living)  first  had  and  obtained  ;  or  if  dead,  of  the  guardian  or  guar- 
dians of  the  person  of  the  party  so  under  age,  lawfully  appointed, 
or  one  of  them ;  and  in  case  there  was  no  such  guardian  or  guar- 
dians, then  of  the  mother  (if  living  and  unmarried) ;  or  if  there 
was  no  mother  living  and  unmarried,  then  of  a  guardian  or  guar- 
dians of  the  person  appointed  by  the  Court  of  Chancery :  should 
be  absolutely  null  and  void  to  all  intents  and  purposes  whatso- 
ever, (n)  But  these  provisions  as  to  marriages  by  license  were  re- 
pealed as  to  any  marriages  thereafter  to  be  solemnized  by  the  3 
Geo.  4,  c  75,  s.  1,  which  passed  on  the  22nd  of  July,  1822,  and 
came  into  operation  on  the  1st  of  September  following :  and  it  was 
further  enacted,  that  in  all  cases  of  marriage  solemnized  by  license 
before  the  passing  of  this  Act  of  3  Geo.  4,  without  any  such  con- 
sent, and  where  the  parties  had  continued  to  live  together  as 
husband  and  wife  till  the  death  of  one  of  them,  or  till  the  passing 
of  the  Act,  or  had  only  discontinued  their  cohabitation  for  the 
purpose,  or  during  the  pending  of  any  proceedings  touching  the 
validity  of  such  marriage,  such  marriage,  if  not  otherwise  invalid, 
should  be  deemed  good  and  valid  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  (o) 

A  pauper,  not  being  a  widow,  and  being  under  age,  was  married 
by  license  in  1808,  without  the  consent  of  her  father,  who  was 
then  living,  and  continued  to  live  with  her  husband  till  1825, 
when  she  married  another  man,  her  first  husband  being  still  alive  ; 


(n)  Sec.  11.  By  sec.  12  provision  was 
made  for  a  petition  to  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor, &c.,  where  the  gaardians  or  mother 
were  not  in  a  situation  to  consent,  or  to 
refuse  to  consent.  By  sec.  4  licenses  were 
to  be  granted  to  solemnize  matrimony  in 
the  church  or  chapel  of  such  parish  only 
where  one  of  the  parties  had  resided  for 
four  weeks  before.  But  by  sec.  10  proof 
of  the  actual  dwelling  in  the  parishes,  &c. , 
where  a  marriage  was  by  oanns,  or  of 
the  usual  place  of  abode  of  one  of  the 
parties,  where  a  marriage  was  by  license, 
was  made  unnecessary  after  the  solemni- 
zation of  the  marriage,  and  evidence  was 
not  to  be  received  in  either  of  these  cases 
to  prove  the  contrarv,  in  any  suit  touch- 
ing the  validity  of  tne  marriage. 

(o)  8  Geo.  4,  c.  76,  s.  2.  Sec.  8  pro- 
vided that  the  Act  should  not  render  valid 
any  marriage  declared  invalid. by  any 
Ck>urt  of  competent  jurisdiction  before  the 
passing  of  the  Act ;  nor  any  marriage 
where  either  party  should  at  any  time 
afterwards,  during  the  life  of  the  other 
party,  have  lawmlly  intermarried  with 
any  other  person.  Nor  (by  sec.  4)  any 
marriage,  the  invalidity  of  which  had 
been  estabHshed  before  the  passing  of  the 
Act,  upon  the  trial  of  any  issue  touching 
its  vahdity,  or  touching  tne  legitimacy  of 


any  person  alleged  to  be  the  descendant 
of  the  parties  to  such  marriage.  Nor  (by 
sec.  5)  any  marriage  the  validity  of  which, 
or  the  legitimacv  of  any  person  alleged 
to  be  the  lawful  descendantof  the  parties 
married,  had  been  duly  brought  into  ques- 
tion in  proceedings  in  any  cause,  &c,  in 
which  judgments  or  decrees,  or  orders  of 
court,  had  been  pronounced  or  made  be- 
fore  the  passing  or  the  Act,  in  consequence 
of  or  firom  the  effects  of  proof  in  such 
causes,  &c.,  of  the  validity  of  such  mar- 
riage, or  the  illegitimacy  of  such  descen- 
dant. By  sec.  6,  if  before  the  Act,  any 
property  nad  been  possessed,  or  any  title 
of  honour  enjoyed  on  the  cround  of  the 
invalidity  of  any  marriage,  by  reason  that 
it  was  solemnized  without  consent,  then, 
although  no  sen  ten  ce  had  been  pronounced 
against  the  validity  of  such  marriage,  the 
right  and  interest  in  such  property  or 
title  of  honour  should  in  no  manner  be 
affected  or  nrejudiced.  And  by  sec  7 
nothing  in  the  Act  was  to  affect  any  act 
done  before  the  passing  of  the  Act,  under 
the  authority  of  any  court,  or  in  the 
administration  of  any  personal  estate  or 
effects,  or  the  execution  of  any  will  or 
testament,  or  the  performance  of  any 
trust. 
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it  was  held  that  the  first  maiiiage  was  rendered  valid  by  3  Geo.  4, 
c.  75,  s.  2,  because  the  parties  had  lived  together  till  that  Act 
passed,  and  was  not  rendered  invalid  by  the  pauper's  subsequent 
marriage  to  another  person,  (p)  But  where  two  minors  were 
married  by  licensQ  and  without  consent  of  parents,  in  1816  ;  and, 
after  cohabiting  for  a  few  months,  the  owner  of  the  house  where 
they  lodged  compelled  the  husband  to  leave  it  for  his  misconduct, 
and  he  never  lived  with  his  wife  afterwards,  and  died  in  1817 ; 
and  shortly  after  the  separation  he  on  several  occasions  had  de- 
clared that  he  would  never  live  with  her  again,  giving  as  one 
reason  that  she  was  not  his  lawful  wife  ;  but  some  evidence  was 
given  that  after  the  separation  she  had  received  small  sums  which 
were  ultimately  allowed  out  of  the  rent  of  the  husband's  land,  but 
whether  by  his  direction  or  not  did  not  appear ;  it  was  held  that 
the  marriage  was  not  rendered  valid  by  the  3  Geo.  4,  c.  75,  s.  2.  (g) 
A  prisoner  was  married  on  the  30th  of  August,  1822,  by  license, 
and  without  the  consent  of  either  of  her  parents,  she  being  between 
sixteen  and  seventeen  years  of  age  ;  it  was  held,  on  a  case  reserved, 
that  the  marriage  was  valid,  for  under  the  3  Geo.  4,  c.  75,  which 
passed  on  the  22nd  of  July,  1822,  the  26  Geo.  2,  c.  33,  s.  11,  had 
ceased  to  operate,  and  the  provisions  as  to  marriages  by  licenses  in 
the  3  Geo.  4,  c.  75,  did  not  come  into  force  till  the  first  of  September 
following,  (r) 

The  3  Geo.  4,  c.  75,  contained  also  enactments  as  to  the  granting 
of  licenses,  the  consent  of  parents  and  guardians,  and  the  publica- 
tion of  banns,  which  have  been  repealed  by  the  4  Geo.  4,  c.  17, 
which  enacted,  that  licer^es  should  and  might  be  granted  by  the 
same  persons,  and  in  the  same  manner  and  form,  and,  in  the  case 
of  minors,  with  the  same  consent,  and  banns  be  published  in  the 
same  manner  and  form  as  licenses  and  banns  were  respectively 
regulated  by  the  26  Geo,  2,  c.  33 ;  and  enacted  also  (by  sec.  2) 
that  all  marriages  which  had  been  or  should  be  solemnized  under 
licenses  granted,  or  banns  published,  conformably  to  the  provisions 
of  the  3  Geo.  4,  c.  75,  should  be  good  and  valid  ;  and  that  no 
marriage  solemnized  under  any  license  granted  in  the  form  or 
manner  prescribed  by  either  the  26  Geo.  2,  c.  33,  or  the  3  Geo.  4, 
c.  75,  should  be  deemed  invalid  on  account  of  want  of  consent  of 
any  parent  or  guardian.  The  old  Marriage  Act  was  then  in  a  great 
measure  revived,  though  only  for  a  short  period.  The  4  Geo.  4, 
c.  5,  was  passed  to  render  valid  certain  marriages  which  had  been 
solemnized  by  licenses  granted  through  error,  after  the  passing  of 
the  3  Geo,  4,  c.  75,  by  or  in  the  name  of  bodies  corporate  or 
persons  their  officers  or  surrogates,  other  than  the  Archbishops  of 
Canterbury  and  York,  and  the  bishops  within  their  respective 
dioceses,  who  were  alone  authorised  to  grant  such  licenses  by  the  3 
Geo.  4,  c.  75 ;  but  this  provision  of  the  4  Geo.  4,  c.  5,  applies  only 
to  marriages  solemnized  by  such  en*oneous  licenses  granted  after 
the  8  (Jeo.  4,  and  before  the  passing  of  the  4  Geo.  4,  c.  5. 
4  Geo.  4,  The  4  Geo.  4,  c.  76,  («)  reciting  that  it  is  expedient  to  amend 

^^■•^»       the  laws  respecting  marriages  in  England,  enacts,  that,  after  the 
26^0.  2         1st  day  of  November,  1823,  so  much  of  the  26  Geo.  2,  c.  33,  as  was 

ip)  Rex  V,  St.  Jolm  Delpike.     2  B.  &  (r)  Rex  v.  Waully,  R.  &  M.  0.  C.  R. 

cL  226.  168. 

{q)  Poole  V,  Poole,  2  Tyrw.  R.  76,  (a)  See  86  k  37  Vict  c.  91. 
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in  force  immediately  before  the  passing  of  this  Act,  and  also  the  c.  88,  and 
4  Geo.  4,  c.  17,  shall  be  repealed,  save  and  except  as  to  any  acts,  ^  Cf6o.4,  c.l7. 
matters,  or  things,  done  under  the  provisions  of  either  of  the  said         ^ 
Acts,  before  the  said  Ist  day  of  November,  as  to  which  the  said 
Acts  are  respectively  to  be  of  the  same  force  and  effect,  as  if  this 
Act  had  not  been  made. 

Sec.  2.  'After  the  1st  day  of  November  (1823),  all  banns  of  Banna  where, 
matrimony  shall  be  published  in  an  audible  manner  in  the  parish  pubSihaf  and 
church,  or  in  some  public  chapel,  in  which  chapel  banns  of  matri-  marriage  to  be 
mony  may  now  or  may  hereafter  be  lawfully  published,  of  or  be-  Bolomnized 
longing  to  such  parish  or  chapelry,  wherein  the  persons  to  be  p^biiflhedL^" 
married  shall  dwell,  according  to  the  form  of  words  prescribed  by 
the  rubric  prefixed  to  the  oflBce  of  matrimony  in  the  Book  of  Com- 
mon Prayer,  upon  three  Sundays  preceding  the  solemnization  of 
marriage,  during  the  time  of  morning  service,  or  of  evening  service  (if 
there  shall  be  no  morning  service  in  such  church  or  chapel  upon  the 
Sunday  upon  which  such  banns  shall  be  so  published),  immediately 
after  the  second  lesson ;  and  whensoever  it  shall  happen  that  the 
persons  to  be  married  shall  dwell  in  divei^s  parishes  or  chapelries, 
the  banns  shall  in  like  manner  be  published  in  the  church,  or  in 
such  chapel  as  aforesaid,  belonging  to  such  parish  or  chapelry 
wherein  each  of  the  said  persons  shall  dwell ;  and  that  all  other 
the  rules  prescribed  by  the  Said  rubric  concerning  the  publication 
of  banns,  and  the  solemnization  of  matrimony,  and  not  hereby 
altered,  shall  be  duly  observed ;  and  that  in  all  cases  where  banns 
shall  have  been  published,  the  marriage  shall  be  solemnized  in  one 
of  the  parish  churches  or  chapels  where  such  banns  shall  have 
been  published,  and  in  no  other  places  whatsoever.*  . 

Sea  3.  *  The  bishop  of  the  diocese,  with  the  consent  of  the  patron  BiBhop,  with 
and  the  incumbent  of  the  church  of  the  parish  in  which  any  public  consent  of  the 
chapel,  having  a  chapeliy  thereunto  annexed,  may  be  situated,  or  of  UJl^bent, 
any  chapel  situated  in  an  extra-parochial  place,  signified  to  him  may  authorixe 
under  their  hands  and  seals  respectively,  may  authorize,  by  writing  the  publication 
under  his  hand  and  seal,  the  publication  of  banns  and  the  solemni-  pubiic'ch^ei!^ 
zation  of  marriages  in  such  chapel  for  persons  residing  within  such 
chapelry  or  extra-parochial  place  respectively  ;  and  such  consent, 
together  with  such  written  authority,  shall  be  registered  in  the 
registry  of  the  diocese.' 

Sec.  4.  '  In  every  chapel  in  respect  of  which  such  authority  Notice  to  be 
shall  be  given  as  aforesaid,  there  shall  be  placed  in  some  con-  placed  in  such 
spicuous  part  of  the  interior  of  such  chapel  a  notice  in  the  words       ^' 
following :  "  Banns  may  be  published,  and  marriages  solemnized 
in  this  chapel." ' 

Sec.  5.  *  All  provisions  now  in  force,  or  which  may  hereafter  be  ProTjsions 
established  by  law,  relative  to  providing  and  keeping  marriage  w^ti/e^o    . 
registers  in  any  parish  churches,  shall  extend  and  be  construed  to  tare^JrtendiKr 
extend  to  any  chapel  in  which  the  publication  of  banns  and  solemni-  to  chapels  so 
zation  of  marriages  shall  be  so  authorized  as  aforesaid,  in  the  same  fathomed  as 
manner  as  if  the  same  were  a  parish  church  ;  and  everything  re-     °"***  * 
quired  by  law  to  be  done  relative  thereto  by  the  churchwardens  of 
any  parish  church,  shall  be  done  by  the  chapelwarden,  or  other 
ofiScer  exercising  analogous  duties  in  such  chapel,  (f) 

Sec.  6.  '  On  or  before  the  said  1st  day  of  November,  and  from  Book  to  be 

(t)  See  as  to  the  registration  of  marriages,  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c  86,  ss.  1,  30,  31. 
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time  to  time  afterwards  as  there  shall  be  occasion,  the  church- 
wardens and  chapelwardens  of  churches  and  chapels,  wherein 
marriages  are  solemnized,  shall  provide  a  proper  book  of  substantial 
paper,  marked  and  ruled  respectively  in  manner  directed  for  the 
register  book  of  marriages  ;  and  the  banns  shall  be  published  from 
the  said  register  book  of  banns  by  the  officiating  minister,  and  not 
from  loose  papers,  and  after  publication  shall  be  signed  by  the 
officiating  minister,  or  by  some  person  under  his  direction.' 

Sec.  7.  '  No  parson,  vicar,  minister,  or  curate,  shall  be  obliged  to 
publish  the  banns  of  matrimony  between  any  persons  whatsoever, 
unless  the  persons  to  be  married  shall,  seven  days  at  the  least 
before  the  time  required  for  the  first  publication  of  such  banns 
respectively,  deliver,  or  cause  to  be  delivered  to  such  parson,  vicar, 
minister,  or  curate,  a  notice  in  writing,  dated  on  the  day  on  which 
the  same  shall  be  so  delivered,  of  their  true  Christian  names  and 
surnames,  and  of  the  house  or  houses  of  their  respective  abodes 
within  such  parish  or  chapelry  as  aforesaid,  and  of  the  time  during 
which  they  have  dwelt,  inhabited,  or  lodged,  in  such  house  or 
houses  respectively.' 

Sec.  8.  'No  parson,  minister,  vicar,  or  curate,  solemnizing 
marriages  after  the  first  day  of  November  next,  between  persons, 
both  or  one  of  whom  shall  be  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years, 
after  banns  published,  shall  be  punishable  by  ecclesiastical  censures 
for  solemnizing  such  maniages  without  consent  of  parents  or  guar- 
dians, unless  such  parson,  minister,  vicar,  or  curate,  shall  have 
notice  of  the  dissent  of  such  parents  or  guardians ;  and  in  case 
such  parents  or  guardians,  or  one  of  them,  shall  openly  and 
publicly  declare  or  cause  to  be  declared,  in  the  church  or  chapel 
where  the  banns  shall  be  so  published,  at  the  time  of  such  publi- 
cation, his,  her,  or  their  dissent  to  such  marriage,  such  publication 
of  banns  shall  be  absolutely  void.' 

Sec.  9.  '  Wherever  a  marriage  shall  not  be  had  within  three 
months  after  the  complete  publication  of  banns,  no  minister  shall 
proceed  to  the  solemnizationof  the  same,  until  the  banns  shall  have 
been  republished  on  three  several  Sundays,  in  the  form  and  man- 
ner prescribed  in  this  Act,  unless  by  license  duly  obtained  accord- 
ing to  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  10.  '  No  license  of  marriage  shall,  from  and  after  the  said 
first  day  of  November,  be  granted  by  any  archbishop,  bishop,  or 
other  ordinary,  or  person  having  authority  to  grant  such  licenses,  to 
solemnize  any  marriage  in  any  other  church  or  chapel  than  in  the 
parish  church,  or  in  some  public  chapel  of  or  belonging  to  the 
parish  or  chapelry  within  which  the  usual  place  of  abode  of  one  of 
the  persons  to  be  married  shall  have  been  for  the  space  of  fifteen 
days  immediately  before  the  granting  of  such  license.' 

Sec.  11.  *  If  any  caveat  be  entered  against  the  sfrant  of  any 
license  for  a  manlage.  such  caveat  being  luly  signed  V  or  on  thi 
behalf  of  the  person  who  enters  the  same,  together  with  his  place 
of  residence,  and  the  ground  of  objection  on  which  his  caveat  is 
founded,  no  license  shall  issue  till  the  said  caveat,  or  a  true  copy 
thereof,  be  transmitted  to  the  judge  out  of  whose  office  the  license 
is  to  issue,  and  until  the  judge  nas  certified  to  the  registrar  that  he 
has  examined  into  the  matter  of  the  caveat,  and  is  satisfied  that  it 
ought  not  to  obstruct  the  grant  of  the  license  for  the  said  mar- 


CHAP,  v.]  Maniage  Acts.  275 

riage,  or  until  the  caveat  be  withdrawn  by  the  party  who  entered 
the  same.* 

Sec.  12.  'All  parishes  where  there  shall  be  no  parish  church  or  ParisheB, 
chapel  belonging  thereto,  or  none  wherein  divine  service  shall  be  ^^^^  »<> 
usually  solemnized  every  Sunday,  and  all  extra-parochial  places  ^^^  ^^ 
whatever,  having  no  public  chapel  wherein  banns  may  be  lawfully  extra-parochial 
published,  shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to  belong  to  any  parish  or  places,  deemed 
chapelry  next  adjoining,  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act  only ;  and  Jj^i^j^,^« 
where  banns  shall  be  published  in  any  church  or  chapel  of  any  pariah,  &c. 
parish  or  chapelry  adjoining  to  any  such  parish  or  chapelry  where 
there  shall  be  no  church  or  chapel,  or  none  wherein  divine  ser- 
vice shall  be  solemnized  as  aforesaid,  or  to  any  extra-parochial 
place  as  aforesaid,  the  parson,  vicar,  minister,  or  curate,  publishing 
such  banns,  shall,  in  writing  under  his  hand,  certify  the  publication 
thereof  in  the  same  manner  as  if  either  of  the  persons  to   be 
married  had  dwelt  in  such  adjoining  parish  or  chapelry/ 

Sec.  13.  *  If  the  church  of  any  parish,  or  chapel  of  any  chapelry.  Where 
wherein  marriages  have  been  usually  solemnized,  be  demolished  in  churches  are 
order  to  be  rebuilt,  or  be  under  repair,  and  on  such  account  be  ^X^^&,°' 
disused  for  public  service,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  banns  to  be  baons  to  be ' 
proclaimed  in  a  church   or  chapel    of  any  adjoining  parish   or  proclaimed  in 
chapelry  in  which  banns  are  usually  proclaimed,  or  in  anyplace  chapel  of  an 
within  the  limits  of  the  parish  or  chapelry  which  shall  be  licensed  adjoining 
by  the  bishop  of  the  diocese  for  the  perfoimance  of  divine  service,  pansiii  &c. 
during  the  repair  or  rebuilding  of  the  church  as  aforesaid;  and 
where  no  such  place  shall  be  so  licensed,  then,  during  such  period 
as  aforesaid,  the  marriage  may  be  solemnized   in  the  adjoining 
church  or  chapel  wherein  the  banns  have  been  proclaimed,  and  all  Prorision  for 
marriages  heretofore  solemnized  in  other  places  within  the  said  former  mar- 
parishes  or  chapelries  than  the  said  churches  or  chapels,  on  account  J^^^^ed. 
of  their  being  under  repair,  or  taken  down  in  order  to  be  rebuilt, 
shall  not  be  liable  to  have  their  validity  questioned  on  that  account, 
nor  shall  the  ministers  who  have  so  solemnized  the  same  be  liable 
to  any  ecclesiastical  censure,  or  to  any  other  proceeding  or  penalty 
whatsoever.'   This  enactment  being  defective  in  not  providing  that 
marriages  might  be  solemnized  in  the  places  licensed  for  the  pro* 
clamation  of  banns ;  nor  that  marriages  might  be  solemnized  by 
license  in  an  adjoining  church  or  chapel ;  nor  that  the  validity  of 
marriages  thereafter  solemnized  in  other  places  than  the  churches 
and  chapels  out  of  repair,  should  not  be  questioned  on  that  account ; 
nor  that  the  ministers  who  should  thereafter  solemnize  such  mar- 
riages should  not  be  liable  to  ecclesiastical  censure,  &c. ;  the  5  Geo.  4, 
c.  32,  enacts,  that  'all  marriages  which    have   been  heretofore 
solemnized,  or  which  shall  be  hereafter  solemnized  in  any  place 
within  the  limits  of  such  parish  or  chapelry  so  licensed  for  the  per- 
formance of  divine  service,  during  the  repair  or  rebuilding  of  the 
church  of  any  parish,  or  chapel  of  any  chapelry,  wherein  marriages 
have  been  usually  solemnized ;   or  if  no  such  place  shall  be  so 
licensed,  then  in  a  church  or  chapel  of  any  adjoining  parish  or 
chapelry  in  which  banns  are  usually  proclaimed,  whether  by  banns 
lawfully  published  in  such  church  or  chapel,  or  by  license  lawfidly 
granted,  shall  not  have  their  validity  questioned  on  account  of  their 
having  been  so  solemnized,  nor  shall  the  ministers  who  have  so 
solemnized  the  same  be  liable  to  an  ecclesiastical  censure,  or  to 
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any  other  proceeding.*  And  that  all  licenses  granted  by  any  person 
having  authority  to  gi'ant  them  for  the  solemnization  of  marriages 
in  a  church  or  chapel,  wherein  marriages  have  been  usually  solem- 
nized, shall  be  deemed  to  be  licenses  for  the  solemnization  of  mar- 
riages in  any  place  within  the  limits  of  such  parish  or  chapelry, 
which  shall  be  licensed  by  the  bishop  for  the  performance  of  divine 
service,  during  the  repair  or  rebuilding  of  any  such  church  or 
chapel,  or  if  no  place  shall  be  so  licensed,  then  in  the  church  or 
chapel  of  any  adjoining  parish  or  chapelry  wherein  marriages  have 
been  usually  solemnized,  (u)  And  also  that  all  banns  proclaimed, 
and  all  marriages  solemnized,  according  to  the  provisions  of  this 
Act  in  any  place  so  licensed,  within  the  limits  of  any  parish  or 
chapelry,  during  the  repair  or  rebuilding  of  the  church,  &c.,  shall 
be  considered  as  proclaimed  and  solemnized  in  the  church,  &c.,  and 
shall  be  so  registered  accordingly,  {v) 

The  4  Geo.  4,  c.  76,  s.  14,  enacts,  *  for  avoiding  all  fraud  and  col- 
lusion in  obtaining  of  licenses  for  marriage,  that  before  any  such 
license  be  granted,  one  of  the  parties  shall  personally  swear  before 
the  surrogate,  or  other  person  having  authority  to  grant  the  same, 
that  he  or  she  believeth  that  there  is  no  impediment  of  kindred  or 
alliance,  or  of  any  other  lawful  cause,  nor  any  suit  commenced  in 
any  ecclesiastical  court,  to  bar  or  hinder  the  proceeding  of  the  said 
matrimony  according  to  the  tenor  of  the  said  license  ;  and  that  one 
of  the  said  parties  hath,  for  the  space  of  fifteen  days  immediately 
preceding  such  license,  had  his  or  her  usual  place  of  abode  within 
the  parish  or  chapelry  within  which  such  marriage  is  to  be  solem- 
nized ;  and,  where  eitiier  of  the  parties,  not  being  a  widower  or 
widow,  shall  be  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  that  the  con- 
sent of  the  person  or  pereons  whose  consent  to  such  marriage 
is  required  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act  has  been  obtained 
thereto  :  provided  always,  that  if  there  should  be  no  such  person 
or  persons  having  authority  to  give  such  consent,  then  upon  oath 
made  to  that  effect  by  the  party  requiring  such  license,  it  shall  be 
lawful  to  grant  such  license,  notwithstanding  the  want  of  any  such 
consent.' 

Sec.  15.  'It  shall  not  be  required  of  any  person  applying  for  such 
license  to  give  any  caution  or  security,  by  bond  or  otherwise,  before 
such  license  is  granted,  anything  in  any  Act  or  canon  tOL  the  con- 
trary thereof  notwithstanding.* 

Sec.  16.  'The  father,  if  living,  of  any  paily  under  twenty-one 
years  of  age,  such  parties  not  being  a  widower  or  widow  ;  or,  if  the 
father  shall  be  dead,  the  guardian  or  guardians  of  the  person  of  the 
party  so  under  age,  lawfully  appointed,  or  one  of  them ;  and,  in 
case  there  shall  be  no  such  guardian  or  guardians,  then  the  mother 
of  such  party,  if  unmarried ;  and,  if  there  shall  be  no  mother  un- 
married, then  the  guardian  or  guardians  of  the  person  appointed 
by  the  Court  of  Chancery,  if  any,  or  one  of  them,  shall  have  autho- 
rity to  give  consent  to  the  marriage  of  such  party ;  and  such  con- 
sent is  hereby  required  for  the  marriage  of  such  party  so  under  age, 
unless  there  shall  be  no  person  authorized  to  give  such  con- 
sent.* (^) 

(u)  Sec.  2.  ticnlar  cbnrches  and  chapels, 

(v)  Sec.    8.     Many  other  acts   have  (w)  This  section  is  merely  directory, 

passed  to  render  valid  marriages  in  par-      see  Rex  v,  Binningham,  posty  p.  299. 
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Sec.  17.  '  In   case  the  father  or  fathers  of  the  parties  to  be  If  the  father 
married,  or  of  one  of  them,  so  under  aere  as  aforesaid,  shall  be  non  ^^  ^^^^^  ^® 
compos  mentis,  or  the  guardian  or  guardians,  mother  or  mothers,  or  ffifnOg  Jrjf 
any  of  them,  whose  consent  is  made  necessary  as  aforesaid  to  the  guardian  or 
marriage  of  such  party  or  parties,  shall  be  non  compos  mentis,  or  ™?*^erof 
in  parts  beyond  the  seas,  or  shall  unreasonably,  or  from  undue  com^s  mmtu 
motives,  refuse,  or  withhold  his,  her,  or  their  consent,  to  a  proper  or  beyond  sea,' 
marriage,  then  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  for  any  person  desirous  **•»  parties 
of  marrying,  in  any  of  the  before-mentioned  casas,  to  apply  by  Se^i^rdClmii- 
petition  to  the  Lord  Chancellor,  Lord  Keeper,  or  the  Lords  Com-  cellor. 
missioners  of  the  Great  Seal  of  Great  Britain  for  the  time  being. 
Master  of  the  Rolls,  or  Vice-Chancellor  of  England,  who  is  and  are 
respectively  hereby  empowered  to  proceed  upon  such  petition  in  a 
summary  way ;  and  in  case  the  marriage  proposed  shall  upon  ex- 
amination appear  to  be  proper,  the  said  Lord  Chancellor,  Lord 
Keeper,  or  Lords  Commissioners  of  the  Great  Seal  for  the  time 
being.  Master  of  the  Rolls,  or  Vice-Chancellor,  shall  judicially 
declare  the  same  to  be  so  ;  and  such  judicial  declaration  shall  be 
deemed  and  taken  to  be  as  good  and  effectual,  to  all  intents  and 
purposes,  as  if  the  father,  guardian  or  guardians,  or  mother  of  the 
person  so  petitioning,  had  consented  to  such  marriage.' 

Sec.  18.  '  From  and  after  the  said  first  day  of  November,  no  Surrogate  to 
surrogate,  hereafter  to  be  deputed  by  any  ecclesiastical  judge  who  *J^®  ^'^^  °^ 
hath  power  to  grant  licenses,  shall  grant  any  such  license  until  he 
hath  taken  an  oath  before  the  said  judge,  or  before  a  commissioner 
appointed  by  commission  under  the  seal  of  the  said  judge,  which 
commission  the  said  judge  is  hereby  authorized  to  issue,  faithfully 
to  execute  his  office  according  to  law,  to  the  best  of  his  knowledge, 
and  hath  given  security  by  his  bond  in  the  sum  of  one  hundred 
pounds  to  the  bishop  of  the  diocese  for  the  due  and  faithful  execu- 
tion of  his  said  office.* 

Sec.  19.  '  Whenever  a  marriage  shall  not  be  had  within  three  In  what  cafle 

*  1*        J 

months  after  the  grant  of  a  license  by  any  archbishop,  bishop,  or  Jf^vJ^'**? 
any  ordinary  or  peraon  having  authority  to  grant  such  license,  no  '  « 

minister  shall  proceed  to  the  solemnization  of  such  marriage  until 
a  new  license  shall  have  been  obtained,  unless  by  banns  duly  pub- 
lished according  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act.' 

Sec.  20.  '  Nothing  hereinbefore  contained  shall  be  construed  to  Right  of 
extend  to  deprive  the  Archbishop  of  Canterbury  and  his  successors,  ^^Jj^**^  if 
and  his  and  their  proper  officers,  of  the  right  which  hath  hitherto  grant  special 
been  used,  in  virtue  of  a  certain  statute  made  in  the  twenty-fifth  licenses,  as 
year  of  the  reign  of  the  late  King  Henry  the  Eighth,  intituled,  g^'f  21?  °'"' 
"  An  Act  concerning  Peter-pence  and  Dispensations,"  of  granting    ' 
special  licenses  to  marry  at  any  convenient  time  or  place.*  {x) 

Sec.  22.  '  If  any  persons  shall  knowingly  and  wilfully  intermarry  Marriage  void 
in  any  other  place  than  a  church,  or  such  public  chapel  wherein  where  persons 
banns  may  be  lawfully  published,  unless  by  special  license  as  afore-  j^  any^oSw^ 
said,  or  shall  knowingly  and  wilfully  intermarry  without  due  pub-  place  than  a 
lication   of  banns,  or  license  from  a  person  or  persons  having  church,  &c. 
authority  to  grant  the  same  first  had  and  obtained,  or  shall  know- 

(x)  By  sec.  21,   persons  solemnizing  shall  be  transported  for  fourteen  years, 

marriage  in  any  other  place  than  a  churcn  the  prosecution  to  be  commenced  within 

or  chapel,  or  without  banns  or  license,  or  three  years, 
under  pretence  of  being  in  holyorders. 
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ingly  and  wilfully  consent  to  or  acquiesce  in  the  solemnization  of 
such  marriage  by  any  person  not  being  in  holy  orders,  the  mar- 
riages of  such  persons  shall  be  null  and  void  to  all  intents  and 
purposes  whatsoever.'  (y) 

Sec.  26.  '  After  the  solemnization  of  any  marriage  under  a  publi- 
cation of  banns,  it  shall  not  be  necessary  in  support  of  such  marriage 
to  give  any  proof  of  the  actual  dwelling  of  the  parties  in  the 
respective  parishes  or  chapelries  wherein  the  banns  of  matrimony 
were  published  ;  or,  where  the  marriage  is  by  license,  it  shall  not 
be  necessary  to  give  any  proof  that  the  usual  place  of  abode  of  one 
of  the  parties,  for  the  space  of  fifteen  days  as  aforesaid,  was  in  the 
parish  or  chapeliy  where  the  marriage  was  solemnized ;  nor  shall 
any  evidence  in  either  of  the  said  cases  be  received  to  prove  the 
contrary,  in  any  suit  touching  the  validity  of  such  marriage.'  {z) 

Sec.  28.  *  All  marriages  shall  be  solemnized  in  the  presence  of 
two  or  more  credible  witnesses,  besides  the  minister  who  shall  cele- 
brate the  same ;  and  immediately  after  the  celebration  an  entry 
shall  be  made  in  the  register.' 

Sec.  30.  'This  Act,  or  anything  therein  contained,  shall  not 
extend  to  the  marriages  of  any  of  the  royal  family.' 

Sec.  31.  'Nothing  in  this  Act  contained  shall  extend  to  any 
marriages  amongst  the  people  called  Quakers,  or  amongst  the  per- 
sons professing  the  Jewish  religion,  where  both  the  parties  to  any 
such  marriage  shall  be  of  the  people  called  Quakers,  or  persons 
professing  the  Jewish  religion  respectively.'  (a) 

The  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  85,  (6)  s.  1,  enacts,  that  after  the  1st  of 
March,  1837,  (c)  'notwithstanding  anything  in  this  Act  contained, 
all  the  rules  prescribed  by  the  rubric  concerning  the  solemnizing 
of  marriages  shall  continue  to  be  duly  observed  by  every  person  in 
holy  orders  of  the  Church  of  England  who  shall  solemnize  any 
marriage  in  England :  provided  always,  that  where  by  any  law  or 
canon  in  force  before  the  passing  of  this  Act  it  is  provided  that 
any  marriage  may  be  solemnized  after  publication  of  banns,  such 
marriage  may  be  solemnized  in  like  manner  on  production  of  the 


{y)  By  sec.  2S,  nvhere  a  marriage  is 
solemnized  between  parties,  one  of  "^i^om 
is  under  age,  and  not  a  widower  or 
widow,  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Act,  by  false  oath  or  fraud,  the  guilty 
party  shall  forfeit  all  property  accruing 
from  the  marriage. 

(z)  Upon  an  enactment  nearly  similar, 
it  was  aetermined,  in  a  prosecution  for 
bigamy,  where  the  first  marriage  was 
proved  to  have  been  by  banns,  that  it 
was  no  objection  that  the  parties  did  not 
reside  in  the  parish  where  the  banns  were 
published  and  the  marriage  was  cele- 
brated. The  provision  of  the  statute  was 
considered  as  an  express  answer  to  the 
objection  ;  and  it  appears  not  to  have 
been  adverted  to  when  the  point  was  re- 
served for  the  opinion  of  the  judges. 
Bex  V.  Hind,  R.  k  R.  258. 

(a)  See  the  next  page.  By  sec.  SS,  the 
Act  only  extends  to  England.  As  to 
Ireland,  seej^os^,  p.  308. 

(ft)  By  87  &  88  Vict  c.  85  (passed  16th 
July,  1874),  tliis  Act  is  repealed  in  part, 


namely, 

Section  Four,  the  words  "  in  the  form 
of  schedule  (A. )  to  this  Act  annexed,  or 
to  the  like  effect" 

Sections  Six  and  Seven. 

Section  Eleven  from  **  in  the  form  of 
Schedule  (C.)"  to  "on  granting  such 
license. " 

Section  Twelve. 

Section  Fourteen  from  "  and  no  mar- 
liaffe  "  to  the  end  of  that  section. 

Ssction  Seventeen,  the  words  "Sub* 
ject  to  the  approval  of  the  Board  of 
Guardians  thereof." 

Sections  Twenty-five,  Twenty-nine, 
Thirty-five  and  Thirty-eight. 

Section  Thirty-nine,  the  words  "or  if 
the  marriage  is  by  license,  within  Seven 
days  after  such  entry. " 

Section  Forty-three. 

Schedules(A.),  (B.)  and  (C.) 

(c)  By  7  Will.  4,  c.  1,  the  operation  of 
this  Act  was  suspended  until  after  the 
last  day  of  June  1887. 
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registrar's  certificate  as  hereinafter  provided  ;  (d)  pi-ovided  also, 
that  nothing  in  this  Act  contained  shall  afifect  the  right  of  the 
Archbishop  of  Canterbury  and  his  successors,  and  his  and  their 
proper  officers,  to  grant  special  licensos  to  marry  at  any  convenient 
time  and  place,  or  the  right  of  any  surrogate  or  other  person  now 
having  authori^  to  grant  licenses  for  marriages/ 

Sec.  2.  The  Society  of  Friends,  commonly  called  Quakers,  and  MarriAgw  of 
also  persons  professing  the  Jewish  religion,  may  continue  to  con-  Qnakers  and 
tract  and  solemnize  marriage  according  to  the  usages  of  the  said    ^^' 
society  and  of  the    said  persons  respectively ;    and   every  such 
marriage  is  hereby  declared  and  confirmed  good  in  law,  provided 
that  the  parties  to  such  marriage  be  both  of  the  same  society,  or 
both  persons  professing  the  Jewish  religion  respectively,  provided 
also,  that  notice  to  the  registrar  shall  have  been  given,  and  the 
registrar's  cei*tificate  shall  have  issued  in  manner  hereinafter  pro- 
vided.' (e) 

id)  The  1  Vict,  a  22,  s.  86,  after  recit- 
ing this  provision,  enacts,  *  that  the  ^ving 
the  notice  to  the  saperintendent  registrar, 
and  the  issue  of  the  saperintendent  regis- 
trar's certificate,  as  in  the  said  Act  and  by 
this  Act  provided,  shall  be  used  and  stand 
instead  of  the  publication  of  banns  to  all 
intents  and  purposes  where  no  such  pub- 
lication shall  have  taken  place ;  and  every 
parson,  vicar,  minister,  or  curate  in  Eng- 
land shall  solemnize  marriage  after  sucn 
notice  and  certificate  as  aforesaid  in  like 
manner  as  after  due  publication  of  banns: 
provided  always  that  the  church  wherein 
any  marri^  according  to  the  rites  of  the 
Church  of  England  shall  so  be  solemnized 
shall  be  withm  the  district  of  the  superin- 
tendent registrar  by  whom  such  certificate 
as  aforesaid  shall  have  been  issued.' 

(e)  The  23  &  24  Vict.  c.  18,  recites . 
tma  clause,  and  sec.  12  of  the  7  &  8  Vict, 
c.  81  (I.),  and  enacts  that  after  the  80th 
of  June,  1860,  marriages  may  be  con- 
tracted and  solemnizea  according  to  the 
usages  of  the  said  Society  of  Friends, 
called  Quakers,  in  England  and  Ireland 
respectively,  not  only  in  the  case  pro- 
vided for  by  the  said  recited  provisions, 
but  also  in  cases  where  one  only  or  where 
neither  of  the  parties  to  the  marriage 
shall  be  a  member  of  the  said  society ; 
[provided  that  the  party  or  parties  who 
shall  not  be  a  member  or  members  of  the 
said  society  shall  profess  with  or  be 
of  the  persuasion  of^  the  said  society  ;] 
provided  also  that  no  person  who 
IS  not  a  member  of  the  said  society 
shall  be  married  according  to  the 
usages  thereof,  unless  he  or  she  shall  be 
authorized  thereto,  under  or  in  pursuance 
of  some  general  rule  or  rules  of  the  said 
society,  in  England  and  Ireland  respec- 
tively ;  and  a  copy  of  such  general  rule 
or  rues  purporting  to  be  signed  by  the 
recording  clerk  for  the  time  being  of  the 
said  society  in  London  and  in  Dublin 
respectively,  shall  be  admitted  as  evidence 
of  such  general  rule  or  rules  in  all  pro- 
ceedings touching  the  validity  of  any  such 
marriage/  By  sea  2,  all  enactments  then 
in  force  relating  to  marriages  according 


to  the  usages  of  the  said  society  are  ex- 
tended to  every  marriage  contracted 
under  this  Act. 

The  part  within  brackets  is  repealed 
by  the  87  &  88  Vict  c.  66,  the  Statute 
Law  Revision  Act,  1875. 

By  85  Vict.  c.  10,  s.  1,  *  From  and 
after  the  1st  day  of  January,  1873,  the 
said  recited  Act  of  the  28rd  and  24th 
years  of  the  reign  of  Her  present  Ma- 
jesty, chapter  18,  shall  be  construed  and 
shall  take  effect  as  if  the  words  next 
hereinafter  specified  were  omitted  there- 
from, namely,  '*  Provided  always,  that 
the  party  or  parties  who  shall  not  be  a 
memoer  or  members  of  the  said  society 
shall  profess  with  or  be  of  the  persuasion 
of  the  said  society. "  Provided  that  no 
marriage  shall  be  valid  under  this  Act, 
unless  when  notice  of  the  intention  to 
solemnize  such  marriage  is  given  to  the 
superintendent-registrar  in  England,  or 
(as  the  case  may  be^  to  the  registrar  of 
marriages  in  Ireiano,  as  required  by  law, 
a  certificate  shall  be  prodiuced  to  such 
superintendent-registrar  or  registrar  of 
marriages,  purporting  to  be  signed  by 
some  registering  officer  of  the  said  Society 
of  Friends  in  England  or  in  Ireland  re- 
spectively, to  the  effect  that  the  party 
by  whom  or  on  whose  behalf  such  notice 
is  given,  or  each  such  party  (as  the  case 
may  be),  is  authorized  thereto,  under  or 
in  pursuance  of  some  general  rule  or  rules 
of  the  said  society  in  England  or  Ireland 
respectively,  and  such  certificate  shall  be 
for  all  purposes  conclusive  evidence  that 
the  party  by  whom  or  on  whose  behalf 
such  notice  is  given,  or  each  such  pai-ty 
as  the  case  may  be),  is  duly  authorized 
to  proceed  to  the  accomplishment  of  such 
marriage  according  to  the  usages  of  the 
said  society,  and  the  register  of  such 
marriage,  or  a  copy  thereof  duly  certified 
accordmg  to  law,  shall  be  conclusive  evi- 
dence of  the  due  production  of  such  cer- 
tificate as  aforesaid,  but  no  such  certificate 
shall  be  reauired  in  cases  where  the  party 
giving;  sucn  notice  shall  declare,  either 
verbauy  or  in  writing,  if  thereunto  re- 
quired, that  both  the  parties  to  the  iu< 
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Sec.  3.  '  The  superintendent  registrar  of  births  and  deaths  of 
every  union,  parish,  or  place  shall  be,  in  right  of  his  oflSce,  super- 
intendent registrar  of  marriages  within  such  union,  parish  or  place, 
and  such  union,  parish,  or  place  shall  be  deemed  the  district  of 
such  superintendent  registrar  of  marriages.' 

Sec.  4.  '  In  every  case  of  man-iage  intended  to  be  solemnized  in 
England  after  the  said  first  day  of  March,  (/)  according  to  the 
rites  of  the  Church  of  England  (unless  by  license  or  by  special 
license,  or  after  publication  of  banns),  and  in  every  case  of  mar- 
riage intended  to  be  solemnized  in  England  after  the  said  first  day 
of  March,  according  to  the  usages  of  the  Quakers  or  Jews,  or 
according  to  any  form  authorized  by  this  Act,  one  of  the  parties 
shall  give  notice  under  his  or  her  hand  in  the  form  of  schedule  (A.) 
to  this  Act  annexed,  or  to  the  like  effect,  (jJT)  to  the  superintendent 
registrar  of  the  district  within  which  the  parties  shall  have  dwelt 
for  not  less  than  seven  days  then  next  preceding,  or  if  the  parties 
dwell  in  the  districts  of  different  superintendent  registrars  shall 
give  the  like  notice  to  the  superintendent  registrar  of  each  district, 
and  shall  state  therein  the  name  and  surname  and  the  profes- 
sion or  condition  of  each  of  the  parties  intending  mamage,  the 
dwelling  place  of  each  of  them,  and  the  time  not  being  less  than 
seven  days  during  which  each  has  dwelt  therein,  and  the  church  or 
other  building  in  which  the  marriage  is  to  be  solemnized ;  pro- 
vided that  if  either  party  shall  have  dwelt  in  the  place  stated 
in  the  notice  during  more  than  one  calendar  month,  it  may  be 
stated  therein  that  he  or  she  hath  dwelt  there  one  month  and 
upwards.*  (gr) 

Sec.  5.  *  The  superintendent  registrar  shall  file  all  such  notices, 
and  keep  them  with  the  records  of  his  oflSce,  and  shall  also 
forthwith  enter  a  true  copy  of  all  such  notices  fairly  into  a  book, 
to  be  for  that  purpose  furnished  to  him  by  the  registrar-general, 
to  be  called  '*  the  marriage  notice  book,"  the  cost  of  providing 
which  shall  be  defrayed  in  like  manner  as  the  cost  of  providing 
register  books  of  births  and  deaths  ;  {gg)  and  the  marriage  n9tice 
book  shall  be  open  at  all  reasonable  times  without  fee  to  all 
persons  desirous  of  inspecting  the  same  ;  and  for  every  such  entry 
the  superintendent  registrar  shall  be  entitled  to  have  a  fee  of  one 
shilling.' 

Sec.  6.  '  If  such  superintendent  registrar  shall  be  clerk  to  the 
guardians  of  any  poor-law  union,  or  of  any  parish  or  place  com- 
prising the  district  for  which  such  superintendent  registrar  shall 
act,  he  shall  read  such  notices  as  hereinafter  directed  ;  and  if  he 
shall  not  be  such  clerk,  then  he  shall  transmit  to  such  clerk  on  the 
day  previous  to  each  weekly  meeting  of  such  guardians  all  such 


tended  marriage  are  either  members  of 
the  said  society  or  in  profession  with  or 
of  the  persuasion  thereof. 

All  marriages  solemnized  in  England 
before  July  1,  1887,  and  in  Ireland  before 
April  1,  1845,  according  to  the  usages  of 
the  Quakers  or  Jews,  are  rendered  valid 
by  the  10  &  11  Vict.  c.  68,  provided  the 
parties  were  both  Quakers  or  both  persons 
professing  the  Jewish  religion.  As  to 
marriages  of  Jews  in  Ireland,  see  7  &  8 
Vict.  c.  81,  a.  13 ;  34  &  36  Vict.  c.  49, 


8.  28.  See  19  &  20  Vict  c.  119,  s.  21, 
po5^  p.  293. 

(/)  See  note  to  sec.  1,  anU^  p.  278. 

Of)  See  ai^,  p.  278,  note  (6). 

{g)  By  1  Vict.  c.  22,  s.  10,  the  regis- 
trar-general  may  unite  two  or  more  dis- 
tricts, and  by  sec.  11  may  divide  districts. 
See  the  19  &  20  Vict.  c.  119,  s.  8,  po^, 
p.  289. 

{gg)  Repealed  as  to  the  costs  of  regis- 
ters by  the  21  &  22  Vict.  c.  25,  s.  «. 
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notices  of  intended  marriage  as  he  shall  have  received  on  or  since 
the  day  previous  to  the  weekly  meeting  immediately  preceding 
the  same ;  and  such  clerk  shall  read  such  notices  imm.ediately  after 
the  minutes  of  the  proceedings  of  such  guardians  at  their  last  meet- 
ing shall  have  been  read  ;  and  such  notices  shall  be  so  read  three 
several  times  in  three  successive  weeks  at  the  weekly  meetings  of 
such  guardians,  unless  in  any  case  license  for  marriage  shall  be 
sooner  granted,  and  notice  of  such  license  being  granted  shall  have 
been  given  to  such  clerk ;  provided  also,  that  if  it  shall  happen 
that  the  board  of  guardians  of  any  such  union,  parish,  or  place 
shall  not  so  meet,  it  shall  be  sufficient  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act 
that  such  notices  shall  be  read  at  any  meeting  of  such  guardians 
which  shall  be  held  within  twenty-one  days  from  the  day  of  such 
notice  being  entered.*  (A) 

The  1  Vict.  c.  22,  s.  24,  reciting  this  section,  and  that  '  it  may  Notices  of 
happen  in  certain  superintendent  registrars'  districts  that  there  marr»«etobe 
may  be  no  such  guardians,'  enacts,  '  that  in  every  such  case,  but  the^uperin-'* 
only  until  the  election  of  such  board  of  guardians  and  of  a  clerk  to  tendent  regis- 
their  board,  every  notice  of  marriage  given  according  to  the  provi-  l^ll"?®?' 
sions  of  the  said  Act  for  marriages,  or  a  true  and  exact  copy  thereof,  J^i^g  ^^^  ^^^ 
under  the  hand  of  the  superintendent  registrar,  shall  be  suspended  the  meetings  of 
in  some  conspicuous  place  in  the  office  of  the  superintendent  regis-  pi*>^i«»s»  &c. 
trar  during  seven  successive  days,  if  the  marriage  is  to  be  solem- 
nized by  license,  or  twenty-one  successive  days  if  the  maniage  is 
to  be  solemnized  without  license,  before  any  marriage  shall  be 
solemnized  in  pursuance  of  such  notice ;  and  the  particulars  of 
every  such  notice  shall  be  sent  by  the  superintendent  registrar  to 
every  registmr  of  marriages  within  his  district,  and  shall  be  open 
to  the  inspection  of  every  one  who  shall  apply  at  reasonable  times 
to  such  registrar  to  inspect  the  same.'  (i) 

By  the  6  &  7  Will  4,  a  85,  s.  7,  {j)  *  after  the  expiration  of  seven  After  seven 
days  if  the  marriage  is  to  1;^  solemnized  by  license,  or  of  twenty-  ^^J^tM^e 
one  days  if  the  marriage  is  to  be  solemnized  without  license,  after  dA7s,oertificate 
the  entry  of  such  notice,  the  superintendent  registrar,  upon  being  of  notice  to  be 
requested  so  to  do  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  party  by  whom  the  ^^^^^"^ 
notice  was  given,  shall  issue  under  his  hand  a  certificate  in  the 
form  of  schedule  (B.)  to  this  Act  annexed,  provided  that  no  lawful 
impediment  be  shown  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  superintendent 
registrar  why  such  certificate  should  not  issue,  and  provided  that 
the  issue  of  such  certificate  shall  not  have  been  sooner  forbidden 
in  manner  hereinafter  mentioned  by  any  person  or  persons  autho- 
rized in  that  behalf  as  hereinafter  is  provided ;  and  every  such 
certificate  shall  state  the  particulars  set  forth  in  the  notice,  the 
day  on  which  the  notice  was  entered,  and  that  the  full  period  of 
seven  days  or  of  twenty-one  days  (as  the  case  may  be)  has  elapsed 
since  the  entry  of  such  notice,  and  that  the  issue  of  such  cei'tifi- 
cate  has  not  been  forbidden  by  any  pei*son  or  persons  authorized 
in  that  behalf;  and  for  eveiy  such  certificate  t^e  superintendent 
registrar  shall  be  entitled  to  have  a  fee  of  one  shilling. 

(h)  This  section  is  now  repealed,  see  Act,  1874.     See  sec.  5  of  19  &  20  Vict 

anUf  p.  278,  note  (6).     See  the  19  &  20  c  119,  poat^  p.  290. 
Vict.  c.  119,  s.  Itpostf  p.  288.  (/)  This  section  is  now  repealed,  see 

(t)  This  section  is  repealed  by  37  &  38  aide,  p.  278,  note  (h), 
Yict  c.  85,  the  Statute  Law  Reyision 
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By  sec.  8  the  registrar-general  is  to  furnish  the  superintendent 
registrars  with  forms  of  certificates,  which  are  to  be  distinguished 
in  certain  ways  where  the  marriage  is  by  license,  and  where  it  is 
without  license. 

Sec.  9.  '  Any  person  authorized  in  that  behalf  may  forbid  the 
issue  of  the  superintendent  registrar's  certificate  by  writing  at  any 
time  before  the  issue  of  such  certificate  the  word  'forbidden' 
opposite  to  the  entry  of  the  notice  of  such  intended  marriage  in 
the  marriage  notice  book,  and  by  subscribing  thereto  his  or  her 
name  and  place  of  abode,  and  his  or  her  character,  in  respect  of 
either  of  the  parties,  by  reason  of  which  he  or  she  is  so  authorized  ; 
and  in  case  the  issue  of  any  such  certificate  shall  have  been  so 
forbidden  the  notice  and  all  proceedings  thereupon  shall  be  utterly 
void.' 

Sec.  10.  '  After  the  said  first  day  of  Mai'ch,  Qc)  the  like  consent 
shall  be  required  to  any  marriage  in  England  solemnized  by 
license  as  would  have  been  required  by  law  to  marriages  solem- 
nized by  license  immediately  before  the  passing  of  this  Act ;  and 
every  person  whose  consent  to  a  marriage  by  license  is  required 
by  law  is  hereby  authorized  to  forbid  the  issue  of  the  super- 
intendent registrar's  certificate,  whether  the  marriage  is  intended 
to  be  by  license  or  without  license/ 

Sec.  11.  'After  the  said  first  day  of  March  Qc)  every  superin- 
tendent registrar  shall  have  authority  to  grant  licenses  for  mar- 
riage in  any  building  registered  as  hereinafter  provided  within 
any  district  under  his  superintendence,  or  in  his  office  [in  the  form 
of  schedule  (C)  to  this  Act  annexed,  and  for  every  such  license 
shall  be  entitled  to  have  of  the  party  requiring  the  same  the  sum 
of  three  pounds  above  the  value  of  the  stamps  necessary  on  grant- 
ing such  license]  ;  {I)  and  every  superintendent  registrar  shall  four 
times  in  every  year,  on  such  days  as  shall  be  appointed  by  the 
registrar-general,  make  a  return  to  the  registrar-general  of  every 
license  granted  by  him  since  his  last  return,  and  of  the  particulars 
stated  concerning  the  parties :  provided  always,  that  no  superin- 
tendent registrar  shall  grant  any  such  license  until  he  shall  hftve 
given  security  by  his  bond  in  the  sum  of  one  hundred  pounds  to 
the  registrar-general  for  the  due  and  faithful  execution  of  his 
office  :  provided  also,  that  nothing  herein  contained  shall  authorize 
any  superintendent  registrar  to  grant  any  license  for  marriage  in 
any  church  or  chapel  in  which  marriages  may  be  solemnized  ac- 
cording to  the  rites  of  the  Church  of  England,  or  in  any  church  or 
chapel  belonging  to  the  Church  of  England  or  licensed  for  the 
celebration  of  Divine  worship  according  to  the  rites  and  ceremonies 
of  the  Church  of  England,  or  any  license  for  marriage  in  any 
registered  building  which  shall  not  be  within  his  district.' 

Sec.  12.  (m)  '  Before  any  license  for  marriage  shall  be  granted  by 
any  such  superintendent  registrar  one  of  the  parties  intending 
marriage  shall  appear  personally  before  such  superintendent 
registrar,  and  in  case  the  notice  of  such  intended  marriage  shall 
not  have  been  given  to  such  superintendent  registrar,  shall  deliver 


(h)  See  note  to  sec.  1,  ante,  p.  278, 
note  {h). 

(I)  See  the  19  k  20  Vict.  c.  119,  s.  10, 
paaif  p.  291.     The  part  within  brackets 


is  now  repealed,  see  avJUy  p.  278,  note  (6). 
(m)  This  section  is  now  repealed,  see 
arvUf  p.  878,  note  {h). 
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to  him  the  certificate  of  the  superintendent  registrar  or  superin- 
tendent registrars  to  whom  such  notice  shall  have  been  given, 
and  such  party  shall  make  oath,  or  shall  make  his  or  her  solemn 
affirmation  or  declaration  instead  of  taking  an  oath,  that  he  or 
she  believeth  that  there  is  not  any  impediment  of  kindred  or 
alliance  or  other  lawful  hindrance  to  the  said  marriage,  and  that 
one  of  the  said  parties  hath  for  the  space  of  fifteen  days  imme- 
diately before  the  day  of  the  grant  of  such  license  had  his  or  her 
usual  place  of  abode  within  the  district  within  which  such  mar- 
riage is  to  be  solemnized,  and  where  either  of  the  parties,  not 
being  a  widower  or  widow,  shall  be  under  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years,  that  the  consent  of  the  person  or  persons  whose  consent  to 
such  marriage  is  required  by  law  has  been  obtained  thereto,  or 
that  there  is  no  person  having  authority  to  give  such  consent,  as 
the  case  may  be  ;  and  all  such  licenses  and  declarations  shall  be 
respectively  liable  to  the  same  stamp  duties  as  licenses  for  mar- 
riage granted  by  the  ordinary  of  any  diocese,  and  affidavits  made 
in  order  to  procure  the  same/ 

Sec.  13.  '  Any  person,  on  payment  of  five  shillings,  may  enter  Caveat  may  be 
a  caveat  with  the  superintendent  registrar  against  the  grant  of  a  ^^^^ed  with 
certificate  or  a  license  for  the  marriage   of  any  person  named  regintrar 
therein  ;  and  if  any  caveat  be  entered  with  the  superintendent  againBt  grant 
registrar,  such  caveat  being  duly  signed  by  or  on  behalf  of  the     i?^  ^^ 
person  who  enters  the  same,  together  with  his  or  her  place  of 
residence,  and  the  ground  of  objection  on  which  his  or  her  caveat 
is  founded,  no  certificate  or  license  shall  issue  or  be  granted  until 
the  superintendent  registrar  shall  have  examined  into  the  matter 
of  the  caveat,  and  is  satisfied  that  it  ought  not  to  obstruct  the 
grant  of  the  certificate  or  license  for  the  said  marriage,  or  until 
the  caveat  be  withdi'awn  by  the  party  who  entered  the  same ; 
provided  that  in  cases  of  doubt  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  superin- 
tendent registrar  to  refer  the  matter  of  any  such  caveat  to  the 
registrar    general,  who  shall  decide  upon  the    same  :    provided 
likewise,  that  in  case  of  the  superintendent  registrar  refusing  the 
grant  of  the  certificate  or  license,  the  person  applying  for  the  same 
shall  have  a  right  to  appeal  to  the  registrar-general,  who  shall 
thereupon  either  confirm  the  refusal  or  direct  the  grant  of  the 
certificate  or  license.' 

Sec.  14.  'After  the  said  first  day  of  March  (n)no  marriage  after  Marriages  not 
such  notice  as  aforesaid,  unless  by  virtue  of  a  license  to  be  granted  *?^  solem- 
by  the  superintendent  registrar,  shall  be  solemnized  or  registered  j^f^r  twenty- 
in  England  until  after  the  expiration  of  twenty-one  days  after  the  one  days 
day  of  the  entry  of  such  notice  as  aforesaid ;  [and  no  marriage  *^  ®"*^  ^^ 
shall  be  solemnized  by  the  license  of  any  superintendent  registrar  Jy  ^^^  ^ 
or  registered  until  after  the  expiration  of  seven  days  after  the  day 
of  the  entry  of  such  notice  as  aforesaid.']  (o) 

Sec.  15.  'Whenever  a  marriage  shall  not  be  had  within  three  New  notice 
calendar  months  after  the  notice  shall  have  been  so  entered  by  the  required  a^r 
superintendent  registrar,  the  notice  and  certificate,  and  any  license  ^^  '' 

which  may  have  been  granted  thereupon,  and  all  other  proceed- 
ings thereupon,  shall  be  utterly  void  ;  and  no  person  shall  proceed 
to  solemnize  the  marriage,  nor  shall  any  registrar  register  the 


I 


n)  See  note  to  sec.  1,  arite^  p.  278,  note  (d). 

o)  The  part  within  brackets  is  now  repealed,  see  anUt  p.  278,  note  (h). 
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same,  until  new  notice  shall  have  been  given,  and  entry  made, 
and  certificate  thereof  given,  at  the  time  and  in  the  manner 
aforesaid.'  {p) 

Sec.  18.  '  Any  proprietor  or  trustee  of  a  separate  building,  cer- 
tified according  to  law  as  a  place  of  religious  worship,  may  apply 
to  the  superintendent  registrar  of  the  district,  in  order  that  such 
building  may  be  registered  for  solemnizing  marriages  therein,  and 
in  such  case  shall  deliver  to  the  superintendent  registrar  a  cer- 
tificate, signed  in  duplicate  by  twenty  householders  at  the  least, 
that  such  building  has  been  used  by  them  during  one  year  at  the 
least  as  their  usual  place  of  public  religious  worship,  and  that  they 
are  desirous  that  such  place  should  be  registered  as  aforesaid,  each 
of  which  certificates  shall  be  countersigned  by  the  proprietor  or 
trustee  by  whom  the  same  shall  be  delivered ;  and  the  superin- 
tendent registrar  shall  send  both  certificates  to  the  registrar- 
general,  who  shall  register  such  building  accordingly  in  a  book  to 
be  kept  for  that  purpose  at  the  general  register  office :  and  the 
registrar-general  shall  indorse  on  both  certificates  the  date  of  the 
registry,  and  shall  keep  one  certificate  with  the  other  records  of 
the  general  register  office,  and  shall  return  the  other  certificate  to 
the  superintendent  registrar,  who  shall  keep  the  same  with  the 
other  records  of  his  office  ;  and  the  superintendent  registrar  shall 
enter  the  date  of  the  registry  of  such  building  in  a  book  to  be 
furnished  to  him  for  that  purpose  by  the  registrar-general,  and 
shall  give  a  certificate  of  such  registry  under  his  hand,  on  parch- 
ment or  vellum,  to  the  proprietor  or  trustee  by  whom  the  certi- 
ficates are  countersigned,  and  shall  give  public  notice  of  the 
registry  thereof  by  advertisement  in  some  newspaper  circulating 
within  the  county,  and  in  the  "  London  Gazette.'* '  {q) 

Sec.  20.  '  After  the  expiration  of  the  said  period  of  twenty-one 
days,  or  of  seven  days  if  the  marriage  is  by  license,  marriages  may 
be  solemnized  in  the  registered  building  stated  as  aforesaid  in  the 
notice  of  such  marriage,  between  and  by  the  parties  described  in 
the  notice  and  certificate,  according  to  such  form  and  ceremony  as 
they  may  see  fit  to  adopt :  provided  nevertheless,  that  every  such 
marriage  shall  be  solemnized  w4th  open  doors,  between  the  hours 
of  eight  and  twelve  in  the  forenoon,  in  the  presence  of  some 
registrar  of  the  district  in  which  such  registered  building  is  situate, 
and  of  two  or  more  credible  witnesses  :  provided  also,  that  in  some 
part  of  the  ceremony,  and  in  the  presence  of  such  registrar  and 
witnesses,  each  of  the  parties  shall  declare, 

"  I  do  solemnly  declare,  that  I  know  not  of  any  lawful  impe- 
diment why  I,  A,  B.,  may  not  be  joined  in  matrimony  to 

a  Dr 

And  each  of  the  parties  shall  say  to  the  other, 

"  I  call  upon  these  persons  here  present  to  witness  that  I, 
A.  B,,  do  take  thee,  C,  D,,  to  be  my  lawful  wedded  wife 
\pr  husband]." 


{p)  By  sec  16,  the  superintendent 
recriatiar's  certificate  or  license  is  to  be 
dfufiyered  to  the  person  by  or  before  whom 
the  marriage  is  solemnized. 

(9)  By  sec.  19,  on  the  remoyal  of  the 
same  congregation  the  new  place  of  wor- 


ship may  be  immediately  registered,  in- 
stead of  the  one  disused,  and  after  such 
substitution  it  shall  not  be  lawful  to 
solemnise  any  marriage  in  such  disused 
building. 
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Provided  also,  that  there  be  no  lawful  impediment  to  the  marriage 
of  such  parties/ 

Sec.  21.  'Any  persons  who  shall  object  to  marry  under  the  Marriages  may 
provisions  of  this  Act  in  any  such  registered  building  may,  after  be  celebrated 
due  notice  and  certificate  issued  as  aforesaid,  contract  and  solem-  guTOiintendent 
nize  marriage  at  the  office  and  in  the  presence  of  the  superinten-  registrar, 
dent  registrar  and  some  registrar  of  the  district,  and  in  the  presence 
of  two  witnesses,  with  open  doors,  and  between  the  hours  afore- 
said, making  the  declaration  and  using  the  form  of  words  herein- 
before provided  in  the  case  of  marriage  in  any  such  registered 
building.'  (r) 

Sec.  25.  (a)  '  After  any  marriage  shall  have  been  solemnized  it  Proof  of  resi- 
shall  not  be  necessary  in  support  of  such  mai'riage  to  give  any  ^^  ^^ 
proof  of  the  actual  dwelling  of  either  of  the  parties  previous  to  gent^St  nwscsi 
the  marriage  within  the  district  wherein  such  marriage  was  solem-  sary  to  esta- 
nized  for  the  time  required  by  this  Act,  or  of  the  consent  of  any  ^.^^  *^®  ™"" 
person  whose  consent  thereunto  is  required  by  law  :  nor  shall  any 
evidence  be  given  to  prove  the  contrary  in  any  suit  touching  the 
validity  of  such  marriage.' 

Sea  26.  '  With  the  consent  under  the  hand  and  seal  of  the  patron  Bishops,  with 
and  incumbent  respectively  of  the  church  of  the  parish  or  district  consent  of 
in  which  may  be  situated  any  public  chapel  with  or  without  a  y^J^^'I^ig 
chapelry  thereunto  annexed,  or  any  chapel  duly  licensed  for  the  for  the  solem- 
celebration  of  divine  service  according  to  the  rites  and  ceremonies  niaation  of 
of  the  Church  of  England,  or  any  chapel  the  minister  whereof  is  ^^JJJST  ^^ 
duly  licensed  to  officiate  therein  according  to  the  rites  and  cere-  places, 
monies  of  the  Church  of  England,  or  without  such  consent'  after 
two  calendar  months'  notice  in  writing  given  by  the  registrar  of 
the  diocese  to  such  patron  and  incumbent  respectively,  the  bishop 
of  the  diocese  may,  if  he  shall  think  it  necessary  for  the  due  accom- 
modation and  convenience  of  the  inhabitants,  authorize  by  a  license 
under  his  hand  and  seal  the  solemnization  of  mai'riages  in  any  such 
chapel  for  persons  residing  within  a  district  the  limits  whereof  shall 
be  specified  in  the  bishop's  license,  and  under  such  provisions  as  to 
the  amount,  appropriation,  or  apportionment  of  the  dues,  and  as  to 
other  particulars,  as  to  the  said  bishop  may  seem  fit,  and  as  may  be 
specified  in  the  said  license  ;  provided  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for 
any  patron  or  incumbent  who  shall  refuse  or  withhold  consent  to  the 
grant  of  any  such  license  to  deliver  to  the  bishop  under  his  or  her 
hand  and  seal,  a  statement  of  the  reasons  for  wnich  such  consent 
shall  have  been  so  refused  or  withholden ;  and  no  such  license  shall 
be  granted  by  any  bishop  until  he  shall  have  inquired  into  the 
matter  of  such  reasons ;  and  every  instrument  of  consent  of  the 
patron  and  incumbent,  or,  if  such  consent  be  refused  or  withholden, 
a  copy  of  the  notice  under  the  hand  of  the  registrar,  and  every 
statement  of  reasons  alleged  as  aforesaid  by  the  patron  or  incum- 
bent, with  the  bishop's  adjudication  thereupon  under  his  hand  and 
seal,  shall  be  registered  in  the  registry  of  the  diocese ;  and  thence- 
forth and  until  the  said  license  be  revoked  marriages  solemnized 

(r)  Sec  22  regtilates  tbe  marriage  fees  register  book  are  to  be  given  quarterly  to 

of  the  registrar.  By  sec.  23,  the  registrar  the  saperintendent  registrai*. 
is  to  register  all  marriages  solemnized  be-  («)  This  section  is  now  repealed,  see 

fore  him  in  books  to  be  sent  by  the  regis-  ante,  p.  278,  note  {b), 
trar-general,  and  copies  of  the  marriage 
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with  the  know- 
ledge of  both 
parties. 


i  Geo.  4,  c.  76. 


in  such  chapel  shall  be  as  valid  to  all  intents  and  purposes  as  if 
the  same  had  been  solemnized  in  the  parish  church,  or  in  any 
chapel  where  marriages  might  heretofore  have  been  legally 
solemnized.'  {t) 

Sec.  29.  (u)  *  There  shall  be  placed  in  some  conspicuous  part  in 
the  interior  of  every  chapel  in  respect  of  which  such  license  shall 
be  given  as  aforesaid  a  notice  in  the  words  following  :  "  Marriages 
may  be  solemnized  Id  this  chapel.'  "  (v) 

Sec.  30.  *A11  provisions  which  shall  from  time  to  time  be  in 
force  relative  to  marriages,  and  to  providing,  keeping,  and  trans- 
mitting register  books  and  copies  of  registers  of  marriages  solem- 
nized in  any  parish  church,  shall  extend  to  any  chapel  in  which 
the  solemnization  of  marriages  shall  be  authorized  as  aforesaid,  in 
the  same  manner  as  if  the  same  were  a  parish  church,  and  every- 
thing required  by  law  to  be  done  relating  thereto  by  the  rector, 
vicar,  curate,  or  churchwardens  respectively,  of  any  parish  church 
shall  be  done  by  the  oflSciating  minister,  chapelwarden,  or  other 
person  exercising  analogous  duties  in  such  chapel  respectively.' 

Sec.  31.  'Notwithstanding  any  such  license  as  aforesaid  to 
solemnize  marriages  in  any  such  chapel,  the  parties  may,  if  they 
think  fit,  have  their  marriage  solemnized  in  the  parish  church,  or 
in  any  chapel  in  which  heretofore  the  marriage  of  such  parties 
or  either  of  them  might  have  been  legally  solemnized.'  (w) 

Sec.  42.  *  If  any  persons  {x)  shall  knowingly  and  wilftiUy  inter- 
marry after  the  said  first  day  of  March  under  the  provisions  of 
this  Act  in  any  place  other  than  the  church,  chapel,  registered 
building,  or  office  or  other  place  specified  in  the  notice  and  certi- 
ficate as  aforesaid,  or  without  due  notice  to  the  superintendent 
registrar,  or  without  certificate  of  notice  duly  issued,  or  without 
license,  in  case  a  license  is  necessary  under  this  Act,  or  in  the 
absence  of  a  registrar  or  superintendent  registrar  where  the  pre- 
sence of  a  registrar  or  superintendent  registrar  is  necessary  under 
this  Act,  the  marriage  of  such  persons,  except  in  auy  case  herein- 
after excepted,  shall  be  null  and  void  :  Provided  always,  that 
nothing  herein  contained  shall  extend  to  annul  any  mamage 
legally  solemnized  according  to  the  provisions  of  an  Act  passed  in 
the  fourth  year  of  his  late  Majesty  George  the  Fourth,  intituled 
"An  Act  for  amending  the  Laws  respecting  the  Solemnization 
of  Marriages  in  England."  '  (y) 


(i)  Sec.  27  provides  for  the  appropria- 
tion of  fees  on  marriages  performed  in 
sucli  chapeLs.  By  sec.  28,  the  patron  or 
incumbent  may  appeal  to  the  archbishop 
against  such  licenses. 

(u)  This  sec.  is  now  repealed,  see 
anUf  p.  278,  note  (J). 

(t>)  See  1  Vict    c.  22,  s.  38,  post,  p. 
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(w)  By  Bee.  32  the  bishop,  with  con- 
sent of  the  archbishop,  may  revoke  such 
licenses  ;  in  which  case,  bv  sec.  83,  the 
registers  are  to  be  sent  to  the  incumbent 
of  the  parish  church.  By  sec.  84,  the 
registrars  of  the  dioceses  are  to  send  to 
the  register  office,  yearly,  lists  of  the 
licensed  chapels  within  their  districts, 
and  a  list  of  all  chapels  and  buildings 
register^,  to  be  printed.     By  sec.  86 


the  registrar  may  ask  certain  particuIarB 
of  the  parties.  By  sec.  37  all  persons 
vexatiously  entering  caveats  are  liable 
to  costs  and  damages.  By  sec.  89, 
(amended  by  37  &  38  Vict  c.  35),  anU, 
p.  278,  note  (6),  all  persons  unduly 
solemnizing  marriage  are  guilty  of  felony. 
Bv  sec.  40  the  superintendent  registrars 
who  unduly  issue  certificates  are  guilty 
of  felony ;  and  by  section  41  idl  prose- 
cutions are  to  be  commenced  within  three 
years.    See  also  1  Yict  c.  22,  s.  8. 

(x)  See  post,  p.  297. 

(y)  By  sec.  44,  the  provisions  of  the 
Registry  Act  are  extended  to  this  Act. 

fiy  sec.  45,  'this  Act  shall  extend 
only  to  England,  and  shall  not  extend 
to  the  marriage  of  any  of  the  royal 
family.' 
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The  1  Vict.  c.  22,  {z)  s.  23,  enacts,  that  '  the  registrar-general,  PwviBion  for 
under  the  direction  of  one  of  her  Majesty's  principal  secretaries  of  maniageg  in 
state,  shall  take  order  that  the  solemn  declaration  and  form  of  J^ngue 
words  provided  to  be  used  in  the  case  of  marriages  under  the  said 
Act  for  marriages  be  truly  and  exactly  translated  into  the  Welsh 
tongue,  and  shall  cause  the  same  so  translated  to  be  furnished 
to  every  registrar  of  maiTiages  throughout  Wales,  and  in  all  places 
where  the  Welsh  tongue  is  commonly  used ;  and  it  shall  be  lawful 
to  use  the  declaration  and  form  of  words  so  translated,  and  pub- 
lished by  authority,  in  all  places  where  the  Welsh  tongue  is  com- 
monly used  or  preferred,  in  such  manner  and  form  and  to  the  same 
intents  and  purposes  as  by  the  said  Act  is  prescribed  in  the  Eng- 
lish tongue/ 

Sec.  33.  '  The  banns  of  marriage  of  any  persons  may  be  pub-  Biums  may  be 
lished  in  any  chapel  licensed  by  the  bishop,  according  to  the  pro-  pnbliahed  in 
visions  of  the  said  Act  for  marriages,  for  the  solemnization  of  chapel"  ^*>«ro 
marriages,  in  which  those  persons  might  lawfully  be  married  ;  and  be  solemnized, 
instead  of  the  notice  required  by  the  said  Act  the  words  "  Banns 
may  be   published   and  marriages  may  be    solemnized   in  this 
chapel "  shall  be  placed  in  some  conspicuous  part  in  the  interior 
of  every  such  chapel.' 

Sec.  34,  reciting,  that  *  doubts  may  arise   whether  under  the  Marriages  may 
said  recited  Acts  it  is  lawful  for  the  bishop  to  license  chapels  for  ^  ">  licensed 
marriages  between  parties  one  only  of  wnom  resides  within  the  tho^h  only 
district  specified  in  such  license ; '  enacts  that  '  all  such  licenses  one  of  the 
shall  be  construed  to  extend  to  and  authorize  marriages  in  such  pwties  is  resi- 
chapels  between  parties  one  or  both  of  whom  is  or  are  resident  ^irtri^ 
within  the  said  district ;  provided  always,  that  where  the  parties  publication  of 
to  any  marriage  intended  to  be  solemnized  after  publication  of  banns  banns  where 
shall  reside  within  different  ecclesiastical  districts  the  banns  for  the  parties 
such  marriage  shall  be  published  as  well  in  the  church  or  chapel  J^,^^  ^is- 
wherein  such  marriage  is   intended  to  be  solemnized  'as  in  the  tricts. 
chapel  licensed  under  the  provisions  of  the  said  recited  Act  for  the 
other  district  within  which  one  of  the  parties  is  resident,  and  if 
there  be  no  such  chapel  then  in  the  church  or  chapel  in  which  the 
banns  of  such  last-mentioned  party  might  be  legally  published  if 
the  said  recited  Act  had  not  been  passed.' 

Sec.  36.  'Any  building  which  shall  have  been  licensed  and  used  Any  building 
during  one   year   next   before    registration    for  public   religious  iwedexdn- 
worship  as  a  Roman  Catholic  chapel  exclusively  shall  be  taken  to  aonwn"  * 
be  a  separate  building  for  the  purpose  of  being  registered  for  the  Catholic  chapel 
celebration  of  marriages,  notwithstanding  the  same  shall  be  under  ^°'  ^^  y«" 
the  same  roof  with  any  other  building,  or  shall  form  a  part  only  of  SJ^redTor 

a  building.'  celebration  of 

The  3  &  4  Vict,  a  72,   s.   1,  reciting  the    4  Geo.  4,   c.  76,  m»mag«. 
6  &  7  Will  4,  c.  85,  and  1  Vict.  c.  22,  and  that  it  is  expedient  to 
restrain  marriages  under  the  6  &  7  Will.  4,  from  being  solemnized 
out  of  the  district  in  which  one  of  the  parties  dwells,  unless  either 
of  the  parties  dwells  in  the  district,  within  which  there  is  not  any 
registered  building,  enacts,  '  that  it  is  not  and  shall  not  be  lawful  Certificate  of 
for  any  superintendent  registrar  to  give  any  certificate  of  notice  of  "^^^^^  "ot  to 
marriage  where  the  building  in  which   the    marriage    is   to   be  maS«^oni^ 

(«)  The  87  h  88  Vict.  c.  86,  repeals      Sec.  26,  from  "or  by  an  act,"  to  "for 
this  Act  in  part,  namely,  sees.  7  and  24.      marriagea  in  En^^and,*^  «nd  sec,  32. 
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solemnized,  as  stated  in  the  notice,  shall  not  be  within  the 
district  wherein  one  of  the  parties  shall  have  dwelt  for  the  time 
required  by  the  said  Act  of  his  late  Majesty,  except  as  hereinafter 
is  enacted.' 

Sec.  2.  'It  shall  be  lawful  for  any  party  intending  marriage 
under  the  provisions  of  the  said  Act  of  his  late  Majesty,  in  addition 
to  tbe  notice  required  to  be  given  by  that  Act,  to  declare  at  the 
time  of  giving  such  notice,  by  indorsement  thereon,  the  religious 
appellation  of  the  body  of  Christians  to  which  the  party  pro- 
fesseth  to  belong,  and  the  form,  rite,  or  ceremony  which  the 
parties  desire  to  adopt  in  solemnizing  their  marriage,  and  that,  to 
the  best  of  his  or  her  knowledge  and  belief,  there  is  not  within  the 
district  in  which  one  of  the  parties  dwells  any  registered  building 
in  which  marriage  is  solemnized  according  to  such  form,  rite,  or 
ceremony,  and  the  district  nearest  to  the  residence  of  that  party 
in  which  a  building  is  registered  wherein  marriage  is  so  solemnized, 
and  the  registered  building  within  such  district  in  which  it  is 
intended  to  solemnize  their  marriage ;  and  after  the  expiration  of 
seven  days  or  twenty-one  days,  as  the  case  may  require,  under  the 
said  Act  of  his  late  Majesty,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  superin- 
tendent registrar  to  whom  any  such  notice  shall  have  been  given 
to  issue  his  certificate,  according  to  the  provisions  of  that  Act ;  and 
after  the  issuing  of  such  certificate  the  parties  shall  be  at  liberty 
to  solemnize  their  marriage  in  the  registered  building  stated  in 
such  notice  :  Provided  always,  that  after  any  marriage  shall  have 
been  solemnized  it  shall  not  be  necessary  in  support  of  such 
marriage  to  give  any  proof  of  the  truth  of  the  facts  herein  autho- 
rized to  be  stated  in  the  notice,  nor  shall  any  evidence  be  given 
to  prove  the  contrary  in  any  suit  touching  the  validity  of  such 
marriage.'  (a) 

Sec.  5.  '  Notwithstanding  anything  herein  or  in  the  said  recited 
Acts  or  either  of  them  contained,  the  Society  of  Friends  commonly 
called  Quakers,  and  also  persons  professing  the  Jewish  religion, 
may  lawfully  continue  to  contract  and  solemnize  marriage  accord- 
ing to  the  usages  of  the  said  society  and  of  the  said  persons 
respectively,  after  notice  for  that  purpose  duly  given,  and  certifi- 
cate or  certificates  duly  issued,  pursuant  to  the  provision  of  the 
said  recited  Act  of  his  late  Majesty,  notwithstanding  the  building 
or  place  wherein  such  marriage  may  be  contracted  or  solemnized 
be  not  situate  within  the  district  or  either  of  the  districts  (as  the 
case  may  be)  in  which  the  parties  shall  respectively  dwell.' 

The  19  &  20  Vict  c.  119,  which  came  into  force  Jan.  1,  1857, 
recites  that  it  is  expedient  to  alter  and  amend  the  6  &  7  Will.  4, 
c.  85, 1  Vict.  c.  22,  and  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  72,  and  by  sea  1  enacts, 
'  In  case  of  any  party  intending  marriage  under  the  provisions  of 
any  of  the  said  recited  Acts  or  of  this  Act,  no  notice  of  such 
intended  marriage  shall  be  read  or  published  before  the  guar- 
dians of  any  Poor-law  union  or  parish  or  place,  or  be  trans- 
mitted by  any  superintendent  registrar  to  the  clerk  of  any  such 
guardians.' 

Sec.  2.  '  In  case  any  party  shall  intend  marriage,  under  the 
provisions  of  any  of  the  said  recited  Acts  or  of  this  Act,  the  party 

{a)  See  tbe  19  ft  20  Yict.  c  119,  88. 18, 14,  post,  p.  292. 
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so  intending  man*iage  shall^  at  the  time  of  giving  to  the  stiper-'  panied  by  a 
intendent  registrar  or  respective  superintendent  registrars,  as  the  Bo^on^a  d^da- 
case  may  be,  the  notice   required   by  the   said   recited  Acts  or  JJie  rf'tS 
either  of  them,  make  and  sign  or  subscribe  a  solemn  declaration  parties,  that 
in  writing,  in  the  body  or  at  the  foot  of  such  notice,  that  he  or  f*^,",?^ 
she  believes  that  there  is  no  impediment  of  kindred  or  alliance  or  ^rAnee  to  sach 
other  lawful  hindrance  to  the  said  marriage,  and  that  the  parties  marriage,  ftc. 
to  the  said  marriage,  in  case  the  marriage  is  intended  to  be  had 
without  license,  have,  for  the  space  of  seven  days  immediately 
preceding  the  'giving  of  such  notice,  had    their   usual    place  of 
abode    and  residence  within  the  district  of   the  superintendent 
registrar  or    respective   superintendent  registrai-s  to  whom  such 
notice  or  notices,  as  the  case  may  be,  shall  be  so  given ;  or,  in 
case  such  marriage  is  intended  to  be  had  by  license,  that  one  of 
the  said  parties  hath  for  the  space  of  fifteen  days  immediately 
preceding  the  giving  of  such  notice  had  his  or  her  usual  place  of 
abode   and  residence  within  the   district   of  the  superintendent 
registrar  to  whom  such  notice  shall  be  so  given  ;  and  when  either 
of  the  parties  intending  marriage,  and  not  being  a  widower  or 
widow,  shall  be   under  the  age    of  twenty-one  yeai-s,  the  party 
making  such  declaration  shall  further  declare  that  the  consent  of 
the  person  or  persons  whose  consent  to  such  marriage  is  by  law 
required  has  been  given,  or  (as  the  case  may  be)  that  there  is  no 
person  whose  consent  to  such  marriage  is  by  law  required ;  and 
every  declaration  so  made  as  aforesaid  shall  be  signed  and  sub- 
scribed, by  the  party  making  the  same,  in  the  presence  of  the 
superintendent  registrar  to  wliom  the  notice  of  marriage  contain- 
ing such  declaration  is  given,  or  in  the  presence  of  his  deputy,  or 
of  some  registrar  of  births  and  deaths  or  of  marriages  for  the  dis- 
trict in  which  the  party  giving   such  notice  resides,  or  of  the 
deputy  of  such  re^strar,  who  shall  respectively  attest  the  same 
by  adding  thereto  his  name,  description,  and  place  of  abode ;  and 
no  certificate  or  license  for  marriage  shall  be  issued  or  granted 
pursuant  to  any  such  notice  as  aforesaid  unless  the  said  notice  be 
accompanied  by  such  solemn  declaration  duly  made  and  signed  or 
subscribed  and  attested  as  aforesaid  ;  and  every  person  who  shall  Persons 
knowingly  or  wilfully  make    and   sign   or   subscribe   any  false  J^]!'*^^^^* 
declaration,  or  who  shall  sign  any  false  notice  for  the  purpose  of  declarations 
procuring  any  marriage  under  the  provisions  of  any  of  the  said  to  suffer  the 
recited  Acts  or  this  Act,  shall  suffer  the  penalties  of  perjury/  (&)      penalties  of 

Sec.  3.  '  Eveiy  notice  of  marriage  which  shall  be  given  under  p®'^*"!. 
the  provisions  of  any  of  the  said  recited  Acts  or  of  this  Act,  after  of^iSiniage. 
this  Act  shall  have  come  into  operation,  shall  be  in  the  form  of 
Schedule  (A)  to  this  Act  annexed,  or  to  the  like  effect ;  and  in 
every  case  where  the  marriage  is  intended  to  be  had  and  solem- 
nized under  the  provisions  of  the  said  recited  Act  of  the  third  and 
fourth  years  of  Her  Majesty,  chapter  seventy-two,  such  notice 
shall,  in  addition  to  the  sevei*al  particulars  comprised  in  the  said 
schedule,  contain  the  declaration  required  to  be  made  by  one  of 

(b)  A  mAn  may  change  his  sumaiue  by  in  signing  a  notice  for  the  purpose  of 

use  and  reputation,  and  if  by  use  and  procuring  his  marriaee  under  the  6  &  7 

reputation  he  has  acquired  a  new  one,  he  WiU.  4,  c.  85.  K.  v,  John  Smith,  4  F.  & 

is  not   indictable  under  the  19    ft  20  F.  1099. 
Vict.  c.  19,  8.  2,  for  using  the  new  name 
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the  parties  to  such  intended  marriage,  pursuant  to  the  second 
section  of  the  said  last-mentioned  Act;  and  the  superintendent 
registrar  to  whom  any  such  notice  of  marriage  shall  be  so  given 
shall  forthwith  enter  the  particulara  and  the  date  thereof,  and  the 
name  of  the  party  giving  the  same,  into  the  marriage  notice  book  ; 
and  for  every  such  entry  the  superintendent  registrar  shall  be 
entitled  to  have  a  fee  of  one  shilling/ 

Sec.  4.  '  In  case  any  party  shall  intend  marriage  without  license 
under  the  provisions  of  any  of  the  said  recited  Acts  or  of  this  Act, 
the  superintendent  registrar  to  whom  notice  of  such  intended 
marriage  has  been  given  shall  cause  the  notice  of  marriage,  or  a 
true  and  exact  copy  thereof,  as  entered  in  the  marriage  notice 
book,  under  the  hand  of  such  superintendent  registrar,  to  be  sus- 
pended or  affixed  in  some  conspicuous  place  in  the  office  of  the 
said  superintendent  registrar  during  twenty-one  successive  days 
next  after  the  day  of  the  entry  of  such  notice  in  his  "  Maniage 
notice  book,"  before  any  marriage  shall  be  solemnized  in  pur- 
suance of  such  notice,  and  after  the  expiration  of  twenty-one  days 
next  after  the  day  of  the  entry  of  such  notice  in  his  "  Marriage 
notice  book,''  the  superintendent  registrar  shall  issue  under  his 
hand,  upon  the  request  of  the  party  giving  such  notice,  a  cer- 
tificate m  the  form  or  to  the  effect  of  the  certificate  set  forth  in 
Schedule  (B.)  to  this  Act  annexed,  provided  that  in  the  meantime 
no  lawful  impediment  to  the  issuing  of  such  certificate  be  shown 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  same  superintendent  registrar,  and  pro- 
vided the  issue  of  such  certificate  shall  not  have  been  forbidden 
in  the  manner  provided  by  either  of  the  said  firstly  and  secondly 
recited  Acts  by  some  pei'son  or  persons  authorized  in  that  behalf; 
and  every  such  certificate  shall  state  the  particulars  set  forth  in 
the  said  notice,  and  the  day  on  which  the  same  notice  was  entered, 
and  that  the  issue  of  such  certificate  has  not  been  forbidden  by 
any  person  or  persons  authorized  in  that  behalf;  and  for  every 
such  certificate  the  superintendent  registrar  shall  be  entitled  to 
have  and  receive  a  fee  of  one  shilling ;  and  at  any  time  within 
three  calendar  months  next  after  the  day  of  the  entry  of  such 
notice  the  intended  marriage  may  be  solemnized  under  the  autho- 
rity of  the  said  certificate  ;  and  every  superintendent  registrar's 
certificate  for  marriage  duly  issued  under  the  provisions  of  this 
Act  shall  have  the  same  force,  validity,  and  effect  as  the  like  cer- 
tificate issued  under  the  provisions  of  the  said  recited  Acts  or 
either  of  them  would  have  had  in  case  this  Act  had  not  been 
passed.' 

Sec.  5.  'In  case  any  party  shall  intend  marriage  by  license 
under  the  provisions  of  any  of  the  said  recited  Acts  or  of  this 
Act,  notice  of  such  intended  marriage  shall  not  be  suspended  in 
the  office  of  the  superintendent  registrar,  but  the  party  giving  the 
same  shall  state  therein  that  such  mairiage  is  intended  to  be 
celebrated  by  license.' 

Sec.  6.  *  In  any  case  of  marriage  intended  to  be  solemnized  by 
license,  under  the  provisions  of  either  of  the  said  two  firstly  recited 
Acts  or  of  this  Act,  between  parties  both  of  whom  do  not  dwell 
in  the  same  superintendent  registrar's  district,  it  shall  not  be 
required  that  notice  of  such  intended  marriage  shall  be  given  to 
more  than  one  superintendent  registrar,  but  a  notice  to  the  super- 
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intendent  registrar  of  the  district  in  which  one  of  the  parties  so 
intending  marriage  resides  shall  be  snflScient ;  and  it  shall  not  be 
required  that  the  said  notice  shall  state  how  long  each  of  the  said 
parties  has  resided  in  his  or  her  dwelling-place,  but  only  how  long 
the  party  I'esiding  in  the  district  in  which  the  notice  is  given  has 
so  resided.'  (c) 

Sec.  9.  *  Every  superintendent  registrar  receiving  notice  of  an   In  cases  of 
intended  marriage  to  be  solemnized  by  license  as  aforesaid  shall,  marriage  by 
after  the  expii-ation  of  one  whole  day  next  after  the  day  of  the  <^4°of ^he^' 
entry  of  such  notice  in  his  "Marriage  notice  book,"  issue  under  his  notice  thereof 
hand,  upon  the  request  of  the  party  giving  such  notice,  a  certifi-  ™*y  ^  ^^^^ 
cate  in  the  form  or  to  the  eflfect  of  the  certificate  set  forth  in  the  i/tenden?re" 
said  Schedule  (B.)  to  this  Act  annexed,  and  also  a  license  to  marry,  gistrar  (unless 
provided  that  in  the  meantime  no  lawful  impediment  to  the  issuing  themamage 
of  such  certificate  be  shown  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  same  super-  andUierMfwrn 
intendent  registrar,  and  provided  the  issue  of  such  certificate  shall  the  maniage 
not  have  been  forbidden  in  the  manner  provided  by  either  of  the  ™*y  ^® 
said  firstly  and  secondly  recited  Acts  by  some  person  or  persons  ^  ®™'^^*®<*- 
authorized  in  that  behalf ;  and  every  such  certificate  shall  state  the 
particulars  set  forth  in  the  said  notice,  and  the  day  on  which  the 
same  notice  was  entered,  and  that  the  issue  of  such  certificate  has 
not  been  forbidden  by  any  person  or  persons  authorized  in  that 
behalf;  and  for  every  such  certificate  the  superintendent  registrar 
shall  be  entitled  to  have  and  receive  a  fee  of  one  shilling ;  and, 
at  any  time  within  three  calendar  months  next  after  the  day  of  the 
entry  of  such  notice,  the  intended  marriage  may  be  solemnized 
under  the  authority  of  the  said  license ;  and  eveiy  superintendent 
registrar's  certificate  and  license  for  marriage  duly  issued  under 
the  provisions  of  this  Act  shall  have  the  same  force,  validity,  and 
effect  as  the  like  certificate  and  license  issued  under  the  provi- 
sions of  the  said  recited  Acts  or  either  of  them  would  have  had  in 
case  this  Act  had  not  been  passed.' 

Sea  10.  '  The  form  of  a  license  for  marriage  so  to  be  granted  as  Form  of 
aforesaid  to  any  party  or  parties,  by  the  superintendent  "registrar  license  for 
of  any  district  as  aforesaid,  shall  be  in  the  form  or  to  the  effect  of  ™*'™^' 
the  license  set  forth  in  Schedule  (C.)  to  this  Act  annexed ;  and  for 
every  such  license  the  superintendent  registrar  granting  the  same 
shall  be  entitled  to  have  and  receive  of  the  party  requiring  the 
same  the  sum  of  one  pound  ten  shillings,  over  and  above  the 
amount  paid  for  the  stamps  necessary  on  granting  such  license.' 

Sec.  11.  '  No  such  marriage  as  aforesaid  shall  be  solemnized  in  Mode  of 
any  such  registered  building  without  the  consent  of  the  minister  Bolemnizing 
or  of  one  of  the  trustees,  owners,  deacons,  or  managers  thereof,  ^^tSd'" 
nor  in  any  registered  building  of  the  Church  of  Rome  without  the  buildings. 
consent  of  the  o£Bciating  minister  thereof,  nor  in  any  church  or 
chapel  of  the  united  Church  of  England   and   Ireland  without 
the  consent  of  the  minister  thereof,  nor  in  such  latter  case  by  any 
other  than  a  duly  qualified  clergyman  of  the  said  united  church, 
or  with  any  other  forms  or  ceremonies  than  those  of  the  said 

(c)  By  sec  7,  notice  of  marriage  with-  certificate  of  proclamation  of  banns  in 

ont  license  may  be  given  in  Ireland  if  one  Scotland  as  to  a  party  resident  there  is 

of  the  parties  reside  there,  and  marriages  made  equivalent  to  the  superintendent 

where  snch  notices  have  been  given  in  registrar's  certificate. 
Ireland  are  legalised;  and  by  sec.  8,  a 
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united  church,  any  statute  or  statutes  to  the  contrary  notwith- 
standing.' 

Sec.  12.  'K  the  parties  to  any  marriage  contracted  at  the 
registiy  office  of  any  district  conformably  to  the  said  recited  Acts 
or  any  of  them,  or  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  shall  desire  to  add 
the  religious  ceremony  ordained  or  used  by  the  church  or  persua- 
sion of  which  such  parties  shall  be  members  to  the  marriage  so 
contracted,  it  shall  be  competent  for  them  to  present  themselves 
for  that  purpose  to  a  clergyman  or  minister  of  the  church  or  per- 
suasion of  which  such  parties  shall  be  members,  having  given 
notice  to  such  clergyman  or  minister  of  their  intention  so  to  do  ; 
and  such  clergyman  or  minister,  upon  the  production  of  their  cer- 
tificate of  marriage  before  the  superintendent  registrar,  and  upon 
the  payment  of  the  customary  fees  (if  any),  may,  if  he  shall  see  fit, 
in  the  church  or  chapel  whereof  he  is  the  regular  minister,  by  him- 
self or  by  some  minister  nominated  by  him,  read  or  celebrate  the 
marriage  service  of  the  persuasion  to  which  such  minister  shall 
belong  :  Provided  always,  that  no  minister  of  religion  who  is  not 
in  holy  orders  of  the  united  Church  of  England  and  Ireland  shall 
under  the  provisions  of  this  Act  officiate  in  any  church  or  chapel 
of  the  united  Church  of  England  and  Ireland  ;  but  nothing  in  the 
reading  or  celebration  of  such  service  shall  be  held  to  supersede  or 
invalidate  any  marriage  so  previously  contracted,  nor  shall  such 
reading  or  celebration  be  entered  as  a  marriage  among  the  mar- 
riages in  the  parish  register :  Provided  also,  that  at  no  marriage 
solemnized  at  the  registry  office  of  any  district  shall  any  religious 
service  be  used  at  the  registry  office.' 

Sea  13.  *  When  any  mamage  is  intended  to  be  solemnized 
between  parties  not  of  the  Society  of  Friends  commonly  called 
Quakera,  or  not  professing  the  Jewish  religion,  by  license  under  the 
provisions  of  the  before-recited  Act  of  the  third  and  fourth  years  of 
her  Majesty,  chapter  seventy-two,  in  a  registered  building  situated 
in  a  district  within  which  neither  of  the  parties  resides,  it  shall  be 
lawful  for  the  superintendent  registrar  to  whom  notice  of  such  in- 
tended marriage  shall  have  been  given  to  grant  to  the  party  apply- 
ing for  the  same  a  license  for  such  marriage  to  be  solemnized  in 
the  registered  building  stated  in  such  notice  ;  and  every  license 
and  certificate  granted  in  pursuance  of  this  enactment  shall  be  as 
valid  and  effectual  to  all  intents  and  purposes  as  if  the  same  had 
been  granted  by  the  superintendent  registrar  of  the  district  in 
which  the  registered  building  wherein  the  marriage  is  intended  to 
be  solemnized  is  situated.' 

Sec.  14.  'When  any  marriage  is  intended  to  be  solemnized, 
under  the  provisions  of  any  of  the  before-recited  Acts  or  of  this 
Act,  in  the  usual  place  of  worship  of  the  parties  so  intending  mar- 
riage, or  one  of  them,  and  such  place  of  worship  shall  be  a  regis- 
tered building  situated  out  of  the  district  of  their,  his,  or  her 
residence,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  superintendent  registrar  or 
respective  superintendent  registrars  to  whom  notice  of  such  marriage 
shall  have  been  given  to  grant  to  the  party  applying  for  the.  same 
a  license  or  certificate,  as  the  case  may  be,  for  such  marriage  to  be 
solemnized  in  the  registered  building  stated  in  such  notice,  pro- 
vided such  building  be  situated  not  more  than  two  miles  beyond 
the  limits  of  the  district  in  which  the  notice  of  such  marriaire  has 
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been  given,  and  the  party  giving  notice  of  sucli  marriage  shall  at 
the  time  of  giving  the  same  state  therein,  in  addition  to  the 
description  of  the  building  in  which  the  marriage  is  to  be  solem- 
nized, that  it  is  the  usual  place  of  worship  of  one  of  the  parties, 
and  shall  also  state  the  name  of  the  party  whose  usual  place  of 
worship  it  is ;  and  every  license  and  certificate  granted  in  pursu- 
ance of  this  enactment  shall  be  as  valid  and  effectual,  to  all  intents 
and  purposes,  as  if  the  same  had  been  granted  by  the  superinten- 
dent registrar  of  the  district  in  which  the  registered  building 
wherein  the  marriage  is  intended  to  be  solemnized  is  situated.'  (a) 

Sec.  17.  *  After  any  marriage  shall  have  been  solemnized,  under  Proof  of  the 
the  authority  of  any  of  the  said  recited  Acts  or  of  this  Act,  it  shall  jj?®']^**  ^ 
not  be  necessary  in  support  of  such  marriage  to  give  any  proof  of  ^f  ^^  recited 
the  actual  dwelling  or  of  the  period  of  dwelling  of  either  of  the  Acts  in  certain 
parties  previous  to  the  marriage  within  the  district  stated  in  any  JJ*^^  "  ^°' 
notice  of  marriage  to  be  that  of  his  or  her  residence,  or  of  the  con-  ^  the'^^uSt^ 
sent  to  any  marriage  having  been  given  by  any  person  whose  con-  of  marriages, 
sent  thereto  is  required  by  law,  or  that  the  registered  building  in 
which  any  marriage  may  have  been  solemnized  had  been  certified 
according  to  law  as  a  place  of  religious  worship,   or  that  such 
building  was  the  usual  place  of  woi*ship  of  either  of  the  parties, 
nor  shall  any  evidence  be  given  to  prove  the  contrary  in  any  suit 
or  legal  proceedings  touching  the  validity  of  such  marriage  ;  and 
all  marriages  which  heretofore  have  been  or  which  hereafter  may 
be  had  or  solemnized,  under  the  authority  of  any  of  the  said  recited 
Acts  or  of  this  Act,  in  any  building  or  place  of  worship  which  has 
been  registered  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  said  Act  passed 
in  the  sixth  and  seventh  years  of  his  late  Majesty  King  William 
the  Fourth,  chapter  eighty-five,  but  which  may  not  have  been  cer- 
tified as  required  by  law,  shall  be  as  valid  in  sdl  respects  as  if  such 
place  of  worehip  had  been  so  certified.'  (e) 

Sec.  21.  '  Any  marriage  according  to  the  usages  of  the  Society  Marriages  of 
of  Friends  commonly  called  Quakers,  or  to  the  usages  of  persons  Quakers  or 
professing  the  Jewish   religion   respectively,  where  the   parties  Boi^^JS^],y 
thereto  are  both  members  of  the  said   Society  or  both  persons  license. 

f)rofessing  the  Jewish  religion  respectively,  may  be  solemnized  by 
icense  (which  license  the  superintendent  registrar  to  whom  notice 
of  the  intended  marriage  shall  have  been  given  is  hereby  authorized 
to  grant,  in  the  form  or  to  the  effect  set  forth  in  the  said  Schedule 
(C.)  to  this  Act  annexed),  as  effectually  in  all  respects  as  if  such 
marriage  were  solemnized  after  the  issue  of  a  certificate  by  such 
superintendent  registrar  in  the  manner  provided  by  the  said  recited 
Acts  or  any  of  them ;  and  the  provisions  in  this  present  Act  con- 
tained in  relation  to  the  solemn  declaration  to  be  made  by  the 
party  intending  marriage,  and  to  the  statement  to  be  contained  in 


(<0  By  sec.  15,  the  registrar  general 
may  appoint  registrars  of  marriages  ;  and 
the  appointmentsofre^^rars  of  marriages 
by  floperintendent  registrars  are  to  be  sub- 
ject to  his  approval  By  sec.  16,  the  re- 
gistrar of  marriages  may  appoint  a  de- 
puty, and  where  such  registrar  dies  or 
ceases  to  hold  the  office,  his  deputy  is  to 
be  registrar  until  a  new  registrar  is  ap- 
pointed. 

(«)  By  sec.  18,  persons  making  false 


declarations,  or  giving  false  notices,  or 
forbidding  the  granting  of  a  certificate  by 
falsely  representing  their  consent  to  be 
required  dj  law,  are  liable  to  the  penal- 
ties pf  peijury.  B^  sec.  19,  in  the  case 
of  fraudulent  mamnges,  the  guilty  party 
is  to  forfeit  all  the  property  accruing  from 
the  marriaffe.  By  sec.  20,  nothing  in  the 
Act  is  to  alter  the  provisions  of  the  exist- 
ing Acts,  except  when  they  are  at  variance 
with  this  Act. 
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the  notice  of  such  intended  man-iage  that  such  marriage  is  intended 
to  be  celebrated  by  license,  and  to  the  notice  to  be  given  of  any 
such  intended  marriage  by  license,  and  to  the  giving  of  certificates 
in  the  form  or  to  the  eflfect  set  forth  in  Schedule  (B.)  to  this  Act 
annexed,  and  to  the  fee  and  stamp  to  be  paid  for  such  license, 
shall  be  applicable  in  all  respects  to  every  such  mairiage  to  be 
solemnized  by  license  according  to  the  usages  of  the  said  Society 
or  to  the  usages  of  persons  professing  the  Jewish  religion  respec- 
tively/ (/) 
Marriages  See.  23.  '  Every  marriage  solemnized  under  anv  of  the  said  re- 

^dcr  this  Act  ^ited  Acts  or  of  this  Act  shall  be  good  and  cognizable  in  like  manner 
oogni»ble.        ^  marriages  before  the  passing  of  the  first-recited  Act  according  to 

the  rights  of  the  Church  of  England.*  (g) 
Ejctra-paro-  The  20  Vict.  c.  19,  provides  for  the  turning  of  certain  extra- 

cbial  places,  parochial  places  into  parishes,  and  where  any  such  place  has  a  church 
or  chapel  of  the  Church  of  England  within  it,  the  bishop  of  the 
diocese  may  authorize  the  publication  of  banns  and  the  solemniza- 
tion of  marriages  by  banns  or  license  in  it  Qi)  And  all  the  provi- 
sions as  to  keeping  of  marriage  registers  are  extended  to  such 
church  or  chapel,  (i) 

The  23  &  24  Vict.  c.  24,  renders  marriages  celebrated  in  any  such 
church  or  chapel  valid  where  both  or  either  of  the  parties  reside  in 
such  district,  provided  the  banns  are  published  in  both  districts 
where  the  paities  reside  in  different  districts. 
A  marriage  is        The  marriage  Acts  do  not  specify  what  shall  be  necessary  to  be 
good  by  banns    observed  in  the  publication  of  banns,  or  that  the  banns  shall  be 
where^the         published  in  the  true  mames  of  the  parties ;  but  it  must  be  under- 
party  is  mar-     stood  as  the  clear  intention  of  the  legislature  that  the  banns  shall 
ried  in  an         be  published  in  the  true  names,  because  it  requires  that  notice  in 
iThr^fkn^i  writing  shall  be  delivered  to  the  minister  of  the  tnie  Christian 
in  tbe  place       names  and  surnames  of  the  parties  seven  days  before  the  publica- 
where  he  is       tion  ;  and,  unless  such  notice  be  given,  he  is  not  obliged  to  pub- 
siKh^aLamed     ^^^^  ^^^  banns.     But  a  publication  in  the  name  which  the  party 
name.  has  assumed,  and  by  which  he  is  known  in  the  parish,  appears  to 

be  sufficient,  and  would,  indeed,  be  the  proper  publication  where 
the  party  is  not  known  by  his  real  name.  Thus,  where  a  person, 
whose  baptismal  and  surname  was  Abraham  Langley,  was  married 
by  banns  by  the  name  of  George  Smith,  having  been  known  in  the 
parish  where  he  resided  and  was  married  by  that  name  only  from 
his  first  coming  into  the  parish  till  his  marriage,  which  was  about 
three  years,  the  marriage  was  held  valid,  (j)  And  a  marriage  by 
license,  not  in  the  party's  real  name,  but  in  the  name  which  he 
had  assumed,  because  he  had  deserted,  he  being  known  by  that 
name  only  in  the  place  where  he  lodged  and  was  married,  and 
where  he  had  resided  sixteen  weeks,  was  also  held  valid.  Lord 
Ellenborough,  C.  J.,  said,  '  If  this  name  had  been  assumed  for  the 
purpose  of  fraud  in  order  to  enable  the  party  to  contract  marriage^ 
and  to  conceal  himself  from  the  party  to  whom  he  was  about  to  be 

(/ )  B^  860.  22,  the  registrar  general  tracts  from  the  retams  of  certified  places 

is  to  famish  marriage  register  bools  and  of  worship.     By  sec  25,  the  Act  does 

forms  to  each  certified  secretary  of  a  syna-  not  extend  to  Scotland  or  Ireland, 

gogue  of  British  Jews.  (A)  Sec.  9. 

(g)  Sec.  24  recites  the  16  &  16  Vict.  (i)  Sec.  10. 

c.  36,  and  enacts  that  the  registrar  gene-  ( ;')  Rex  v.    Billiugliurst,  8  AI.  JE  S. 

ral  shall  allow  searches,    and  give  ex-  250. 
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married,  that  would  have  been  a  fraud  on  the  marriage  Act  and 
the  rights  of  marriage,  and  the  Court  would  not  have  given  efifect 
to  any  such  corrupt  purpose.  But  where  a  name  has  been  previ- 
ously assumed,  so  as  to  have  become  the  name  which  the  party  has 
acquired  by  reputation,  that  is,  within  the  meaning  of  the  marriage 
Act,  the  party's  true  name.'  (k) 

Under  the  26  Geo.  2,  c.  33,  if  there  was  a  total  variation  of  a  Banna  pub- 
name  or  names,  that  is,  if  the  banns  were  published  in  a  name  or  ^^^  in  ^t^- 
names  totally  diflferent  from  those  which  the  parties,  or  one  of  ^J  ^^^ 
them,  ever  used,  or  by  which  they  were  ever  known,  the  maniage  26  Geo.  2, 
in  pursuance  of  that  publication  was  invalid  ;  and  it  was  immate-  c«  33. 
rial  in  such  cases,  whether  the  misdescription  had  -  arisen  from 
accident  or  design,  or  whether  such  design  was  fraudulent  or  not. 
The  pauper  and  her  husband  were  married  in  1817,  by  banns,  by  the 
names  of  Mary  White  and  Joseph  Betts.     The  husband  had  been 
baptized  as  the  son  of  J.  and  M.  Betts.  M.  Betts  was  the  daughter 
of  S.  Wilson,  and  her  husband  having  absconded  shortly  after  their 
marriage,  the  pauper's  husband  was  brought  up  by  S.  Wilson,  and 
always  called  by  the  name  of  Wilson,  and  never  called  or  known 
by  any  other  name  either  before  or  after  his  marriage.  The  pauper 
was  the  daughter  of  J.  and  M.  Hodgkinson,  and  was  never  called 
or  known  by  any  name  except  Hodgkinson  till  after  her  marriage, 
but  in  the  register  of  her  baptism  she  was  described  as  *  Mary  the 
daughter  of  S.  White  and  his  wife,'  which  entry  was  believed  to 
have  been  a  mistake  of  the  clergyman  who  baptized  her.     It  was 
held  that  the  marriage  was  void.     Whether  the  husband  was  suffi- 
ciently designated  by  the  name  of  Betts  it  was  unnecessary  to 
inquire,  as  the  Court  were  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  woman  was 
never  known  by,  and  never  used  the  surname  of '  White,'  so  as  to 
make  that,  in  any  latitude  of  construction,  '  a  true  name  '  within 
the  meaning  of  the  26  Geo.  2,  c.  33,  s.  2.  (t) 

But  under  the  26  (Jeo.  2,  c.  33,  if  there  were  a  partial  variation  Partial  varia- 
of  name  only,  as  the  alteration  of  a  letter  or  letters,  or  the  addition  ^^^  ^^  *^® 
or  suppression  of  one  Christian  name,  or  the  names  had  been  such 
as  the  parties  had  used,  and  been  known  by,  at  one  time,  and  not 
at  another ;  in  such  cases  the  publication  might,  or  might  not  be 
void;  the  supposed  misdescription  might  be  explained,  and  it 
became  a  most  important  part  of  the  inquiry,  whether  it  was 
consistent  with  honesty  of  purpose,  or  arose  from  a  fraudulent  in- 
tention, (m) 

But  the  words  of  the  4  Geo.  4,  c.  76,  s.  22,  are  wholly  different  Under  the 
from  those  of  the  26  Geo.  2,  c.  33,  s.  8,  and  it  has  been  held  that  in  ^  ^®°-^^ 
order  to  invalidate  a  marriage  under  the  4  Gteo.  4,  c.  76,  s.  22,  it  Lrtiee  must 
must  be  contracted  with  a  knowledge  by  both  parties  that  no  due  knoir  that 
publication  of  the  banns  has  taken  place.     Where,  therefore,  J.  C.  *^«"*  ^"*  ^^ 
told  Susannah  Spencer  that  he  would  see  the  banns  properly  pub-  ^tion^o^^ 
lished,  and  she  took  no  steps  in  the  matter,  and  he  told  her  that  banns, 
they  had  been  published,  but  procured  the  banns  to  be  published 
in  the  name  of  Agnes  Watts,  which  name  she  had  never  borne ; 

{k)  Kex  V.  Burton-upon-Trent,  3  M.  &  254  ;  Frankland  r.  Nicholson,  8  M.  &  S. 

8.  637.  261,  1   Phil.  R  147  ;    Pougett  v,  Tom- 

(/)  Rex  V.  Tibshelf,  1  B.  &  Ad.  190.  kins,  3  M.  &  S.  268  ;   Mather  v.  Ney,  8 

(w)  Per  Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.     Ibid.  M.  &  S.  265. 
See  Sullivan  v.  Sullivan,  2  Hagg.  C.  R. 
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and  in  performing  the  service,  the  clergyman  applied  to  her  the 
name  of  Agnes,  till  which  time  she  believed  she  was  about  to  be 
married  by  her  own  name,  and  she  did  not  know,  until  after  the 
marriage,  that  the  banns  had  been  published  in  a  wrong  name  ;  it 
was  held  that  the  marriage  was  valid,  {n)  But  where  both  the 
man  and  the  woman  were  aware  that  the  banns  had  been  published 
in  a  manner  to  conceal  the  identity  of  one  of  them,  it  was  held  that 
the  marriage  was  void,  (o) 

Edward  Croxall  Tongue,  a  minor,  of  the  age  of  seventeen  years, 
and  Mary  Ann  Allen,  a  widow,  of  the  age  of  thirty-five  years,  were 
married  in  1833  by  banns,  which  were  published  in  the  names  of 
Edward  Tongue,  bachelor,  and  Mary  Ann  Allen,  spinster;  the  entry 
in  the  register  was  in  the  same  names  and  descriptions,  and  was 
signed  Edward  Tongue.  The  marriage  was  clandestine  and  without 
the  knowledge  or  consent  of  the  parents  of  Tongue,  who  was  bap- 
tized by  the  names  of  Edward  Croxall  Tongue,  and  though  known 
to  some  persons  by  the  name  of  Croxall  Tongue  or  Tongue  only, 
was  never  known  by  the  name  of  Edward  Tongue.  It  was  ad- 
mitted that  the  woman  was  cognizant  of  the  fraud  and  intended  it; 
and  it  was  held  that  as  the  entry  in  the  register  was,  Edward 
Tongue  and  Mary  Ann  Allen  were  married  by  banns,  it  was  impos- 
sible for  him  not  to  have  known  of  the  publication  of  the  banns ; 
and  the  signature  of  only  one  of  his  Christian  names  showed  that 
he  must  have  known  that  the  banns  had  been  published  in  that 
name  only ;  and,  therefore,  he,  with  the  woman,  knowingly  and  wil- 
fully intermarried  without  due  publication  of  banns,  {p) 

One  Wood  was  baptized  and  had  always  been  known  by  the 
name  of  Bower  Wood,  and  never  by  the  name  of  John  Wood,  and 
his  banns  were  published  in  the  names  of  Margaret  Midgley  and 
John  Wood ;  after  the  first  publication  the  wife  told  Wood  that 
the  name  John  Wood  was  wrong.  He  said  it  was  one  of  his  names, 
though  he  had  never  been  called  by  it ;  she  asked  him  why  he 
used  the  name  John  ?  He  said  it  was  for  fear  any  of  his  relations 
should  know  of  his  marrying  her.  She  wished  him  to  use  the 
name  of  Bower ;  he  said  he  should  be  disinherited  if  he  did ;  she 
asked  him  if  the  marriage  would  be  legal  under  the  name  of  John ; 
he  said  it  would.  It  was  a  long  time  before  she  would  consent  to 
being  married  to  him  in  the  name  of  John.  She  did  so  because  he 
said  if  she  loved  him  she  would  marry  him  in  that  name,  and 
would  trust  to  him  afterwards.  On  the  12th  of  April,  1852,  they 
were  married  in  the  names  of  Margaret  Midgley  and  John  Wood. 
Cresswell,  J.  0.,  held  that  there  was  not  a  due  publication  of  banns, 
as  Wood  was  described  in  them  as  John  Wood,  and  both  parties 
were  aware  of  this  misdescription  when  the  maniage  was  solem- 
nized, and  therefore  the  marriage  was  invalid,  {q) 

It  seems  that  the  assuming  a  fictitious  name,  upon  the  second 


<n)  Rex  V,  Wroxton,  4  B.  &  Ad.  640, 
1  N.  &  M.  712  ;  Gompertz  v.  Kensit,  41 
L.  J.  Ch.  882. 

(o)  Wiltshire  v.  Wiltshire,  8  Hagg. 
Ecc  R.  832. 

{p)  Tongue  v.  Tongue,  1  Moore,  P.  C. 
90.  There  was  also  evidence  that  it  was 
the  regular  course  to  make  the  parties 
examine  the  entry  in  the  banns  book  be- 


fore a  marriage,  and  see  that  their  names 
and  descriptions  were  right,'  and  the  wit-- 
ness  added  that  she  should  not  have  been 
present  at  the  marriage  as  a  witness, 
unless  the  banns  had  been  regularly 
published. 

{q)  Midgl^  V.  Wood,  80  Law  J.,  D. 
k  M.  57. 
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marriage^  will  not  prevent  the  offence  from  being  complete,  (r)  on  the  aeoond 
And  it  was  decided  to  be  no  ground  of  defence,  that  upon  the  ">*">•««• 
second  marriage  (which  was  by  banns)  the  parties  passed  by  false 
Christian  names  when  the  banns  were  published,  and  when  the 
marriage  took  place  ;  and  it  was  further  holden  that  the  prisoner, 
having  written  down  the  names  for  the  publication  of  the  banns, 
was  precluded  thereby  from  saying  that  the  woman  was  not 
known  by  the  name  he  delivered  m,  and  that  she  was  not  rightly 
described  by  that  name  in  the  indictment.  The  indictment  was 
against  the  prisoner  for  marrying  Anna  Timson  whilst  he  had  a 
wife  living:  the  second  marriage  was  by  banns ;  and,  it  appeared, 
that  the  pris<mer  wrote  the  note  for  the  publication  of  the  banns, 
in  which  the  woman  was  called  Anna,  and  that  she  was  married 
by  that  name,  but  that  her  real  name  was  Susannah.  Upon  a 
case  reserved  two  questions  were  made :  one,  whether  this  mar- 
riage was  not  void,  because  there  was  no  publication  of  banns  by 
the  woman's  right  name,  and  that,  if  the  second  marriage  were 
void,  it  created  no  offence  :  and  the  other  question  was,  whether 
the  charge  of  the  prisoner's  marrying  Anna  was  proved.  But  the 
judges  held,  unanimously,  that  the  second  marriage  was  sufficient 
to  constitute  the  offence ;  and  that,  after  having  called  the  woman 
*  Anna '  in  the  note  he  gave  in  for  the  publication  of  banns,  it  did 
not  lie  in  the  prisoner  s  mouth  to  say,  that  she  was  not  known  as 
well  by  the  name  of  Anna  as  by  that  of  Susannah,  or  that  she  was 
not  rightly  called  by  the  name  of  Anna  in  the  indictment,  {a) 

So  where  the  prisoner  contracted  the  second  marriage  in  the 
maiden  name  of  his  mother,  and  the  woman  he  married  had  also 
made  use  of  her  mother's  maiden  name,  it  was  unanimously  resolved 
by  all  the  judges  that  the  prisoner  was  rightly  convicted,  (f)  So 
where  the  second  wife  had  never  gone  or  been  known  by  the 
name  of  Thick,  but  had  assumed  it  when  the  banns  were  pub- 
lished, that  her  neighbours  might  not  know  she  was  the  person 
intended,  it  was  held  that  the  parties  could  not  be  allowed  to 
evade  the  punishment  for  their  offence,  by  contracting  a  con- 
certedly  invalid  marriage,  (u)  But  where  it  was  proved,  by  a 
person  present  at  the  prisoner's  second  marriage,  that  the  woman 
was  married  to  him  by  the  name  of  Hannah  Wilkinson  (the  name 
laid  in  the  indictment),  but  there  was  no  other  proof  that  the 
woman  was  in  fact  Hannah   Wilkinson ;  it   was  held  that  the 

Eroof  was  insufficient,  and  that  to  make  it  sufficient  there  should 
ave  been  proof  that  the  prisoner  was  married  to  a  certain  woman 
by  the  name  of,  and  who  called  herself  H.  Wilkinson,  whereas, 
in  fact,  there  was  no  proof  that  such  was  her  name,  or  that  she 
had  ever  before  gone  by  that  name ;  and  if  the  banns  had  been 
published  in  a  name  which  was  not  her  own,  and  which  she  had 
never  gone  by,  the  marriage  would  be  invalid,  (v) 

The  prisoner  was  married  a  second  time  before  the  registrar  Marriage 
describing  himself  as  Benjamin  Rea,  his  true  name  being  Elward  J^^^'^' 

wrong  name, 

(r)  Rexv.  AllisoD,  post,  p.  314.    And  147.     Rosa  C.  £.  280. 
see  R.  V.  Allen,  atiUj  p.  268,  and  the  (u)  Rex  v.    Penson,    5  C.  &  P.    412. 

rstion  as  to  the  second  marriage  there  Gumey,  B.     See  Reg.  v.  Orgill,   9  C.  & 

nssed.  P.  80. 
(»)  Rex  V.  Edwards,  MS.  Bay  ley,  J.,  (v)  Drake^s  case,  1  Lewin,  25.    Parke, 

and  R.  &  R.  283.  J.     No  point  was  suggested  as  to  this 

{t)  Palmer's  case,  1  Deac.  Dig.  Cr.  L.  being  the  second  marriage. 
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Rea.  There  was  no  evidence  to  show  the  wife  knew  of  this,  and 
the  man  was  held  to  be  rightly  convicted  of  bigamy,  as  the  eflTect 
of  the  statute  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  85,  ss.  4,  42,  is  to  render  invalid  a 
marriage  where  both  the  parties,  and  not  one  only,  knowingly 
intermarry  without  due  notice,  {w) 

A  marriage  celebrated  under  a  license,  in  which  one  of  the 
parties  is  described  by  a  name  wholly  different  from  his  own,  is 
not  therefore  void.  George  Budman  was  taken  into  'custody  as 
the  reputed  father  of  a  child,  of  which  a  woman  was  pregnant, 
and  married  her  by  license.  He  gave  his  name  as  (Jeorge  Neate 
at  the  times  of  the  apprehension  and  marriage,  and  was  named  so 
in  the  license,  but  had  never  gone  by  that  name  before ;  and  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  held  this  marriage  valid,  (a?) 

Where  a  marriage  was  solemnized  by  license,  in  which  the 
woman's  name  was  Margaret  Bevan ;  her  baptismal  name  and  that 
by  which  she  was  commonly  called  being  *  Margaret  Lea  Bevan ' : 
the  license  was  obtained  in  the  altered  name  by  the  man,  who 
knowingly,  and  by  direction  of  the  woman,  suppressed  the  name 
of  'Lea,*  and  gave  false  places  of  residence,  in  order  that  the 
surrogate  might  not  know  who  the  woman  was,  and  that  the 
intended  marriage  might  be  kept  secret  from  her  friends  ;  it  was 
held  that  the  question  was  whether  the  woman  was  married 
without  a  '  license  from  a  pei*son  or  persons  having  authority  to 
grant  the  same.'  There  was  no  doubt  the  person  who  granted 
the  license  had  authority  to  grant  it,  and  it  came  therefore  to  the 
question  whether  this  was  a  license  for  the  woman.  It  was  clear 
that  an  altered  name  might  represent  a  person  ;  therefore  the 
name  '  Margaret  Bevan '  might  represent  her,  and  as  the  license 
was  obtained  for  her  and  by  her  direction  from  a  person  who  had 
authority  to  grant  it,  the  marriage  was  not  void,  {y) 

On  the  trial  of  an  "ejectment  in  1842,  a  marriage  was  said  to 
have  taken  place  in  August  in  1784,  at  a  private  house  under  a 
special  license  from  the  Archbishop  Jof  Canterbury.  There  was 
some  evidence  of  cohabitation  and  reception :  but  the  plaintiff's 
counsel  offered  in  evidence  an  affidavit  made  for  the  purpose  of 
obtaining  a  special  license  to  be  married  at  a  private  house,  and 
a  fiat  signed  by  the  Archbishop,  directing  a  license  to  be  made 
out,  as  prayed,  for  a  marriage  between  the  parties ;  both  which 
documents  were  produced  from  the  Office  of  Faculties,  the  proper 
ecclesiastical  office.  No  search  had  been  made  for  the  original 
license ;  and  there  was  proof  that  such  licenses  were  not  kept  in 
any  regular  custody,  but  were  generally  handed  over  to  the 
officiating  clergyman  and  not  taken  back  from  him.  A  copy  of 
the  register  of  the  parish  of  St.  Pancras,  which  stated  the  marriage 
to  have  been  at  a  private  house,  by  special  license,  and  professed 
to  be  signed  by  the  parties,  was  also  offered  in  evidence.  Objec- 
tion was  taken  to  the  fiat  as  being  secondary  evidence  of  the 
contents  of  the  license,  for  which  no  search  had  been  made  ;  but 


(w)  B.  17.  Rea,  L.  R.  1  C.  C.  B.,  41 
L.  J.  M.  G.  92.  The  Coart  did  not  say 
there  would  have  been  no  offence  if  both 
XKirties  had  known  of  the  false  state- 
ment.  See  Holmes  v.  Simmons,  L.  R. 
1  P.  &  M.  528. 

(x)  Lanov.  Goodwin,  4Q.  B.  861.  Bat 


if  a  license  were  obtained  for  one  person 
with  the  intention  that  it  should  be  used 
for  another,  such  a  license  might  not  be 
valid.     Patteson,  J.     Ibid. 

{y)  Bevan  v.  M'Mahon,  80  Law   J., 
D.  &  M.  61. 
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the  evidence  was  admitted  ;  and  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench 
held  that  it  was  properly  received^  as  the  fiat  was  an  act  done  in 
the  course  of  official  duty,  showing  that  two  persons  bearing  the 
names  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff's  parents  were  at  that  time 
engaged  in  taking  measures  for  contracting  a  marriage ;  and  that 
it  might  properly  be  taken  into  consideration  by  the  jury  as  con- 
firming the  evidence  of  their  union,  which  arose  from  cohabitation 
and  reception.  The  affidavit  and  register  were  proofs  of  the  same 
general  fact,  (z) 

A  marriage  solemnized  by  license  since  the  4  Qeo.  4,  c.  76,  Since  the 
without  consent  of  parents,  where  one  of  the  parties  is  a  minor,  is  ^  ^  *' 
valid  :  for  the  section,  which  requires  such  consent,  is  only  direc-  xiage'by  a 
tory.     The  pauper,  being  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  was  minor  irith- 
married  in  1826,  by  license,  without  the  consent  of  his  father,  who  ®^?*^*  ^ 
was  then  living ;  it  was  objected  that  this  marriage  was  void  under 
the  4  Geo.  4,  c.  76,  for  want  of  the  father's  consent ;  but  it  was 
held  that  the  marriage  was  valid.     The  language  of  sec.  16  (b)  is 
merely  to  require  consent ;  it  does  not  proceed  to  make  the  mar- 
riage void,  if  solemnized  without  consent.     Sec.  22  declares  that 
certain  marriages  shall  be  null  and  void,  and  a  marriage  by  license 
without  consent  is  not  specified ;  and  if  there  were  any  doubt,  it 
is  removed  by  sec.  23,  which  in  such  a  case  enacts,  not  that  the 
marriage  shall  be  void,  but  that  all  the  property  accruing  from  the 
marriage  shall  be  forfeited,  (c) 

Unless  a  clergyman  in  holy  orders  was  present  at  the  marriage  A  dergyman 
ceremony,  the  marriage  was  null  and  void  at  common  law  before  ^^  Holy  orders 
the  marriage  Act     Where,  therefore,  A-,  a  member  of  the  estab-  J^^  ^y  ^' 
lished  Church  in  Ireland,  went,  in  1829,  accompanied  by  B.,  a  common  law. 
Presbyterian,  to  the  house  of  C,  a  regularly  placed  minister  of  the 
Presbyterians  of  the  parish  where  C.  resided,  and  there  entered 
into  a  present  contract  of  marriage  with  the  said  B.,  the  minister 
performing  a  religious  ceremony  between  them,  according  to  the 
rites  of  the  Presbyterian  church,  and  A.  and  B.  lived  together  as 
man  and  wife  for  some  time  afterwards  ;  but  A.,  afterwards  during 
B.'s  life,  married  another  person  in  a  parish  church  in  England  ;  it 
was  held,  on  an  indictment  for  bigamy,  that  the  first  contract  thus 
entered  into  was  not  sufficient  to  support  the  indictment,  (d) 


(z)  Doe  dom.  Earl  of  Effremont,  t^. 
Orazebrook,  4  Q.  B.  406.  In  the  aigu- 
ment  it  \b  said  that  *  the  performance  of 
a  ceremony  was  proved ; '  *  but  the  cere- 
mony was  shown  to  have  been  performed 
in  a  private  house. '  '  The  same  parties 
went  through  the  ceremony,  which,  at 
any  rate,  was  professedly  a  marriage.' 
See  Doe  dem.  France  v.  Andrews,  16 
Q.  B.  756,  as  to  the  entry  in  the  re- 
gister. 

(a)  If  the  prisoner  prove  that  his  first 
marriage  took  place  while  he  was  a  minor, 
and  while  the  26  Geo.  2,  c.  88,  was  in 
force,  it  must  be  shown  on  the  part  of 
the  prosecution,  that  such  marriage,  if 
by  license,  was  with  the  proper  consent 
Rex  V.  Butler,  Mich.  T.  1808.  MS. 
Bayley,  J.,  and  R.  ft  R.  61 ;  Rex  v. 
Morton,  cor.  Wilson,  J„  Newcastle,  1789. 
MS.  Bayley,  J.,  and  R.  &  R.  19,  note 


(a).  James's  case,  R.  k  R.  17.  Though 
illegitimate  children  are  regarded  by  tne 
law  as  not  having  an^  father,  yet  they 
were  held  to  be  within  the  marriage  Act 
of  26  Geo.  2  ;  Rex  v.  Hodnett,  1  T.  R. 
96  ;  Rex  v,  Edmonton,  Cald.  486  ;  Hor- 
ner V.  liddiard.  Rep.  by  Dr.  Croke  ; 
Priestley  v.  Hughes,  11  East,  1. 
{b)  See  the  sec.  anUf  p.   276. 

(c)  Rex  V.  Birmingham,  8  B.  &  C.  29, 
S.  C.  2  M.  k  R.  230.  Reg.  v.  Clark,  2 
Ck)x,  C.  C.  188. 

(d)  Reg.  V.  Millis,  10  CI.  k  F.  584. 
March  1848.  In  the  Queen's  Bench  in 
Ireland,  Perrin  and  Crampton,  JJ.,  held 
the  first  marriage  good  :  but  Pennefather, 
C.  J.,  and  Burton,  J.,  held  it  to  be  void. 
In  order  that  error  might  be  brought  in 
the  House  of  Lords,  Perrin,  J.,  withdrew 
his  opinion,  and  judgment  was  civen  for 
the  prisoner.    In  the  House  of  Lords, 
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But  the  preceding  case  must  not  be  taken  to  decide  that  mar- 
riages of  British  subjects  in  the  colonies,  or  on  board  ship  or 
elsewhere,  where  a  clergyman  cannot  be  obtained,  are  invalid. 
Indeed  in  a  case  in  India  where  no  clergyman  could  be  obtained, 
it  was  held  that  the  preceding  decision  did  not  apply,  {e) 

The  law  does  not  admit  of  any  difference,  as  to  the  manner  in 
which  a  marriage  is  to  be  celebrated,  between  the  marriage  of  a 
clergyman  and  a  layman,  and  consequently  if  the  bridegroom  be 
a  clergyman  in  holy  orders,  and  perform  the  ceremony  himself,  no 
other  clergyman  being  present,  the  marriage  is  invalid.  (/) 

Where,  on  an  indictment  for  bigamy,  it  appeared  that  the  first 
marriage  professed  to  be  under  the  provisions  of  the  6  &  7  Will.  4, 
c.  85,  and  the  superintendent  registrar  produced  the  register 
returned  to  him  by  the  registrar,  who  proved  that  he  was  present 
at  the  marriage,  that  it  was  registered,  that  the  parties  si^ed  th^ir 
names,  and  he  witnessed  it ;  and  the  superintendent  registrar  pro- 
duced the  register  of  the  place  where  the  marriage  was  celebrated, 
and  the  certificate  he  issued  was  produced  and  proved  by  him.  A 
witness  stated  that  he  was  present  at  the  marriage,  and  that  notice 
of  it  was  duly  given  to  the  superintendent  registrar,  but  the  latter 
did  not  produce  it,  and  said,  if  he  had  received  it,  he  had  left  it 
at  home  ;  it  was  contended,  on  behalf  of  the  prisoner,  that  it  was 
incumbent  on  the  prosecution  to  show  that  the  first  marriage  was 
celebrated  in  the  registered  building  specified  in  the  notice  and 
certificate,  to  prove  that  due  notice  had  been  given  to  the  super- 
intendent registrar,  and  that  the  certificate  of  the  notice  had  been 
duly  issued.  But,  on  a  case  reserved,  all  the  judges  present  held 
the  evidence  suflScient.  {g) 

Upon  an  indictment  for  bigamy,  which  alleged  that  the  pri- 
soner, in  July  1848,  married  Eliza  Goodman  in  a  Wesleyan  chapel 
duly  licensed  for  marriages,  and  afterwards  and  in  her  lifetime 
married  E.  Outley,  a  witness  proved  that  he  was  present  at  the 
first  marriage  at  the  Wesleyan  chapel  at  Dunstable,  in  the  pre- 
sence of  the  registrar,  and  signed  the  register  as  a  witness,  and 
that  the  parties  lived  together  as  man  and  wife  for  two  or  three 
years.  A  witness  proved  that  a  certificate  of  this  marriage  was 
examined  by  him  with  the  register  book,  kept  at  the  office  of 
the  superintendent  registrar  of  the  district  of  Luton,  within  which 
Dunstable  was,  and  that  it  was  correct,  and  that  it  was  signed 


Lords  Brougham,  Denman,  and  Camp- 
bell held  the  first  marriage  good ;  but 
the  Lord  Chancellor  (Lyndhurst),  Lord 
Cottenham,  and  Lord  Abinger  held  it 
void ;  whereupon,  according  to  the  an- 
cient rule  in  the  law,  semper  prcesumitur 
pro  negarUe^  judgment  was  given  for  the 
defendant ;  and  in  Beamish  v.  Beamish, 
ii\fray  it  was  held  that  this  iudgmetit  was 
as  much  binding  as  if  it  had  been  pro- 
nounced nemine  disserUiente.  On  the 
authority  of  this  case,  it  was  held  that  a 
marriage  solemnized  at  the  consulate 
office  at  Beyrout  in  Syria,  according  to 
the  rites  of  the  Church  of  England,  be- 
tween two  British  subjects  who  were 
members  of  that  church,  by  an  American 
missionary,  who  was  not  a  priest  in  holy 
orders^  was  yoid.     Catherwood  v.  Caslon, 


13  M.  &  W.  261.  1844.  See  the  12  &  13 
Vict  c.  68,  post,  p.  811.  See  R.  v. 
Mainwaring,  26  L.  /.  M.  C.  10  ;  Dear  & 
B.  132. 

{e)  Maclean  v,  Cristall,  Per.  Oriental 
Cas.  75.  And  the  Lords,  in  Beamish  v. 
Beamish,  infra,  expressly  declared  that 
this  question  was  not  decided  by  the  pre* 
ceding  case. 

(/)  Beamish  v.  Beamish,  9  H.  L.  C. 
274. 

(g)  Reg.  V.  Hawes,  1  Den.  C.  C.  270. 
As  the  production  of  the  original  register 
uf  mamages  cannot  be  enforced,  a  wit- 
ness, who  has  seen  the  register,  may 
prove  the  handwriting  of  a  party  to 
a  marriage  therein  registered,  althoagh 
such  register  be  not  produced.  Sayer  v. 
Qlossop,  2  Exc.  K  409. 
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by  the  superintendent  registrar.  This  certificate  contained  a 
copy  of  the  register,  which  the  registrar  certified  to  be  correct. 
The  witness  also  proved  that  he  examined  another  certificate 
with  the  register  book  at  the  oflSce  of  the  superintendent  registrar, 
and  that  it  was  correctly  extracted,  and  was  signed  by  the  super- 
intendent registrar  in  his  presence,  {h)  The  witness  also  proved 
that  another  document  was  signed  in  his  presence  by  the  super- 
intendent registrar,  and  that  he  examined  it  with  the  register 
at  his  office,  and  found  it  was  correctly  extracted,  (t)  The 
reception  of  these  documents  was  objected  to,  on  the  gi-ound 
that  certificates  were  not  admissible  to  prove  a  marriage  in  a 
Wesleyan  chapel,  or  that  it  was  a  place  in  which  a  marriage  could 
be  legally  solemnized,  or  that,  if  admissible,  they  must  be  authen- 
ticated by  the  official  seal  of  the  registrar,  and  not  under  hand 
only.  But  the  documents  were  admitted,  and  the  prisoner  con- 
victed ;  and  it  was  held  that  the  conviction  was  right,  upon  the 
ground  that,  independently  of  the  two  last-mentioned  documents, 
there  was  pri/md  facie  evidence  that  the  chapel  was  duly  regis- 
tered, and  was  therefore  a  place  in  which  marriages  might  be 
legally  solemnized.  The  presence  of  the  registrar  at  the  mar- 
riage, the  fact  of  the  ceremony  taking  place,  and  the  entry  in  the 
registrar's  book,  aided,  as  they  were,  by  the  presumption  omnia 
riti  esse  acta,  afforded  pri/md  fade  evidence  that  the  chapel  was  a 
duly  registered  place,  in  which  marriages  might  be  legally  cele- 
brated, (y)  So  where  on  an  indictment  for  bigamy  the  prisoner 
was  shown  to  have  been  secondly  married  at  a  Wesleyan  chapel 
not  registered  under  the  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  36,  in  June  1857,  and 


(k)  This  certificate  was,  '  I,  the  under- 
signed,  T.  £.  AusUd,  Superintendent 
S^S^rar  of  the  district  of  Luton,  &c,  do 
hereby  certify  that  the  Wesleyan  chapel, 
situate  at  Dunstable,  in  the  county  of 
Bedford,  was  duly  registered  for  the 
solemnization  of  marriages,  pursuant  to 
the  Act  6  &  7  WilL  4,  c  85,  on  the 
twenty-eiffhth  day  of  November,  1845. 
Given  under  my  hand,  &c,  Thos.  Enkine 
Austin. ' 

(i)  This  document  was,  *  Henry  Man- 
waxing  and  Eliza  Goodman  were  married 
after  notice,  read  at  the  Board  of  Guar- 
dians of  the  Luton  Union,  without 
license.  Thos.  Erskine  Austin,  Superin- 
'  tendent  Registrar.* 

0)  Beg.  V,  Manwaring,  D.  k  B.  C.  C. 
182;  Pollock,  C.  B.  and  Willes,  J., 
thought  that  the  certificate  that  the 
chapel  had  been  duly  rejB^istered  was  ad- 
missible and  evidence  of  the  fact.  The 
6  &  7  WilL  4,  cc.  85,  86  ;    1  Vict.  c.  22  ; 

8  &  4  Vict  c.  92  ;  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  118  ; 

9  &  10  Vict  c.  119  ;  and  14  k  15  Vict 
c  99,  were  referred  to  on  the  trial. 
Willes,  J.,  said,  '  It  is  a  mistake  to  sup- 
pose that  the  provisions  of  the  14  ft  15 
Vict  c.  99,  8.  14,  are  anything  more  tiian 
eumulative,  or  that  they  give  a  rule  and 
the  only  rule  of  evidence.'  See  R.  v, 
Craddock,  8  F.  &  F.  837.  Where  in  an 
action  for  goods  sold  there  was  a  plea  of 
coverture,  and  the  defendant  stated  that 
she  was  married  to  J.  Lambert  in  1844, 


at  a  Roman  Catholic  chapel  in  George 
Street,  Portman  Smiare ;  that  she  and 
Lambert  were  both  Koman  Catholics,  and 
were  married  by  a  priest  in  the  way  in 
which  Roman  Catholic  marriages  are 
ordinarily  celebrated,  and  that  they  lived 
together  for  some  years,  and  she  pro- 
duced a  certificate  of  the  marriage  from 
the  priest  who  performed  the  ceremony, 
and  a  certificate  showing  that  the  civil 
contract  of  marriage  had  been  performed 
before  the  French  Consul ;  but  there  was 
no  proof  that  the  person  who  performed 
the  ceremony  was  a  priest,  or  that  the 
chapel  was  a  place  licensed  for  mar- 
riages, or  that  the  registrar  was  present 
at  the  time  ;  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
held  that  it  might  be  presumed  that  the 
chapel  was  licensed  and  the  registrar  pre- 
sent, as  well  because  the  6  &  7  Will.  4, 
c.  85,  s.  89,  declares,  any  person  who 
wilfully  solemnizes  a  marriage  in  any 
other  place  than  a  registerea  building 
or  in  the  absence  of  the  registrar,  guilty 
of  felony,  as  because  the  ordinary  rule 
omnia  praesiimuntur  riU  este  acta  ought 
to  prevail  in  such  a  case.  Sichel  v.  Lam- 
bert, 15  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  781.  Where  a 
marriage  was  solemnized  in  a  building  in 
a  parish  situate  a  few  yards  from  the 
parish  church,  at  a  time  when  the  parish 
church  was  disused  in  consequence  of  its 
undergoing  repairs,  and  after  divine  ser- 
vice had  been  several  times  performed  in 
such  building,   in  the  absence  of  any 
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this  marriage  was  proved  by  the  registrar,  who  produced  the  cer- 
tificate ;  it  was  objected  that  there  was  no  proof  of  the  second 
marriage,  or  that  it  was  invalid,  having  taken  place  in  an  unli- 
censed chapel ;  but  Wightman,  J.,  overruled  the  objections,  (k) 

A  marriage  celebrated  by  banns,  in  a  chapel  erected  after  the 

26  Geo.  2,  a  33,  was  passed,  and  not  upon  the  site  of  any  ancient 

SMebe^ted  church or  chapel,  was  held  to  be  void,  although  marriages  had  been 

since  the  mar-    de  focto  frequently  celebrated  there ;  the  words  of  the  statute  *  in 

which  chapel  banns  have  been  usually  published'  being  held 
clearly  to  mean  chapels  existing  at  the  time  it  was  passed.  (Q 
But  as  soon  as  this  determination  was  known,  the  21  Geo.  3,  c.  53, 
was  "passed,  making  valid  all  marriages  which  hxid  been  celebrated 
in  any  parish  church  or  public  chapel,  erected  since  the  passing  of 
the  26  Geo.  2,  a  33,  and  consecrated,  and  providing  that  the  regis- 
ters of  such  marriages  should  be  received  as  evidence.  The  fourth 
section  enacted,  that  the  registers  of  marriages  thereby  made  valid 
should,  within  twenty  days  after  the  1st  of  August,  1781,  be 
removed  to  the  church  of  the  parish  in  which  such  chapel  should 
be  situated  ;  or,  if  it  should  be  situated  in  an  extra-parochial  place, 
to  the  parish  church  next  adjoining,  to  be  kept  with  the  registers 
of  such  parish.  These  provisions  were  extended  by  the  44  ueo.  3, 
c.  77,  and  the  48  Geo.  3,  c.  127,  to  marriages  celebrated  in  such 
chapels  before  the  23rd  August,  1808  ;  and  the  registers  of  such 
marriages  are  in  like  manner  to  be  removed  to  parish  churches, 
and  transmitted  to  the  bishop.  The  6  Geo.  4,  c.  92,  recites,  that 
since  the  26  Geo.  2,  c.  33,  and  the  44  Geo.  3,  c.  77,  divers  churches 
and  chapels  had  been  erected  in  England,  Wales,  and  Berwick- 
upon-Tweed,  which  had  been  duly  consecrated,  and  divers  mar- 
riages had  been  solemnized  therein  since  the  passing  of  the 
44  Geo.  3,  c.  77  ;  but  by  reason  that  in  such  churches  and  chapels 
banns  of  matrimony  had  not  usually  been  published,  before  or  at 
the  time  of  passing  the  26  Geo.  2,  c.  33,  nor  any  authority  obtained 
for  solemnizing  marriages  therein,  under  the  provisions  of  the 
4  Geo.  4,  c.  76,  such  maniages  had  been  or  might  be  deemed  to  be 
void ;  and  then  enacts,  that  all  marriages  already  solemnized  in 
any  church  or  public  chapel  in  England,  Wales,  and  Berwick- 
upon-Tweed,  erected  since  the  26  Geo.  2,  c.  33,  and  consecrated, 
shall  be  as  good  and  valid  in  law  as  if  such  marriages  had  been 
solemnized  in  parish  churches  or  public  chapels,  having  chapelries 
annexed,  and  wherein  banns  had  usually  been  published  before  or 
at  the  time  of  passing  the  26  Geo.  2.  By  sec.  2,  it  shall  be  lawful 
for  marriages  to  be  in  future  solemnized  in  all  churches  and 
chapels  erected  since  the  26  Geo.  2,  c.  33,  and  consecrated, '  in 
which  churches  and   chapels   it  has  been  customary  and  usual, 


proof  tliat  the  building  was  licensed  by 
the  bishop,  it  was  presumed  in  favour  of 
the  marriage,  to  have  been  duly  licensed. 
R.  V.  Cresswell,  45  L.  J.  M.  C.  77 ;  18  Cox, 
C.  C.  126,  et  per  Lord  Coleridge,  C.  J. 
We  are  of  opinion  that  the  marriage  ser- 
vice having  been  performed  in  a  ^lace 
where  divine  service  was  several  times 
performed,  the  rule  ^^ omnia proesumuTilur 
riih  acUit'*'  applies,  and  that  we  must 
assume  that  the  place  was  properly 
licensed,  and  that  the  clergymen  per- 


forming the  service  was  not  guilty  of  the 
grave  offence  of  marrying  persons  in  an 
imlicensed  place.  The  facts  of  the  mar- 
riage and  other  church  services  being 
performed  there  bv  a  cleivyman  are 
abundant  evidence  from  which  the  court 
and  a  jury  mi^ht  assume  that  the  place 
was  properly  licensed  for  the  celebration 
of  marriages. 

{k)  Reg.  V,  Tilson,  1  F.  &  F.  54. 

\l)  Rex  V,  Northfield,  DougL  659. 
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before  the  passing  of  this  Act,  to  solemnize  marriages  ;'  and  that 
aU  marriages  hereinafter  (m)  solemnized  therein  shall  be  as  good 
and  valid  as  if  they  had  been  solemnized  in  parish  churches,  &c., 
wherein  banns  had  usually  been  published  before  or  at  the  time 
of  passing  the  26  Geo.  2.  And  the  registers  of  marriages  solem- 
nized in  the  churches  or  chapels,  by  the  6  Qeo.  4,  enacted  to  be 
valid  in  law,  or  copies  thereof,  are  to  be  received  as  evidence,  in 
the  same  manner  as  the  registers  of  marriages  in  parish  churches, 
&c.,  in  which  banns  were  usually  published  before  or  at  the  time 
of  the  26  Geo.  2,  a  33,  or  copies  thereof,  are  received  ;  but  liable 
to  the  same  objections  as  would  be  available  to  exclude  the  latter 
from  being  received,  {n)  But  such  registers  of  marriages,  solem- 
nized in  any  public  chapel,  and  made  valid  by  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  92, 
are,  within  three  months  from  the  passing  of  the  Act,  to  be 
removed  to  the  parish  church  of  the  parish  in  which  such  chapel 
is  situated ;  and  if  it  be  situated  in  an  extra-parochial  place,  then 
to  the  parish  church  next  adjoining,  to  be  kept  with  the  marriage 
registers  of  such  parish,  and  in  like  manner  as  parish  registers  are 
directed  to  be  kept  by  the  26  Geo.  2.  (o) 

Where  a  marriage  was  solemnized  in  a  chapel,  before  the  Evidence  of 
6  Geo.  4,  c.  92,  there  must  be  some  evidence  given  that  banns  *!^J^^°'*q 
were  usually  published  there  before  the  passing  of  the  26  ^\^^  ^'  ' 
Geo.  2,  c.  33 ;  but  it  was  primd  fade  sufficient  for  that  pur- 
pose to  produce  an  old  register  of  marriages  solemnized  in 
the  chapel  before  that  Act,  and  a  regular  register  of  banns 
published  there  since,  and  to  prove  that  within  the  recol- 
lection of  witnesses  banns  had  been  published  and  marriages 
solemnized  in  it  from  time  to  time  of  late  years,  (p)  But  where 
OD  aa  indictment  for  bigamy  it  appeared  that  the  first  marriage 
was  celebrated  at  the  chapel  of  Great  Barr,  which  was  a  chapel 
in  the  parish  of  Aldridge,  in  the  year  1843,  and  that  marriages 
had  been  solemnized  there  for  the  last  twenty  years,  but  no  register 
was  produced,  nor  any  further  evidence  given  as  to  the  celebration 
of  marriages  or  publication  of  banns  there ;  Piatt,  B.,  held  the 
evidence  insufficient,  as  it  was  necessary  to  show  either  that  the 
chapel  was  one  in  which  banns  had  been  usually  published  before 
the  26  Geo.  3,  c.  33,  or  that  the  chapel  was  built  and  consecrated 
after  that  Act,  and  before  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  92.  (q) 

By  the  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  37,  s.  16,  an  Act  to  make  better  pro-  MamageBin 
vision  for  the  spiritual  care  of  popular  parishes,  where  any  church  ^^^  ^ 
or  chapel  has  been  consecrated  as  the  church  or  chapel  of  any  ^ 

district  constituted  under  the  Act,  such  district  is  to  be  a  new 
parish  for  ecclesiastical  purposes,  and  '  it  shall  be  lawful  to  publish 
banns  of  matrimony  in  such  church,  and  according  to  the  laws 
and  canons  in  force  in  this  realm  to  solemnize  therein  marriages ;' 
and  the  several  laws  relating  to  the  publication  of  banns  and  the 
performance  of  marriages  and  the  registering  thereof,  shall  apply 
to  the  church  of  such  new  parish,  and  to  the  perpetual  curate 

(m)  Sic,  it  should  be  'hereafter.*  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  92. 
(n)  6  Geo.  4,  c.  92,  s.  3.  (?)  Reg.  r.    Bowen,  2  C.  &  K.  227, 

(o)  Id.  sec.  4.  tried  March  18,    1846.     The  6  Geo.  4, 

Ip)  Taunton  v.  "Wyvom,  2  Campb.  R.  c.   92,   received  the  Royal  Assent  6th 

297.     This  case  was  tried  in  1809,  after  July,  1825. 

the  passing  of  the  26  Geo.  8,  and  before 
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thereof.     And  by  the  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  70,  s.  10,  an  Act  for  amending 
the  Church  building  Acts,  banns  of  marriage  may  be  published 
and  marriages  performed   in  the    church   of  every  consolidated 
chapelry  formed  in  the  manner  therein  mentioned. 
Marriages  in  The  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  56,  s.  3,  reciting  that  by  error  banns  have 

^^ rad*^d!  ^^^^  published  and  marriages  solemnized  in  chapels  with  districts 
assigned  to  them  under  the  69  Geo.  3,  c.  134,  1  &  2  Will  4,  c.  38, 
1  &  2  Vict.  c.  107,  and  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  60,  or  some  of  them,  but  in 
which,  chapels  banns  could  not  be  legally  published  nor  marriages 
by  law  be  solemnized,  enacts  that  *  banns  already  (29th  July,  1844) 
published  and  marriages  already  solemnized  in  such  chapels  as 
aforesaid  shall  not  hereafter  be  questioned  on  account  of  the  said 
banns  having  been  published,  or  the  said  marriages  solemnized 
in  any  such  chapel  as  aforesaid,  and  the  registers  of  all  marriages 
so  solemnized  as  aforesaid,  or  copies  of  such  registers,  shall  be 
received  in  all  courts  of  law  and  equity  as  evidence  of  such 
maiTiages  respectively.*  (?•) 

The  14  &  15  Vict.  c.  97,  s.  25,  (rr)  enacts  that,  where  by  error'and 
without  fraud  banns  had  been  published  or  marriages  solemnized,  in 
the  church  of  any  parish  or  district  in  which  they  could  not  lawfully 
be  published  or  solemnized,  the  banns  already  (7th  August,  1851) 
published  and  mai-riages  already  solemnized,  shall  not  be  questioned 
by  reason  thereof,  except  where  some  suit  was  pending. 

The  24  &  25  Vict.  c.  16,  s.  4,  renders  valid  all  banns  published 
and  all  marriages  solemnized  before  the  17th  of  May,  1861,  in 
churches  and  chapels  which  had  been  duly  consecrated,  but  in 
which  banns  could  not  legally  be  published  nor  marriages  by  law 
be  solemnized  ;  but  the  Act  is  not  prospective.  («) 

The  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  81,  s.  13,  renders  valid  marriages  had 
before  the  30th  July,  1855,  in  any  building  registered  under  the 
6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  85,  but  not  certified  as  required  by  any  Act. 

(r)  Sec  1  provides  that  where  a  dis-  and  marria^  solemnized  in  any  sacb. 

trict  has  been  or  shall  be  a.<«igned  to  any  chnrch  or  cnapel  according  to  the  laws 

charch  or  chapel  nnder  the  8  &  4  Vict  and  canons  in  force  within  this  realm  in 

c.  60,  the  Church  Building  Commissioners  that  behalf  shall,  after  the  granting  of 

or  the  bishop  may  determine  as  to  banns  such  certificate,  be  good  to  all  intents 

and  marriages  in  any  such  chnrch  or  and  purposes  whatsoever  :   provided  al- 

chapel ;  and  sec.  2  enacts  that  when  and  ways,  that  no  banns  or  marriages  respec- 

80  soon  as  it  shall  be  determined  that  tively  published  or  solemnized  accoraing 

banns  of  matrimony  may  be  published  to  the  laws  and  canons  in  force  within 

and  marriages  solemnized  in  any  such  the  realm  in  that  behalf  in  any  church 

church   or   chapel,   the   bishop  of  the  or  chapel  in  which  the  same  are  autho- 

dioceae  within  which  such   church    or  rized  to  be  respectively  published,  solem- 

chapel  shaU  be  locally  situated,  whether  nized,  and  had  by  the  said  recited  Acts 

in  any  parish  or  extra-parochial  place,  or  this  Act,  or  either  of  them,  shall  be 

or  otherwise,  shaU  certify  the  same,  and  invalid  by  reason  of  any  such  certificate 

such  certificate  shall  be  kept  in  the  chest  not  having  been  duly  ^ven,  or  registered 

of  the  church  or  chapel  with  the  books  of  or  entered,    as    herembefore    required, 
registry  thereof,  and  a  copy  thereof  shall  (rr)  See  88  &  89  Vict,  c  66. 

be  entered  in  the  books  of  the  Registry  («)  The  Act  also  indemnifies  ministers 

of  Banns  and  Marriages,  and  a  duplicate  who  had  solemnized   any  marriages  in 

of  such  certificate  shall  be  registered  in  such  churches  and  chapels,  and  makes  the 

the  registry  of  the  diocese,  and  such  cer-  reenters  and  copies  of  them  admissible  in 

tificate  shaU  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  evidence.     Maniacs  in  chapels,  erected 

conclusive  evidence  in  all  courts,  and  in  and  consecrated  since  26  Geo.  2,  c.  83, 

aU  questions  relating  to  any  banns  pub-  were    rendered   valid  by  various  other 

li^ed  or  marriages  solemnized  in  any  retrospective  statutes ;  see  21   Geo.   8, 

such  church  or  chapel,  that  the  same  c.  68  ;   44  Geo.  8,  c.  77 ;    48  Geo.    8, 

might  according  to  law  respectively  be  c.  127  ;  and  see  6  Geo.  4,  c.  92,  noticed 

published  and  solemnized  in  such  church  anU,  p.  802, 
or  chapel,  and  that  aU  banns  published 
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The  4  Geo.  4,  c.  76,  and  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  85,  only  extend  to  that  Marriages  in 
part  of  the  United  Kingdom  called  England,  {t)      With  respect  ^^^""^  ^^"^^ 
to  marriages  in  Scotland,  though  the  point  was  formerly  much  the  seas  good, 
doubted,  (u)  it  appears  to  have  been  afterwards  settled  that  where  if  performed 
minors  domiciled  in  England  withdrew  themselves  into  Scotland,  afcordiDgto 
or  places  beyond  the  seas,  for  the  purpose  of  evading  the  Mar-  customs  of  the 
riage  Act,  their  marriage  under  such  circumstances  was  neverthe-  country  in 
less  valid,  (v)     In  one  case,  a  writer  to  the  signet  proved  that,  ^^^^^f^Y 
according  to  the  law  of  Scotland,  marriage  is  a  civil   contract  tnited. 
solemnly  and  deliberately  entered  into,  and  as  if  the  parties  had  a 
serious  intention  of  living  together  as  man  and  wife.     The  assent 
of  both  parties  must,  therefore,  be  very  distinctly  and   clearly 
proved  to  have  been  given,  in  order  to  render  the  contract  a  valid 
one.     It  is  not  necessary  to  the  validity  of  such  contract,  that  the 
parties  should  aftemv'ards  live  together  as  man  and  wife ;  but  the 
lact  of  their  afterwards  living  together  as  man  and  wife  will  ope- 
rate to  explain  ambiguous  words,  if  there  be  such,  in  the  contract 
itself.    Where,  therefore,  the  second  marriage  took  place  at  Gretna 
Green,  and  upon  the  whole  evidence  the  assent  of  the  second  wife 
was  not  '  distinctly  and  cleai  ly  proved,'  and,  though  the  parties 
had  lived  together  afterwards,  the  evidence  tended  rather  to  show 
that  they  were  living  together  in  a  state  of  concubinage,  inasmuch 
as  the  prisoner  still  continued  to  address  her  by  her  maiden  name, 
Alderson,  B.,  directed  the  jury  to  find  the  prisoner  not  guilty,  [w) 
And  where,  on  an  indictment  for  bigamy,  to  prove  the  second 
marriage  in  Scotland,  a  witness  stated  that  she  (being  the  sister  of 
the  second  wife)  was  present  at   a  ceremony  performed   by   a 
minister  of  a  congregation,  but  whether  of  the  Kirk  she  did  not 
know,  in  her  private  house  in  Edinburgh  ;  that  she  herself  was 
married  in  the  same  way,  and  that  parties  were  always  married  in 
Scotland  in  private  houses ;  that  the  prisoner  and  her  sister  lived 
together  in  her  house  as  man  and  wife  for  a  few  days  after  the 
ceremony ;  and  the  jury   found  the  prisoner  guilty ;  upon   the 
question  being  reserved  whether  the  evidence  was   sufficient  to 
justify  the  verdict,  or  whether  some  witness,  conversant  with  the 
law  of  Scotland,  should  not  have  been  called  upon  to  say  whether 
the  facts  proved  constituted  a  valid  marriage  according  to  that 
law;  it  was  held  that  some  such  witness   ought  to   have  been 
called,  and  that,  even  supposing  that  the  witness  had  been  a  com- 
petent witness  for  such  a  matter,  her  evidence  did  not  prove  a 
marriage  in  fact,  [x) 

{t)  See  ante,  pp.  278,  286.  {x)  Reg.  v.   Povey,  Dears.   C.  C.  82. 

(«)  See  Bum  8  Just.  tit.  Marriage,  and  22  L.  J.  M.  C.  19.     The  Court  said  that 

the  observations  of   Lord  Mansfield  in  the  Sussex  Peerage  Case,  11  CI.  &  F.  85, 

Robinson  v.  Bland,  2  Burr.  1079.  had  settled  the  point  that  a  person  not 

(p)  Crompton  v,  Bearcroft,  Bull,  N.  P.  peritus  virtuU  officii  or  virtute  profes- 

118  ;  and  see  the  opinion  of  Eyre,  C.  J.,  sioniSf  was  inadmissible  to  prove  the  law 

in  reasoning  upon  the  case  of  Phillips  v.  of  a  foreign  country,  and  had  overruled 

Hunter,  2  H.  Blac  412.     And  in  Ilder-  Reg.  v.  Dent,  1  C.  &  K.  97  ;  as  to  this  sec 

ton  V.  Ildertou,  2  H.  Blac.  146,  it  was  post.  Evidence.     See  Lapslcy  r.  Grierson, 

taken  to  be  clear  that  a  marriage,  ccle-  1  H.  L.  C.  498,  that  illicit  cohabitation 

brated  in  Scotland,  is  such  a  marriage  as  in  Scotland  begun  in  the  lifetime  of  a 

would  entitle  the  woman  to  her  dower  in  husband,  and  continued  after  his  death, 

England.  continues  to  bear  an  illicit  character,  un- 

{w)  Graham's  case,  2  Lew.  97.     In  the  less  there  be  a  clear  change  in  its  charac- 

same  case  the  same  learned  judge  refused  ter  aft«r  the  death  of  the  husband  is  known 

to  admit  the  certificate  as  evidence  of  the  to  the  parties, 
marriage. 
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Marriage  in 
St.  Dommgo^ 


Marriag<^  by  a 
clergyman  of 
the  Church  of 
England  in  a 
private  house 
in  Ireland. 


By  the  19  &  20  Vict.  c.  96,  s.  1,  '  after  the  31st  of  December, 
1856,  no  irregular  marriage  contmcted  in  Scotland  by  declaration, 
acknowledgement,  or  ceremony,  shall  be  valid,  unless  one  of  the 
parties  had  at  the  date  thereof  his  or  her  usual  place  of  residence 
there,  or  had  lived  in  Scotland  for  twenty-one  days  next  preceding 
such  marriage ;  any  law,  custom  or  usage  to  the  contraiy  notwith- 
standing. 

Where  a  soldier  on  service  with  the  British  army  in  St.  Do- 
mingo, in  1796,  being  desirous  of  maiTying  the  widow  of  another 
soldier  who  had  died  there  in  the  service,  the  parties  went  to  a 
chapel  in  the  town,  and  the  ceremony  was  there  performed  by  a 
person  appearing  and  officiating  as  a  priest ;  the  service  being  in 
French,  but  interpreted  into  English  by  a  person  who  officiated  as 
clerk,  and  understood  at  the  time  by  the  woman  to  be  the  marriage 
service  of  the  Church  of  England.  This  was  held  sufficient  evi- 
dence, after  eleven  years'  cohabitation,  that  the  marriage  was  pro- 
perly celebrated,  although  the  woman  stated  that  she  did  not  know 
that  the  person  officiating  was  a  priest.  Lord  EUenborough,  C.  J., 
in  delivering  his  opinion,  considered  the  case,  first,  as  a  marriage 
celebrated  in  a  place  where  the  law  of  England  prevailed  (sup- 
posing, in  the  absence  of  any  evidence  to  the  contrary,  that  the 
law  of  England,  ecclesiastical  and  civil,  was  recognized  by  subjects 
of  England  in  a  place  occupied  by  the  king's  troops,  who  would 
impliedly  carry  that  law  with  them),  and  held  that  it  would  be  a 
good  marriage  by  that  law :  for  it  would  have  been  a  good  mar- 
riage in  this  country  before  the  Maixiage  Act,  and  consequently 
would  be  so  now  in  a  foreign  colony,  to  which  that  Act  does  not 
extend.  In  the  second  place,  he  considered  it  upon  the  supposi- 
tion that  the  law  of  England  had  not  been  carried  to  St.  Domingo 
by  the  king's  forces,  nor  was  obligatory  upon  them  in  this  par- 
ticular ;  and  held  that  the  facts  stated  would  be  evidence  of  a  good 
marriage  according  to  the  law  of  that  country,  whatever  it  might 
be  ;  and  that  upon  such  facts  every  presumption  was  to  be  made  in 
favour  of  the  validity  of  the  marriage,  {y) 

Where  (before  the  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  81,  post,  p.  308)  a  person  was 
married  at  her  father's  house,  in  Ireland,  in  1/99,  in  the  presence 
of  the  friends  of  both  families,  by  a  clergyman  of  the  Church  of 
England,  who  had  been  curate  of  the  parish  for  eighteen  years ;  the 
parish  church  was  standing,  but  persons  of  respectability  were 
usually  married  at  their  own  houses  ;  the  parties  lived  together  for 
several  years  following  as  man  and  wife.  Upon  objection  to  the 
validity  of  this  marriage,  Best,  C.  J.,  said,  I  know  of  no  law  which 
says  that  celebration  in  a  church  is  essential  to  the  validity  of  a  mar- 
riage in  Ireland.  The  English  Marriage  Act  does  not  apply,  and  I 
am  aware  of  no  Irish  law  which  takes  marriages  performed  in  that 
country  out  of  the  rules  which  prevailed  in  thij?  before  the  passing 
of  that  Act.  Dalrymple  v.  Dah^niple  (z)  has  placed  it  beyond  a 
doubt  that  a  marriage  so  celebrated  as  this  has  been  would  have 
been  held  valid  in  this  country  before  the  existence  of  that 
statute,  (a)  So  where  in  support  of  a  pica  of  coverture  it  was 
proved  that  Mrs.  Quicke  married  Mr.  Quicke  at  the  house  of  the 


(//)  Rex  V.  Brampton,  10  East,  282. 
{z)  2  Hogg.  64. 


80. 


{a)  Smith  9.  Maxwell,  B.  &  M.  N.  P.  S. 
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Rev.  F.  M'Guire,  near  Dublin,  in  1842,  and  Mr.  M'Guire's  "widow 
produced  his  letters  of  orders  showing  that  he  had  been  ordained 
deacon  and  priest  by  bishops  of  the  Established  Church,  and  also 
proved  that  when  persons  were  married  at  their  house,  her  husband 
always  made  an  entry  in  a  register  book,  Mhich  she  produced,  and 
also  gave  a  certificate  of  the  marriage  to  the  persons  married  ;  and 
the  register  contained  an  entry  of  the  marriage  of  Mr.  and  Mrs. 
Quicke,  and  Mrs.  Quicke  proved  that  she  married  Mr.  Quicke  as 
before  mentioned,  and  produced  the  certificate  given  to  her  by  Mr. 
M'Guire ;  Parke,  £.,  held  that  the  certificate  was  admissible  as  a  part 
of  the  transaction ;  but  not  the  register ;  and  that  the  marriage  was 
valid ;  for  although  it  was  not  celebrated  in  a  church,  it  was  a  valid 
marriage  at  common  law  before  the  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  81.  (6) 

Where  a  woman,  being  a  Roman  Catholic,  and  a  man,  beiug  a 
Protestant,  went  in  1826  before  Mr.  Wood,  a  clergyman  residing 
in  Dublin,  who,  in  his  private  house,  read  to  them  the  marriage 
ceremony,  and  in  the  course  of  it  asked  her  whether  she  would 
be  the  wife  of  the  man,  and  asked  him  whether  he  would  be  her 
husband,  to  which  question  both  of  them  answered, '  I  will :'  Wood 
was  reputed  to  be  a  clergyman  of  the  Established  Church,  and  a 
document  purporting  to  be  letters  of  orders  signed  and  sealed  by 
yf.  late  Archbishop  of  Tuam,  dated  in  1799,  whereby  the  arch- 
bishop certified  that  he  had  ordained  Wood  a  priest,  and  which 
letters  were  found  among  Wood's  papers  at  the  time  of  his  death 
in  Julv  1829,  was  admitted  without  proof  of  the  handwriting  or 
seal  01  the  archbishop  as  being  more  than  thirty  years  old.  It  was 
held  that  this  document  was  properly  received  in  evidence,  being 
above  thirty  years  old :  if  it  had  been  only  signed  there  could  have 
been  no  question  as  to  its  admissibility,  but  it  was,  in  fact,  also 
sealed ;  but  although  an  archbishop  is  a  corporation  sole  for  many 
purposes,  yet  such  a  certificate  has  no  relation  to  his  corporate 
character,  and  the  seal  must  be  considered  as  the  seal  of  the 
natural  person,  and  not  of  the  corporation  ;  and  consequently  that 
there  was  suflBcient  evidence  of  the  marriage,  (c) 

In  a  case  before  the  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  81,  podty  p.  308,  at  the  Old  Bailey,  Marriage  by  a 
a  question  was  made,  whether  a  maixiage  of  a  dissenter  in  Ireland,  <i\Menting 

^  "L  -_f  1  "L         J*         A*  •    •  X        •  •      i.  minister  in  a 

when  performed  by  a  dissenting  minister  in  a  private  room,  was  private  room 
valid.  It  was  contended,  on  behalf  of  the  prisoner,  who  was  in*  in  Ireland. 
dieted  for  bigamy,  that  the  marriage  was  illegal  from  the  clandes- 
tine manner  in  which  it  was  celebrated  ;  and  several  Irish  statutes 
were  cited,  from  which  it  was  argued  that  the  marriage  of  dissen- 
ters in  Ireland  ought  at  least  to  be  in  the  face  of  the  congregation, 
and  not  in  a  private  room.  But  the  recorder  is  said  to  have  been 
clearly  of  opinion  that  this  marriage  was  valid,  on  the  ground  that 
as,  before  the  Marriage  Act,  a  marriage  might  have  been  celebrated 
in  England  in  a  house,  and  it  was  only  mside  necessary,  by  the  en- 
actment of  positive  law,  to  celebrate  it  in  a  church,  some  law 
should  be  shown  requiring  dissenters  to  be  married  in  a  church,  or 
in  the  face  of  the  congregation,  in  Ireland,  before  this  marriage 
could  be  pronounced  to  be  illegal :  whereas  one  of  the  Irish 
statutes,  21  &  22  Geo.  3,  c.  25,  (c?)  enacted,  that  all  marriages 

{h)  Stockbridge  p.  Quicke,  3  C.  &  K.  (d)  And  soo  11  Geo.  2,  c.  10.     By  82 

305.  Geo.  8,  c.  21,  s*  12,  Protestants  may  be 

(c)  Rex  t\  Batliwlck,  2  B.  &  Ad.  689.      maiTieil  to  Roman  Catholics  by  clergy. 
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between  Protestant  dissenters,  celebrated  by  a  Protestant  *  dis- 
senting teacher,  should  be  good,  without  saying  at  what  place  they 
should  be  celebrated,  (e) 

The  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  81,  (/)  amends  the  law  of  marriages  in  Ireland. 
Under  this  Act  under  certain  circumstances  a  marriage  may  be 
solemnized  in  certain  registered  places  of  public  worship  and  before 
a  registrar. 

Sect.  4  provides  that  marriages  between  parties,  both  or  either 
of  whom  are.  Presbyterians,  may  be  solemnized,  axjcording  to  the 
forms  used  by  Presbyterians,  in  certified  meeting  houses,  (gr) 

Sect.  32.  *  And  be  it  enacted,  that  after  any  marriage  shall  have 
been  solemnized  it  shall  not  be  necessary  in  support  of  such 
marriage  to  give  any  proof  of  the  actual  dwelling  of  either  of  the 
parties  previous  to  the  marriage,  within  the  district  or  presbytery 
(as  the  case  may  be),  wherein  such  marriage  was  solenmized,  for 
the  time  required  by  this  Act,  or  of  the  consent  of  any  person 
whose  consent  thereunto  is  required  by  law  ;  and  where  a  marriage 
shall  have  been  solemnized  in  a  certified  Presbyterian  meeting 
house,  it  shall  not  be  necessary  to  prove  that  either  of  the  parties 
was  a  Presbyterian,  or,  if  the  marriage  was  by  license,  that  the  cer- 
tificate required  to  be  delivered  to  the  minister  granting  such 
license  had  been  so  delivered,  or,  where  the  marriage  was  by  banns, 
that  a  certificate  of  the  publication  of  banns  had  been  produced  to 
the  minister  by  whom  the  marriage  was  solemnized,  in  cases  where 
such  production  is  required  by  this  Act ;  nor  shall  any  evidence  be 
given  to  prove  the  contrary  of  any  of  these  several  particulars  in 
any  suit  touching  the  validity  of  such  marriage,  or  in  which  such 
marriage  shall  be  questioned.' 

Sec.  49.  *  And  be  it  enacted,  that  except  in  the  case  of  marriages 


men  of  the  Established  Church;  bat 
sec.   13  contains  a  proviso  that  the  Act 
shall  not  authorise  rrotestant  dissenting 
ministers  or  Popish  priests  to  celebrate 
marriage  between  Protestants  of  the  Esta- 
hlisJiM  Church  and  Roman  Catholics.  The 
clause,  however,  does  not  enact  that  such 
a  marriage  celebrated  by  a  Protestant 
dissenting  teacher  shall  be  void.     Such  a 
marriage,  celebrated  by  a  Popish  priesty 
would  nave  been  void  by  19  Geo.  2,  c.  13 
(Irish) :  and  the  33  Geo.  3,  c.  21,  s.  12, 
only  authorises  Popish  priests  to  cele- 
brate marriage  between  a  Protestant  and 
a  Papist,  where  such  Protestant  and  Pa- 
pist have  been  first  maiiied  by  a  Protestant 
clergnrman.   See  the  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  103, 
which  repeals  the  penal  enactments  made 
by  6  Ann.  (I.),  12  Geo.  1  (I.),  23  Geo. 
2  (I.),   12  Geo.  3  (I.),   S3  Geo.  8  (I.), 
sgainst  Catholic  clergymen  celebrating 
marriages  between  Protestants  in  Ireland, 
and  see  now  the  33  k  34  Vict.  c.  110,  s. 
89  (Irish),  post^  p.  310. 

(c)  Eex  V.  ,  Old  Bailey,  Jan. 

Sess.  1815,  cor.  Sir  J.  Silvester,  Recorder. 
MS.  The  prisoner  was  an  officer  in  the 
army ;  and  nis  first  marriage  upon  which 
this  question  was  raised,  took  place  in 
1787,  at  Londonderrv.  The  second  mar- 
riage was  celebrated  in  London,  accord- 
ing to  the  ceremonies  of  the  Church  of 


England. 

(/)  This  Act  was  passed  9th  Au^st, 
1844,  and  is  amended  by  9  &  10  Vict 
c.  72,  26  &  27  Vict  c.  27,  83  &  84 
Vict.  c.  110,  84  &  35  Vict.  c.  49,  86  Vict, 
c.  16,  37  &  38  Vict.  c.  96.  See  26  &  27 
Vict  c.  90. 

ig)  "We  have  seen  that  a  marriage  before 
this  Act  by  a  Presbyterian  minister  in 
Ireland  was  held  void.  R.  v.  Millis,  ante^ 
p.  299.     But  the  6  &  6  Vict.  c.  113,  s.  1, 
renders  oil  marriagescelebrated  in  Ireland 
before  the  12th  August,  1842,  by  Pres- 
byterian or  other  Protestant  ministers  or 
teachers,  or  those  who  at  the  time  of  such 
marriages  had .  been  such,  of  the  same 
force  as  if  they  had  been  celebrated  by 
clergymen  of  the  united  Church  of  England 
and  Ireland.     The  6  &  7  Vict  c.  89, 
renders  all  similar  marriages  after  the 
passing  of  the  preceding  Act,  and  before 
the  passing  of  that  Act,  28th  July,  1848, 
valid.     And  the  7  &  8  Vict  c.  81,  s.  88, 
contains  a  similar  provision  as  to  such 
marriages  between  tne  passing  of  the  pre- 
ceding Act  and  that  Act.     Sec.  2  of  5  & 
6  Vict.  0.  118,  excepts  marriages  previ- 
ously adjudged  invalid ;  marriages  where 
either  of  the  parties  had  contracted  an- 
other lawful  marriage ;  and  marriages  re- 
specting which  prosecutions  were  pending 
when,  the  Act  passed,  12th  August,  1842. 
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by  Roman  Catholic  priests,  which  may  now  be  lawfully  celebrated, 
if  any  pei-son  shall  knowingly  and  wilfully  intermarry  after  the 
said  thirty-first  day  of  March,  in  any  place  other  than  the  church 
or  chapel  or  certified  Presbyterian  meeting  house,  in  which  banns 
of  matrimony  between  the  parties  shall  have  been  duly  and  law- 
fully published,  or  specified  in  the  license,  where  the  marriage  is 
by  license,  or  the  church,  chapel,  registered  building  or  office, 
specified  in  the  notice  and  registrar's  certificate  or  license  as  afore- 
said, or  without  due  notice  to  the  registrar,  or  without  certificate  of 
notice  duly  issued,  or  without  license  from  the  registrar,  in  case 
such  notice  or  license  is  necessary  under  this  Act,  or  in  the  absence 
of  a  registrar  where  the  presence  of  a  registrar  is  necessary  under 
this  Act,  or  if  any  person  shall  knowingly  or  wilfully,  after  the  said 
thirty-first  day  of  March,  intermarry  in  any  certified  Presbyterian 
meeting  house  without  publication  of  banns,  or  any  license,  the 
marriage  of  all  such  persons,  except  in  any  case  hereinbefore  ex- 
cepted, shall  be  null  and  void. 

The  33  &  34  Vict.  c.  110  (amended  by  84  &  35  Vict.  c.  49),  also 
amends  the  law  relating  to  marriages  in  Ireland.  This  Act  con- 
tains provisions  as  to  the  churches  in  which  marriages  may  be 
celebrated,  and  as  to  licenses  for  marriages. 

By  sec.  38,  a  marriage  may,  notwithstanding  anything  to  the 
contrary  hereinbefore  in  this  Act  contained,  be  lawfully  solemnized 
by  a  Protestant  Episcopalian  clergyman  between  a  person  who  is  a 
Protestant  Episcopalian  and  a  person  who  is  not  a  Protestant 
Episcopalian,  and  by  a  Boman  Catholic  clergyman  between  a 
person  who  is  a  Boman  Catholic  and  a  person  who  is  not  a 
Boman  Catholic,  provided  the  following  conditions  are  complied 
with: — 

1st.  That  such  notice  is  given  to  the  registrar,  and  such  certi- 
ficate is  issued  as  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  this  Act  is 
required  by  the  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  81,  as  amended  by  the 
26  Vict.  c.  27,  in  every  case  of  mamage  intended  to  be 
solemnized  in  Ireland  according  to  the  rites  of  the  united 
church  of  England  and  Ireland,  with  the  exception  of 
marriages  by  license  or  special  license,  or  after  publi- 
cation of  banns. 

2nd.  That  the  certificate  of  the  registrar  is  delivered  to  the 
clergyman  solemnizing  such  marriage  at  the  time  of  the 
solemnization  of  the  marriage. 

3rd.  That  such  marriage  is  solemnized  in  a  building  set  apart 
for  the  celebration  of  divine  service,  according  to  the  rites 
and  ceremonies  of  the  religion  of  the  clergyman  solemniz- 
ing such  marriage,  and  situate  in  the  district  of  the  regis- 
trar by  whom  the  certificate  is  issued. 

4th.  With  open  doors. 

5th.  That  such  marriage  is  solemnized  between  the  hours  of 

eight  in  the  forenoon  and  two  in  the  afternoon,  in  the 

presence  of  two  or  more  credible  witnesses. 

Sec.  39.  'There  shall  be  repealed  so  much  of  an  Act  of  the 

Parliament  of  Ireland,  passed  in  the  nineteenth  year  of  the  reign 

of  King  George  the  second,  chapter  thirteen,  as  provides  that  a 

marriage  between  a  Papist  and  any  person  who  hath  been  or  hath 
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professed  himself  or  herself  to  be  a  Protestant  at  any  time  within 
twelve  months  before  such  celebration  of  marriage,  if  celebrated  by 
a  Popish  priest,  is  to  be  void ;  but  any  marriage  solemnized  by  a 
Protestant  Episcopalian  clergyman,  between  a  person  who  is  a  Fro* 
testant  Episcopalian  and  a  person  who  is  not  a  Protestant  Epiaco* 
palian,  or  by  a  Roman  Catholic  clergyman  between  a  person  who 
is  a  Roman  Catholic  and  a  person  who  is  not  a  Roman  Catholic, 
shall  be  void  to  all  intents  m  cases  where  the  parties  to  such  mar- 
riage knowingly  and  wilfully  intermarried  without  due  notice  to 
the  registrar,  or  without  certificate  of  notice  duly  issued,  or  with- 
out the  presence  of  two  or  more  credible  witnesses,  or  in  a  building 
not  set  apart  for  tho  celebration  of  divine  service,  according  to  the 
rites  and  ceremonies  of  the  religion  of  tho  clergyman  solemniziug 
such  marriage. 

By  34  &  35  Vict.  c.  49,  s.  27,  whenever  a  license  for  the 
marriage  of  a  Roman  Catholic  with  a  person  not  a  Roman  Catholic 
shall  have  been  issued,  pursuant  to  ss.  25  or  26  of  this  Act,  such 
marriage  may  lawfully  be  solemnized  by  a  Roman  Catholic  clergy- 
man between  such  persons,  (h) 

A  marriage  by  license,  in  Ireland,  where  one  of  the  parties  was 
under  age  at  the  time,  and  there  was  no  consent  of  the  father,  was 
not  absolutely  void,  but  only  voidable  within  one  year,  under  the 
9  Geo.  2,  c.  11,  aud  if  no  proceedings  were  taken  within  the  year 
to  avoid  the  marriage,  it  was  binding,  and  the  party,  if  he  married 
again  (during  the  life  of  his  wife)  might  be  properly  convicted  of 
bigamy,  (i) 

A  marriage,  however,  celebrated  by  a  Roman  Catholic  priest 
between  two  Protestants  is  still  illegal,  and  renders  the  person 
celebrating  it  liable  to  be  indicted  for  felony,  (j) 

The  4  Geo.  4,  c.  91,  recites  the  expediency  of  relieving  the 
minds  of  all  his  Majesty's  subjects  from  any  doubt  concerning  the 
validity  of  marriages,  solemnized  by  a  minister  of  the  Church  of 
England,  in  the  chapel  or  house  of  any  British  ambassador  or 
minister  residing  within  the  country  to  the  court  of  which  he  is 
accredited,  or  in  the  chapel  belonging  to  any  British  factory 
abroad,  or  in  the  house  of  any  British  subject  residing  at  such 
factory,  as  well  as  from  any  possibility  of  doubt  concerning  the 
validity  of  marriages  solemnized  within  the  British  lines  by  any 
chaplain  or  officer,  or  other  person,  officiating  under  the  orders  of 
the  commanding  officer  of  a  British  army  serving  abroad:  and 
then  enacts,  that  '  all  such  marriages  shall  be  deemed  and  held 
to  be  as  valid  in  law  as  if  the  same  had  been  solemnized  within 
his  Majesty's  dominions,  with  a  due  observance  of  all  forms  required 
by  law/  But  there  is  a  proviso  that  this  Act  shall  not  confirm,  or 
impair,  or  affect  the  validity  of  any  marriages  solemnized  beyond 
the  seas,  save  and  except  such  as  are  solemnized  as  herein  specified 
and  recited,  (/) 


(A)  Before  these  Acts  a  marriage  cele- 
Li-ated  in  Ireland  between  a  Komau 
Catholic  and  a  Protestant  by  a  Roman 
Catholic  priest  was  void.  Sunderland's 
case,  1  Lew.  109  ;  K  v,  OrgiU,  9  C.  &P. 
80,  Swift  V.  Swift,  3  Knapp,  303,  Yel- 
verton  v.  Yelverton,  House  of  Lords,  per 
Lord  Wensleydale. 


(/)  Rex  V.  Jacobs,  R.  &  AF.  C.  C.  R. 
140.  But  since  the  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  81, 
B.  32,proof  of  the  consent  of  parents,  &c, 
is  nnnecessaiy. 

U)  See  R.  R.  r.  Taggart,  2  Cox,  C.  C. 
50. 

{k)  Sec.  2.  This  Act  renders  the 
marriage  yalid,  though  one  party  be  not 
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Tlie   1 2  &   1 3Vict.  c.  68,  which  passed  on  tho  28th  of  July,  Alamases 
1849,  renders  valid,  'all  marriages  (both  or   one  of  the  parties  bh^^^l, 
thereto  being  subjects  or  a  subject  of  this  realm)  which  shall  be  acconJing  to 
solemnized  in  the  manner  in  that  Act  provided  in  any  foreign  the  12  k  13 
country  or  place  where   there   shall   be   a  British    consul  duly  ^^!^^^  ^^'  ^ 
authorized  to  act  in  such  foreign  country  or  place  under  that  Act,' 
and  contains  many  provisions  as   to   the  manner  of  performing 
such  marriages  before  British  consuls.  {I) 

The  81  &  32  Vict  c.  61  (which  was  passed  on  the  16th  July, 
1868),  recites  this  Act,  and  that  marriages  have  been  from  time 
to  time  solemnized  at  certain  places  in  China  and  elsewhere  be- 
tween persons,  being  both  or  one  of  them  subjects  or  a  subject  of 
this  realm,  by  persons  acting  temporarily  as  consuls  in  such  places  ; 
and  that  'doubts  are  entertained  as  to  the  validity  of  tho  said 
marriages,  owing  to  a  question  having  arisen  whether  tho  persons 
by  whom  the  same  were  solemnized  were  duly  authorized  in  tliat 
behalf,  and  it  is  expedient  to  remove  such  doubts  as  to  tho  said 
marriages,  and  as  to  any  marriages  which  may  bo  celebrated  iu 
like  manner  after  the  parsing  of  this  Act' 

Sec.  1.  '  This  Act  may  be  cited  for  all  purposes  as  the  Consular 
Marriage  Act,  1868.' 

Sec.  2.  '  All  marriages  solemnized  before  tho  passing  of  this  Act 
fboth  or  one  of  the  parties  thereto  being  subjects  or  a  subject  of 
this  realm)  by  or  in  the  presence  of  any  person  acting  or  purport- 
ing to  act  in  the  place  of  a  British  consul,  such  consul  being  duly 
authorized  to  solemnize  and  register  marriages  according  to  the 
provisions  of  the  said  recited  Act,  shall  be  as  valid  in  law  as  if 
the  same  had  been  solemnized  by  or  in  the  presence  of  such  British 
consul' 

Sea  3.  '  From  and  after  the  passing  of  this  Act,  every  person 
acting  or  legally  authorized  to  act  in  the  place  of  a  British  consul, 
such  consul  being  duly  authorized  to  solemnize  and  register  mar- 
riages between  persons  (both  or  one  of  them  being  a  subject  or 
subjects  of  this  realm),  shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  British  consul  duly 
authorized  for  all  the  purposes  of  the  said  recited  Act 

By  28  &  29  Vict.  c.  64,  after  reciting  that  laws  "  have  from  time  Laws  made  in 
to  time  been  made  by  the  legislature  of  divers  of  her  Majesty's  *^®  Qneen's 
possessions  abroad  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  the  validity  of  i^^Hzlng" 
certain  marriages  previously  contracted  therein,  but  doubts  are  marriages?. 
entertained  whether  such  laws  are  in  all  respects  eflfectual  for  the 
aforesaid  purpose  beyond  the  limits  of  such  possessions,"  it  is 
enacted  as  follows  : — 

Sec.  1.  'Every  law  made  or  to  be  made  by  the  legislature  of  any 
such  possession  as  aforesaid,  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  the 
validity  of  any  marriage  or  marriages  contracted  in  such  posses- 
sion, shall  have  and  be  deemed  to  have  had  from  the  date  of  the 
making  of  such  law,  the  same  force  and  effect,  for  the  purpose 
aforesaid,  within  all  parts  of  her  Majesty's  dominions,  as  such  law 
may  have  had,  or  may  hereafter  have,  within  the  possession  for 
which  the  same  was  made :  provided  that  nothing  in  this  law  con- 

a  British  subject     IU  Wright,  2  K.  &  J.  ante,  p.  300.  By  b.  18,  after  the  marriage, 

595  ;  25  L.  J.  Ch.  621.  proof  of  residence  and  consent  of  neces- 

(/)  This  Act  was  probably  passed  iu  sary  parties  is  dispensed  with,  and  nega- 

consequence  of  Catherwood  v.  Caslon,  live  evidence  is  excluded. 
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tained  shall  give  any  effect  or  validity  to  any  marriage,  unless  at 
the  time  of  such  marriage  both  of  the  parties  thereto  were, 
according   to   the   law   of   England,  competent   to  contract   the 


same. 


Sec.  2.  *  In  this  Act  the  word  "  legislature  *'  shall  include  any 
authority  competent  to  make  laws  for  any  of  her  Majesty's  posses- 
sion abroad,  except  the  Parliament  of  the  United  Kingdom  and 
her  Majesty  in  Council* 

Certain  maiTiages  of  British  subjects  are  legalized  in  Mexico  by 
the  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  88  ;  in  Moscow,  Tahiti,  and  Ningpo  by  the  21 
&  22  Vict.  c.  46 ;  at  Lisbon,  by  the  22  &  23  Vict.  c.  64 ;  in  the 
Ionian  Islands  by  the  28  &  24  Vict.  c.  86  ;  (It)  at  Morro  Velho,  in 
the  empire  of  Brazil,  by  the  30  &  31  Vict.  c.  93  ;  and  provision  is 
made  for  the  transmission  to  the  registrar  general  of  certificates  of 
these  marriages,  &c. 

Certain  marriages  in  Odessa  are  legalized  by  the  30  &  31  Vict. 
c.  2  ;  and  see  as  to  China,  31  &  32  Vict.  c.  61. 

The  58  Geo.  3,  c.  84,  renders  marriages  solemnized  in  India  by 
ministers  of  the  Church  of  Scotland  before  the  31st  December, 
1818,  valid ;  and  the  14  &  15  Vict.  c.  40,  (m)  regulates  marriages 
in  India  after  the  1st  January,  1852,  or  such  other  day  as  the 
Governor  General  shall  direct,  where  one  or  both  of  the  parties  is 
or  are  a  person  or  persons  professing  the  Christian  religion. 

Marriages  in  the  colony  and  dependencies  of  Newfoundland  were, 
for  some  time  regulated  by  the  statute  5  Geo.  4,  c.  68,  which  re- 
pealed a  former  statute,  57  Geo.  3,  c.  51,  upon  the  same  subject. 
The  5  Geo.  4,  c.  68,  with  the  exception  of  a  proviso  in  sec.  1,  rela- 
ting to  marriages  which  had  taken  place  before  the  25th  March, 
1825,  is  repealed  by  the  36  &  37  Vic.  a  91. 

In  an  action  for  criminal  conversation  the  marriage  of  the  plain- 
tiff and  his  wife,  who  were  both  Quakers,  had  been  performed 
according  to  the  ceremonies  of  the  sect,  by  a  public  declaration 
of  the  parties  at  a  monthly  meeting  of  the  society,  of  their 
becoming  man  and  wife,  and  a  certificate  to  that  effect  entered  in 
a  register,  signed  by  the  parties  and  by  several  subscribing  wit- 
nesses. The  register  was  produced  and  proved  by  one  of  the 
witnesses,  and  a  member  of  the  society  proved  the  forms  observed 
to  be  those  usually  considered  as  necessary  to  marriage  among 
Quakers,  (jnrn) 

Where  two  witnesses  were  called,  who  swore  that  they  were 
present  in  the  Jewish  synagogue  when  a  marriage  took  place,  it 
was  insisted  that  what  took  place  in  the  synagogue  was  merely  a 
ratification  of  a  previous  written  contract,  and  as  that  contract  was 
essential  to  the  validity  of  the  marriage,  it  ought  to  be  produced 
and  proved ;  and  the  contract,  in  the  Hebrew  tongue,  was  accord- 
ingly put  in  and  proved,  {n)  So  a  Jewish  divorce  can  only  be 
proved  by  producing  the  document  of  divorce  delivered  by  the 
husband  to  the  wife,  {rin) 


(11)  This  Act  is  repealed  by  27  &  28 
Vict.  c.  77,  8.  4.  This  latter  Act  contains 
iirovisions  as  to  marriages  in  the  Ionian 
Islands,  and  makes  certain  documents 
evidence. 

{in)  This  Act  is  repealed  by  the  statute 
law  Revision  Act,  1875,  37  &  88  Vict 


c.  66,  passed  11th  August,  1875. 

{mm)  Deane  v.  Thomas,  M.  k  M.  861. 
See  the  11  &  12  Vict  c.  68,  28  &  24 
Vict.  c.  18  ;  32  Vict.  c.  10,  a?!^,  pp.  279 
293. 

(u)  Horn  v.  Noel,  1  Camp.  61. 

{nn)  Laoon  v,  lliggins,  3  Stark.  N.  P. 
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The  law  of  France  as  to  marriage  may  be  proved  by  the  produc-  French  mar- 
tion  of  a  book,  purporting  to  contain  the  code  of  France,  and  "*«®s. 
proved  by  oral  testimony  of  a  witness  acquainted  with  the  law  of 
France,  to  contain  the  law  of  France.  The  articles  of  the  law  of 
France,  which'  prescribe  the  forms  essential  to  marriage,  do  not 
declare  a  marriage  void  for  nonobservance  of  those  forms,  but 
parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  that,  by  the  law  of  France, 
a  marriage  in  fact,  without  observance  of  the  requisites  prescribed 
by  the  articles,  is  void,  (o) 

It  was  formerly  held  that  if  an  idiot  contracted  matrimony,  it  The  marriage 
was  good  and  should  bind  him  :  but  modern  resolutions  appear  to  of  J^n**i<» 
have  proceeded  upon  the  more  reasonable  doctrine  of  the  civil  law, 
by  determining  that  the  marriage  of  a  lunatic,  not  being  in  a  lucid 
interval,  is  absolutely  void.     And  as  it  might  be  difldcult  to  prove  . 
the  exact  state  of  the  mind  of  the  party  at  the  actual  celebration 
of  the  nuptials,  the  15  Geo.  2,  c.  30,  has  provided  that  if  persons 
found  lunatics  under  a  commission,  or  committed  to  the  care  of 
trustees  by  any  Act  of  Parliament,  marry  before  they  are  declared 
of  sound  mind  by  the  Lord  Chancellor,  or  the  majority  of  such 
trustees,  the  marriage  shall  be  totally  void,  (p) 

Upon  indictments  for  bigamy  it  is  not  sufficient  to  prove  a  fii*st  Marria^  by 
marriage  by  cohabitation  and  reputation;  but  it  is  necessary  to  rei^tation not 
prove  what  the  courts  call  a  marriage  in  fact,  that  is,  an  actual  ^^L^  a 
marriage,  {q)     The  4  Geo.  4,  c.  76,  s.  28,  requires  that  marriages  priaoner. 
shall  be  solemnized  in  the  presence  of  two  or  more  credible  wit-  Evidence  of 
nesses,  besides  the  minister  who  shall  celebrate  the  same,  and  the  i<lentity,  &c. 
6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  86,  s.  31,  that  it  shall  be  registered  in  duplicate 
according  to  the  form  in  the  schedule,  and  that  each  entry  shall 
be  signed  by  the  minister  and  parties  manied,  and  attested  by  two 
witnesses.     But,  upon  a  provision  nearly  similar  in  the  former 
Marriage  Act,  it  was  held  not  to  be  necessary  to  call  one  of  the 
subscribing  witnesses  to  the  register  in  order  to  prove  the  identity 
of  the  persons  mamed  ;  but  that  the  register,  or  the  copy  of  it, 
being  produced,  any  evidence  which  satisfied  the  jury  as  to  the 
identity  of  the  parties  was  sufficient :  as  if  their  handwriting  to 
the  register  were  proved  ;  or  that  bell-ringers  were  paid  by  them 
for  ringing  for  the  wedding,  or  the  like,  {r)     The  prisoner  was  in- 
dicted for  marrying  Ann  Epton,  whilst  Jane,  his  former  wife,  was 
living ;  each  marriage  was  proved  by  a  witness  who  was  present  at 
the  ceremony ;  and  it  appeared  that  at  the  first  marriage  the  pri- 
soner went  by  the  name  of  Allison,  and  at  the  second  by  the  name 
of  Wilkinson.     Chambre,  J.,  doubted  whether  the  evidence  was 
sufficient  without  proof  of  the  banns;  but  the  judges  held  that  it 
was.  (rr) 

*  Upon  an  indictment  for  bigamy  it  was  proved  on  the  part  of 
the  prisoner  that  her  first  husband,  before  he  maixied  her,  had  been 
in  Canada,  and  that  he  was  absent  for  about  two  years,  and  when 
he  returned  he  said  he  had  brought  his  wife  with  him,  and  a  lady 

178,   and  qu.,  whether  such  a  divorce  261. 

woald  be  any  defence  to  an  indictment  (r)  1  East,  P.  C.  c.  12,  s.  11,  p.  472. 

for  bigamy.     See  the  learned  note  of  the  Bull,  N.  P.   27.     See  Morris  x\  Miller, 

reporters,  ibid.  4  Burr.  2057.  Birt  v.   Barlow,   Dougl. 

(o)  Moss  V.  Smith,  1  Man.  &  Gr.  228.  162. 

\p)  1  Blac.  Com.  438,  482.  irr)  Rex  r.  Allison,  MS.     Bayley,  J., 

(9)  Catherwood  v,  Caslon,  13  M.  ft  W.  and  R.  ft  R.  109. 
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accompanied  him,  whom  he  treated  as  his  wife,  and  every  one  else 
regarded  her  in  that  capacity ;  she  had  been  heard  of  as  being 
alive  after  the  prisoner's  first  marriage  ;  and  thereupon  Crompton, 
J.,  interposed,  and  said  that  there  was  evidence  of  a  prior  mar- 
riage, and,  although  there  might  be  some  technics  difficulty  in 
proving  the  marriage  in  Canada,  still  if  there  was  reasonable  doubt 
of  the  facti  the  prisoner  ought  to  be  acquitted,  and  the  jury  said  it 
was  unnecessary  to  hear  any  more  evidence,  {a) 

In  one  case  it  was  niled,  that  if  A.  takes  B.  to  husband  in  Hol- 
land, and  then,  in  Holland,  takes  C.  to  husband  living  B.,  and  then 
B.  dies,  and  then  A.  living  C.  marries  D.,  this  is  nQt  marrying  a 
second  husband,  the  foraier  being  alive ;  the  marriage  to  C.  living 
B.  being  simply  void.  But  if  B.  had  been  living,  it  would  have 
been  felony  to  have  married  D.  in  England,  {ss) 

The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  manying  E.  Chant,  widow,  E. 
Rowe,  his  wife,  being  then  alive  ;  it  appeared  that  E.  Chant  was, 
in  fact  and  by  reputation,  a  single  woman ;  it  was  objected  that 
she  was  improperly  described  in  the  indictment  as  a  widow,  and 
upon  a  case  reserved  the  judges  were  unanimously  of  opinion  that 
the  misdescription  was  fatal,  though  it  was  not  necessary  to  have 
stated  more  than  the  name  of  the  party,  {t)  So  where,  on  an 
indictment  for  bigamy  describing  the  firet  wife  as  Ann  Gooding, 
an  examined  copy  of  the  certificate  (u)  of  the  marriage  of  the 
prisoner  and  Sarah  Ann  Gooding  was  put  in,  and  there  was  no 
evidence  to  explain  the  difference  in  the  names :  Maule,  J.,  directed 
an  acquittal,  {v) 

On  an  indictment  for  bigamy  a  photograph  which  had  been 
taken  from  the  prisoner,  and  which  she  had  said  was  that  of  her 
husband,  was  allowed  to  be  shown  to  a  witness  present  at  the  first 
marriage,  and  also  to  another  witness  who  had  known  the  man  of 
whom  the  photograph  was  a  likeness,  in  order  to  prove  his  identity 
with  the  person  mentioned  in  the  marriage  certificate,  {y) 

The  G  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  8G  (an  Act  for  registering  births,  mar- 
riages, and  deaths  in  England),  by  sec.  38,  enacts  that  all  certified 
copies  of  entries  purporting  to  be  sealed  or  stamped  with  the  seal 
of  the  register-office,  shall  be  received  as  evidence  of  the  birth, 
death,  or  marriage  to  which  the  same  relates,  without  any  further 
or  other  proof  of  such  entry ;  and  no  certified  copy  purporting  to 
be  given  in  the  said  office  shall  be  of  any  force  or  effect,  which  is 
not  sealed  or  stamped  as  aforesaid,  {z) 

In  one  case  it  was  held  that  proof  of  the  prisoner's  cohabiting 
with  and  acknowledging  himself  married  to  a  former  wife  then 
living,  such  assertion  being  backed  by  his  producing  to  the  witness 
a  copy  of  a  proceeding  in  a  Scotch  court  against  him  and  his  wife 


{s)  Rcg.r.  Wilson,  8  F.  &  F.  119.  See 
llainblin  r.  Shelton,  3  F.  &F.  133  ;  and 
Doe  d.  Fleming  v.  Fleming,  4  Bing.  R. 
266,  for  similar  evidence  in  civil  cases. 

(88)  Lady  Madison's  case,  1  Hole,  693. 

(/)  Rex  V.  Deeley,  R.  &  M.  C.  C.  R. 
303.  S.  C.  4  C.  &  P.  679.  But  such  a 
variance  may  be  amended  under  the 
14  &  15  Vict.  c.  100,  8.  1.  See  vol.  1, 
J).  62. 

{u)  QufBrCy  Register. 

{v)  Reg.  V,   Gooding,   C.  &  M.   297. 


Maulo,  J.  thought  that  '  evidence  might 
perhaps  be  offered  to  explain  the  circum- 
stance of  this  difference  in  the  name  of 
the  prisoner's  first  v\rife,  as  she  is  described 
in  the  indictment,  and  as  described  in  the 
marriage  certificate ;  and  even  in  the 
absence  of  such  evidence,  proof  might  be 
supplied  that  the  woman  was  known  by 
both  names.' 

iy)  it.  V.  Tolson,  4  F.  &  F.  103. 

{z)  See  also  the  3  &  4  Vict  c.  92, 
21  &  22  Vict.  c.  26.    See  post.  Evidence. 
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for  having  contracted  the  marriage  improperly  (the  marriage,  how- 
ever being  still  good  according  to  that  law)  was  sufficient  evidence 
of  the  first  marriage.  The  point  being  reserved,  all  the  judges 
who  were  present  held  the  conviction  proper*  Two  of  them  ob- 
served that  this  did  not  rest  upon  cohabitation  and  bare  acknow- 
ledgment, for  the  defendant  had  backed  his  assertion  by  the 
production  of  the  copy  of  the  proceeding  ;  but  some  of  the  judges 
thought  that  the  acknowledgment  alone  would  have  been  suffi- 
cient, and  that  the  paper  produced  in  evidence  was  only  a  con- 
firmation of  such  acknowledgment,  (a)  So  Avhere  it  was  proved 
that  the  prisoner  being  charged  with  bigamy  made  a  statement 
before  a  justice,  in  which  he  expressly  declared  that  he  had 
married  his  first  wife,  who  was  then  present;  Erskine,  J.,  left 
the  case  to  the  jury,  observing,  that  this  was  not  an  incautious 
statement  made  without  due  attention,  but  that  the  prisoner's 
mind  was  directed  to  the  very  point  by  the  charge  made  against 
him.  (aa) 

So  where  upon  an  indictment  for  bigamy  it  appeared  that  the  The  prisoner's 
prisoner  returned  from  America  with  a  woman  described  in  the  declarations 
indictment  as  Mary  Carlisle,  with  whom  he  lived  as  his  wife  for  mad^*S*a^^ 
some  years  afterwards  ;  and  that  soon  after  his  return  he  told  her  prior  marriage 
sister  that  he  had  been  married  to  Mary  Carlisle  at  New  York  by  '^^  » foreign 
a  Presbyterian  minister,  and  he  subsequently  caused  the  bellman  evWenL*oTa 
at  Oldham  to  give  public  notice,  which  he  did,  that  no  one  was  to  legal  marriage 
give  credit  to  '  Mary,  the  wife  of  John  Newton  ;  *  and  some  time  '^^^^e. 
afterwards  Mary    Newton,  describing   herself  as  his  wife,  com- 
plained to  a  magistrate   of  his   having  ill-treated  her,  and   the 
prisoner  attended  before  the  magistrate,  and  did  not   deny  the 
alleged  marriage,  but  said  he  could  no  longer  live  with  her  on 
account  of  her  jealousy,  and  consented  to  allow  her  eight  shillings 
a  week ;  Wightman,  J.,  after  consulting   Cresswell,  J.,  told  the 
jury  that  the  question  was,  whether  they  were  satisfied  by  the 
statements  made  by  the  piisoner  on  the  various  occasions  referred 
to  that  he  had  been  married  to  Mary  Carlisle  in  America,  and  that 
such  marriage  was  a  valid  one  according  to  the  law  of  that  country. 
The  jury  were  to  say  whether,  as  against  the  prisoner,  it  might 
not  be  taken,  on  the  faith  of  his  own  repeated  declarations,  that 
the  marriage  had  been  a  valid  one  according  to  the  law  in  force  at 
New  York.    That  declarations  lightly  or  hastily  made  were  entitled 
to  very  little  weight  in  such  a  case ;  but  what  the  prisoner  said 
deliberately,  and  when    it  was    obviously  his    interest   to    deny 
marriage,  if  he    did  not   know  it    to   be   a  valid  one,  was   un- 
doubtedly evidence  entitled  to  the  very  serious  consideration  of 
the  jury.  (6) 

After  proof  of  the  first  raamage  the  second  wife  may  be  a  wit-  The  true  wife 


(a)  Truman's  case,  Nottingham  Spr. 
Assizes,  1796,  decided  upon  by  the  judges 
in  East,  T.  1795,  MS.  Jud.  1  East,  P.  C. 
c.  12,  8.  10,  pp.  470,  471 ;  where  see  some 
remarks  as  to  the  admission  of  a  bare 
acknowledgment  in  evidence  in  a  case  of 
this  nature.  An  admission  or  statement 
made  by  a  prisoner  is  evidence  against 
him,  though  it  may  under  circumstances 
be  entitled  to  little  or  no  weight. 


(cui)  Rex  V.  Dennis  Upton,  Gloucester 
Spr.  Aas.  1839.  R.  v,  Flaherty,  2  C.  & 
K.  782.  See  Dickinson  v.  Coward,  1  B. 
&  A.  079,  per  Lord  Ellenborough,  C.  J. 
See  also  2  SUrk.  Evid.  261,  2nd  edit. 

(6)  Reg.  V.  Newton,  2  M.  &  Rob.  603. 
S.  C.  as  Reg.  v,  Simmonsto,  I  C.  &  K. 
164.  See  R.  ».  Sava«e,  18  Ck>x,  C.  C. 
178,  where  it  seems  Lush  J.,  refused  to 
act  on  R.  v,  Newton. 
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ness ;  but  it  is  clear  that  the  first  aud  true  wife  cannot  be  admitted 
to  give  evidence  against  her  husband,  (o) 

The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  having  married  A.  Walker,  his 
first  wife,  A.  Armstrong,  being  alive :  the  prisoner's  first  marriage 
with  A.  Armstrong  was  proved.  The  prisoner's  defence  was,  that 
the  first  marriage  was  void,  as  A.  Armstrong  had  a  husband  living 
at  the  time,  and  he  proposed  to  call  A.  Armstrong  to  prove  that 
fact ;  it  was  objected  to  her  competency,  that  the  fact  of  her  mar- 
riage with  the  prisoner  having  been  proved,  she  must  be  taken  to 
be  his  lawful  wife.  Alderson,  B.,  was  at  first  inclined  to  think 
that  she  might  be  examined  simply  to  the  fact  of  her  being  the 
wife  or  not  of  the  prisoner  ;  but  after  conferring  with  Williams, 
J.,  he  determined  not  to  receive  her  evidence,  but  to  reserve  the 
point,  (d)  But  where  a  woman,  called  as  a  witness  against  a 
prisoner,  proved  on  the  voire  dire  that  she  married  the  prisoner  in 
1 849,  Erie,  J.,  held  that  she  might  also  prove  on  the  voire  dire  that 
she  had  a  sister  seven  years  older  than  herself,  and  that  they  had 
been  brought  up  together  with  their  parents,  and  that  she  always 
believed  that  they  were  sisters,  and  that  her  sister  had  mai'ried  the 
prisoner  in  1846,  and  died  in  1848  ;  for  if  a  person  is  questioned 
on  the  voire  dire  with  the  view  to  raise  an  objection  to  her  com- 
petency, she  may  also  be  examined  to  remove  that  primd  facie 
ground  of  objection,  (e) 

A  daughter  wrote  to  her  father  in  America,  and  in  about  two 
months  afterwards  received  a  letter  in  reply  in  his  handwriting, 
dated  the  81st  of  May,  1836  ;  it  was  held  that,  this  was  evidence 
that  he  was  then  alive.  (/) 


(c)  1  Hale,  698.  1  East,  P.  C.  c.  12, 
8.  9,  p.  469,  and  1  Hawk,  c.  42,  a.  8,  where 
it  is  said  that  this  rule  has  been  so  strictly 
taken  that  even  an  affidavit  to  postpone 
the  trial  made  by  the  first  wife  has  been 
rejected,  and  Old  Bailey,  Feb.  Sess.  1786, 
is  cited. 

{d)  Peat's  case.  2  Lewin,  288.  The 
prisoner  was  acquitted.  The  first  im- 
pression of  the  very  learned  Baron  seems 
to  have  been  the  coiTect  one.  The  only 
ground  on  which  the  witness  could  be 
rejected  was,  that  she  was  the  lawful  wife 
of  the  prisoner  ;  for  *  the  general  rule  does 
not  extend  to  a  wife  de  facto,  but  not  de 
jure:  2  Stark.  Evid.  432,  (2ndedit.).  In 
Wells  V.  Fletcher,  5  C.  &  P.  12.  S.  C.  1  M. 
&  Rob.  99,  a  woman  called  for  the  de- 
fendant on  examination  on  the  voire  dire, 
said  she  had  been  married  to  the  plaintiff, 
and  on  re-examination  that  she  was  mar- 
ried to  another  person  previously  ;  but, 
not  seeing  him  for  thirty  years,  she  thought 
he  was  dead,  and  therefore  married  the 
plaintiff,  but  afterwards  found  that  her 
first  husband wasliving ;  andPatteson,  J., 
held  that  the  witness  was  competent,  as  the 
second  maniage  was  a  nullity.  If  Peat's 
case  had  been  an  indictment  for  larceny, 
aud  the  witness  called  for  the  prisoner  had 
proved  her  marriage  to  him  on  the  voire 
dire.  Wells  v.  Fletcher  shows  that  she 
might  have  been  rendered  competent  by 

5 roving  her  previous  marriage,  and  it  is 
iflicuU  to  see  how  proof  by  oUicr  evi- 


dence that  she  had  married  the  prisoner, 
whether  such  evidence  was  given  before 
or  after  she  was  called,  could  render  her 
incompetent ;  for  her  evidence  would  not 
be  inconsistent  with  snch  evidence,  as  it 
would  admit  the  marriage  with  the  pri- 
soner, but  show  that  it  was  void.  Rex  r. 
Bathwick,  2B.  &Ad.  639,  shows  that  the 
competency  of  the  wife  does  not  depend 
upon  the  marshalling  of  the  evidence,  or 
the  particular  stage  of  the  case  in  which 
she  may  be  called ;  if,  therefore,  in  Peat's 
case  the  witness  had  beeu  called  before 
licr  marriage  with  the  prisoner  had  been 
proved,  and  she  would  nave  been  compe- 
tent to  prove  her  previous  marriage,  it  is 
difficult  to  see  how  her  maniage  with  the 
prisoner  having  been  proved  before  she 
wa.s  called  could  render  her  incompetent, 
and  it  certainly  would  operate  hardly  on 
a  prisoner,  if  such  were  the  case,  for  the 
prosecutor  might  in  the  course  of  his  case 
prove  the  marriage  of  the  witness  with 
the  prisoner,  and  the  prisoner  might  have 
no  one  except  the  witness  to  prove  the 
former  marriage.  It  may  be  added  that 
Lord  Hale,  vol.  1,  p.  693,  says  that  a 
second  wife  is  not  so  much  as  a  wife  de 
facto.     C.  S.  G. 

(e)  Reg.  V,  Young,  5  Cox,  C.  C.  296. 

(/)  Reed  v,  Norman,  8  C.  &  P.  65. 
Lord  Denman,  C.  J.  ;  his  lordship  held 
in  the  same  case,  that  the  post  mark  was 
evidence  that  the  letter  was  put  into  the 
post,  but  that  the  letter  might  have  beeu 
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An  indictment  for  bigamy  under  the  85  Geo.  3,  c.  57,  s.  1  (now  Fonn  of  in- 
repealed),  alleging  that  the  prisoner  mamed  A.,  and  afterwards  dictment 
feloniously  married  C,  '  the  said  A,  his  former  wife,  being  then 
alive/  sufficiently  charged  the  offence,  without  also  alleging  that 
the  prisoner  was  still  married  to  A,  when  he  married  C. ;  for  a 
divorce  from  A.  was  not  to  be  presumed,  (g) 

written  at  any  time,  and  therefore  proof  r.  Massey,  5  B.   &  Ad.  903.     Potez  v, 

was  given  that  it  was  in  reply  to  the  Glossop,  2  Exch.  R.  191.     Anderson  r. 

danghter*s  letter ;  but  this  seems  to  have  Weston,   6  B.  N.  C.   296.     Moi^an  v. 

been  nnnecossary,  for  the  date  is  primd  Whitmore,  6  Exch.  716. 

facie  evidence  of  the  time  when  an  instru-  {g)  Murray  v.  The  Queen,  7  Q.  B.  700. 

ment  is  written.     Rex  v.  Harbome.   Sin-  Reg.  v,  Apley,  1  Cox,  C.  C.  71. 
clair  V.  Baggaley,  4  M.  &  W.  813.  Hunt 
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Rules  of  evi- 
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same  in  cri- 
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cases. 


BUI  of  ex- 
ceptions  to 
evidence. 

Case  reserved. 


OF  WHAT  NATURE  EVIDENCE  MUST  BE.— OF  PRESUMPTIVE  EVI- 
DENCE, p.  320. — ON  THE  RULE  THAT  THE  BEST  POSSIBLE 
EVIDENCE  MUST  BE  PRODUCED,  p.  327 — AND  OF  HEARSAY  EVI- 
DENCE, p.  349. 

Before  entering  upon  the  subject  of  Presumptive  Evidence,  to 
which  the  following  section  will  be  appropriated,  it  may  be  proper 
to  pay  attention  to  a  few  points  applicable  to  the  law  of  evidence 
in  criminal  prosecutions  generally. 

There  is  in  general  no  difference  as  to  the  rules  of  evidence 
between  criminal  and  civil  cases.  AVhat  may  be  received  in  the 
one  case  may  be  received  in  the  other,  and  what  is  rejected  in  the 
one  ought  to  be  rejected  in  the  other,  (a)  A  fact  must  be  estab- 
lished by  the  same  evidence,  whether  it  is  to  be  followed  by  a 
criminal  or  civil  consequence.  (6) 

It  has  been  doubted  whether  a  bill  of  exceptions  lies  in  any 
criminal  case,  (c)  It  seems  now  to  be  settled  that  it  does  not.  (d) 
If  the  judge  who  presided  at  the  trial  was  of  opinion  that  there 
was  a  doubt  whether  he  might  not  have  admitted  some  evidence  or 
"witness  improperly,  or  whether  the  facts  proved  constituted  the 
crime  charged,  he  might  formerly,  in  his  discretion,  forbear  to  pass 
sentence,  or  respite  the  judgment,  until  the  opinions  of  the  fifteen 
judges  were  obtained  upon  a  case  reserved.  And  now  by  the  11 
&  12  Vict.  c.  78  (e),  when  any  person  is  convicted  of  any  treason, 
felony,  or  misdemeanor,  before  any  court  of  oyer  and  terminer  or 
gaol  delivery  or  court  of  quarter  sessions,  the  judge  or  commis- 
sioner or  justices  of  the  peace  before  whom  the  case  is  tried,  may, 
in  his  or  their  discretion,  reserve  any  question  of  law,  which  has 
arisen  on  the  trial  (/)  for  the  consideration  of  the  court  consti- 


(a)  By  Abbott,  J.,  in  Rex  v.  AVatson, 
2  Stark.  R,  155. 

(6)  Lord  Melville's  case,  29  ITow.  St. 
Tr.  763. 

(c)  Sir  H.  Vane's  case,  1  I^v.  68.  S.  C. 
Kel.  15.  1  Sid.  85.  Hawk.  P.  C.  b.  2, 
c.  46,  s.  210.  Rex  r.  Lord  Paget  and 
others,  1  Leon.  6.  Rex  v.  Nutt,  1  Boi-- 
nardist.  307.  2  Phil.  Ev.  465.  Rex  v. 
Inhabitants    of    Preston,     Cas.     temp. 


Hardw.  240. 

(ff)  Reg.  r.  Rico,  2  Cox,  C.  C.  118  ; 
R.  V.  Jelly,  10  Cox,  C.  C.  553  ;  Jiefr.  v, 
Esdaile,  1  F.  &  F.  213.  Lord  Campbell, 
C  J.  Hcg.  V.  AUeync,  Dears.  C.  C.  505. 
Arch.  (■.  P.  149.  Reg.  v.  Brown,  Arch. 
C.  P.  149. 

(c)  See  Uie  Appendix  of  Statutes,  viil. 
^  (/)  If  prisoner  pleads  guilty,  no  Ques- 
tion can  be  reserved  under  this  Act,  R.  r. 
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tuted  by  that  Act,  and  forbear  to  pass  sentence,  or  respite  the 
judgment  until  such  question  is  decided,  (g)  If  the  case  were 
clearly  made  out  by  proper  evidence  in  such  a  way  as  to  leave  no 
doubt  of  the  guilt  of  the  prisoner  in  the  mind  of  any  reasonable 
man,  such  a  conviction  ought  not,  it  seems,  to  be  set  aside  because 
some  other  evidence  was  given  which  ought  not  to  have  been  re- 
ceived ;  (h)  but  if  the  case  without  such  improper  evidence  were 
not  so  clearly  made  out,  and  the  improper  evidence  might  be 
supposed  to  have  had  an  effect  on  the  minds  of  the  jury,  it  would 
be  otherwise,  (i) 

Where  the  defendant  has  been  convicted  on  an  indictment  for  New  trial 
a  misdemeanor,  removed  into  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  by  a  ^lien  indict- 
writ  of  ceHiorari,  a  new  trial  may  be  granted,  at  the  instance  of  ?^*  ^^^  ™*^' 
the  defendant,  where  the  justice    of  the   case   requires   it.   {j)  moved  into 
Where  several  defendants  are  tried  at  the  same  time  for  a  misde-  Queen's  Bench, 
meaner  thus  removed,  and  some   are  acquitted  and  others  con- 
victed, the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  may  grant  a  new  trial  as  to 
those  convicted,  if  they  think  the  conviction  improper,  {k)     And 
it  is  a  rule  that  where   there   is   only  one  defendant,  he  must 
be  present  in  court  when  a  motion  is  made  for  a  new  trial.  (I) 
Ana  where    several   defendants   are  convicted    upon  an    indict- 
ment for  a  misdemeanor    thus    removed    into    the    Court     of 
Queen's  Bench,  all  must  be  present  in  court  when  a  motion  is 
made  for  a  new  trial  on  behalf  of  any  of  them,  unless  a  special 
ground  be  laid  for  dispensing  with  their  attendance,  (m)     But 
where  a  defendant  has  been  found  guilty  of  an  offence,  e.  g.  a 
nuisance,  for  which  he  is  not  liable  to  personal  punishment,  but 
only  to  a  fine,  it  is  not  necessary  that  he  should  be  present  in  court 
when  a  motion  is  made  for  a  new  trial,  (n)     Whenever  it  is  neces- 
sary for  a  defendant  to  be  present,  if  he  be  already  in  custody,  he 
must  obtain  a  habeas  corpus  to  bring  him  into  court,  (o)     The 
presence  of  the  defendant  is  not  necessary  on  the  argument  of  a 
special  verdict,  as  the  presumption  of  innocence  may  be  supposed 
to  continue,  {oo)     As  a  general  rule,  no  new  trial  can  be  had  where  ^.fter  an 
the  defendant  is  acquitted,  although  the  acquittal  was  founded  on  acquittal. 
the  misdirection  of  the  judge ;  ( a>)  or  where  a  verdict  is  found  for  a 
defendant  on  a  plea  of  autrefois  acquity  although  that  raises  a 


Clark,  L.  R.  1  C.  C.  R.  54,  86  L.  J.  M. 
C.  16 ;  10  Cox,  C.  C.  338. 

{g)  See  the  rules  issued  by  tbc  judges 
as  to  such  cases  reserved  in  1  Den. 
C.  C.  ix. 

(A)  But  see  the  more  correct  account 
of  Rex  V.  Tinkler,  on  which  Rex  v.  Ball, 
iii/raf  is  reported  to  have  been  rested,  in 
1  Den.  C.  C.  iv.,  and  Lord  Dcnman's 
notes,  ibid. 

(t)  Rex  V.  Ball,  R.  &  R.  132.  Rox  r. 
Oldroyd,  ibiiL  88  ;  but  spc  Rex  v. 
Harliug,  R.  &  M.  C.  C.  R.  39.  See  36  & 
37  Vict.  c.  66,  sched.  R.  48. 

U)  Rex  V.  Mawbey,  6  T.  R.  638. 
Tidd,  942,  943.  Reg.  r.  Whitchouse, 
Dears.  C'.  0.  1.  It  seems  there  can  bo 
no  new  trial  in  cases  of  felony,  Ex  parte 
Edulgee  Byranyec,  11  Jur.  855  ;  K.  v. 
Bcrtrand,  L.  R.  1  P.  C.  520,  10  Cox,  C. 
C.  618  ;  Att.-Gen.  of  New  South  Wales 
r.  Murphy,  11  Cox,  C.  C.  372 ;  Reg.  v. 


Scaife,  17  Q.  B.  238.  2  Den.  C.  C.  281 ; 
13  East,  416. 

(k)  Rex  V,  Mawbey,  6  T.  K  619.  Reg. 
V,  Gompcrtz,  9  Q.  B.  824.  But  in  con- 
spiracy, if  several  are  convicted,  the  new 
trial  must  be  as  to  all,  though  only  one 
shows  himself  to  be  entitled  to  it. 

(0  Reg.  V.  Caudwell,  17  Q.  B.  608,  21 
L,  J.  M.  C.  48.  Howard  r.  l^og.  11  Law 
T.  629. 

(?«)  Rexr.  Teal,  11  East,  307.  Rex 
r.  Askew,  3  M.  &  S.  9. 

(n)  Reg.  V.  Parkinson,  2  Den.  C.  C. 
459,  21  L.  J.  M.  C.  48,  note  (r). 

(o)  Rex  V.  Spragg,  2  Burr.  R.  930.  See 
R.  V.  Hollingberry,  4  B.  &  C.  829,  where 
the  defendant  is  in  custody  on  criminal 
process. 

ipo)  Note  to  Rex  i'.  Spragg. 

(p)  Rcxtr.  Cohen,  1  Stark.  N*.  P.  C, 
516.     Kex  r.  Sutton,  5  B.  &  Ad.  t% 
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collateral  issue,  which  may  have  been  found  in  favour  of  the  defen- 
dant on  insufificient  evidence,  (q)  •  But  where  the  proceeding  is  in 
substance  merely  to  try  a  civil  right,  a  new  trial  may  be  granted 
where  the  indictment  has  been  removed  as  above  after  an  ac- 
quittal ;  (r)  and  therefore  a  new  trial  may  be  gfanted  where  the 
question  is  as  to  the  liability  to  repair  a  highway,  («)  but  not  where 
the  charge  is  a  wrongful  obstruction  of  a  highway,  {t)  Before  the 
Judicature  Acts,  when  it  was  intended  to  move  the  Coui*t  of 
Queen's  Bench  for  a  new  trial  in  a  criminal  case,  either  the  motion 
should  be  made  within  the  first  four  days  of  term,  or  during  those 
days  an  intimation  must  have  been  given  to  the  Court  that  counsel 
was  prepared  to  make  that  motion,  (u) 


FresTiinptiTe 
or  circnm- 
stantial  evi- 
dence. 


Sec.  I. 

Of  Presumptive  Evidence. 

When  a  fact  itself  cannot  be  proved,  that  which  comes  nearest  to 
the  proof  of  the  fact  is  the  proof  of  the  circumstances  that  neces- 
sarily or  usually  attend  such  facts,  and  are  called  presumptions, 
not  proofs,  for  they  stand  instead  of  the  proofs  till  the  contrary  be 
proved,  (v)  In  criminal  cases,  from  the  secret  manner  in  which 
guilty  actions  are  generally  perpetrated,  it  is  seldom  possible  to 
give  direct  evidence  of  the  commission  of  the  offence  charged,  i.  e. 
to  produce  a  witness  who  saw  the  act  committed  ;  and,  therefore, 
recourse  must  necessarily  be  had  to  presumptive  (or,  as  it  is  often 
called,  circumstantial)  evidence,  i.  e.  the  direct  evidence  of  cir- 
cumstances, from  which  the  commission  of  the  act  may  be  pre- 
sumed by  the  jury,  (w) 


(q)  Bex  r.  Lea,  2  M.  C.  C.  E.  9,  S.  C. 
7C.  &P.836. 

(r)  Reg.  V.  Cliorlev,  12  Q.  B.  515. 
Reg.  V.  Russell,  3  K  &  B.  942,  23  L.  J.  M. 
C.  173.    Reg.  r.  Leigh,  10  A.  &  E.  898. 

(s)  "Reg.  V,  Chorley,  supra, 

(t)  Reg.  V.  Russell,  supra.  Reg.  v. 
Johnson,  2  £.  A;  £.  613,  29  L.  J.  M.  C. 
138. 

(m)  Reg.  V.  Newman,  1  E.  &  B.  268, 
22  L.  J.  Q.  B.  156. 

(v)  Gilb.  £y.  142.  As  if  a  man  be 
found  suddenly  dead  in  a  room,  and 
another  be  found  running  out  in  haste 
with  a  bloody  sword  ;  this  is  a  violent 
pi'esumption  tnat  he  is  the  murderer :  for 
the  blood,  the  weapon,  and  the  hasty 
flight,  ai'e  all  the  necessary  concomitants 
to  such  horrid  facts  ;  and  the  next  proof 
to  the  sight  of  the  fact  itself,  is  the  proof 
of  those  circumstances  that  do  necessarily 
attend  such  fact.  Ibid.  Unless  the  wound 
was  in  such  a  part  of  the  body  that  the 
deceased  could  not  have  inflicted  it  him^ 
self,  and  it  was  shown  that  no  other  per- 
son had  been  in  the  room,  it  is  conceircd 
that  such  a  presumption  ought  not  to  be 
considered  as  conclusive.  In  Ashford  v, 
Thornton,  1  B.  &  Aid.  428,  where  the 
subject  of  presumption  in  cases  of  mur- 


der was  much  discussed,  Abbott,  J., 
said,  '  A  case  might  be  put  where  a  per- 
son should  come  up  and  And  another 
lying  wounded  with  a  dagger  in  his  bodjr, 
and  should  draw  it  out,  or  should,  m 
assisting  the  wounded  man,  wrench  the 
knife  out  of  the  murderer's  hand ;  then, 
if  the  murdererescaped,  leaving  him  with 
the  body,  according  to  this  law  [Bracton] 
he  would  be  considered  guilty  of  the 
murder,  and  be  immediately  hangcil 
without  trial,*  And,  *  in  the  history  of 
the  law,  several  presum''ptions  which  were 
at  one  time  deemed  conclusive  by  the 
courts,  have,  by  the  opinions  of  later 
judges,  acting  upon  more  enlarged  prin- 
ciples, become  conclusive  only  in  the 
absence  of  proof  to  the  contrary,  or  have 
been  treated  as  wholly  within  the  discre-. 
tion  of  juries.*  1  Phil.  Ev.  441. 
C.  S.  Qt, 

{w)  Presumptions  are  often  divided 
into  three  sorts, — ^violent,  probable,  and 
light.  Co.  Lit.  6  &.  8  Blac.  Com.  371. 
But  such  a  classification  seems  altogether 
useless,  and  the  distinction  to  amount  to 
nothing  more  than  that  in  one  case  the 
presumptive  evidence  may^  be  very  strong, 
m  another  less  so,  and  in  another  very 
weak.     See  1  Stark.  Ev.  838,  et  seq. 


CHAP.  I.  §  I.]  Presumptive  Evidence. 

Where  an  indictment  for  murder  was  supported  entirely  by 
circumstantial  evidence,  and  -there  was  no  fact  which,  taken 
alone,  amounted  to  a  presumption  of  guilt ;  Alderson,  B.,  told  the 
jury  that  before  they  could  find  the  prisoner  guilty,  they  must  be 
satisfied  '  not  only  that  those  circumstances  were  consistent  with 
his  having  committed  the  act,  but  they  must  also  be  satisfied  that 
the  facts  were  such  as  to  be  inconsistent  with  any  other  rational 
conclusion  than  that  the  prisoner  was  the  guilty  person ; '  and  he 
then  pointed  out  to  them  the  proneness  of  the  human  mind  to 
look  for,  and  often  slightly  to  distort  the  facts,  in  order  to  es- 
tablish such  a  proposition,  forgetting  that  a  single  circumstance, 
which  is  inconsistent  with  such  a  conclusion,  is  of  more  im- 
portance than  all  the  rest,  inasmuch  as  it  destroys  the  hypothesis 
of  guilt  (a?) 

There  is  no  difference  between  civil  and  criminal  cases,  with 
reference  to  the  modes  of  proof  by  direct  or  circumstantial  evi- 
dence, except  that  in  the  former,  where  civil  rights  are  ascer- 
tained, a  less  degree  of  probability  may  be  safely  adopted  as 
a  ground  of  judgment,  than  in  the  latter,  which  affect  life  and 
liberty,  {y) 

One  of  the  most  usual  presumptions  in  criminal  prosecutions 
occurs  in  cases  of  larceny,  where  upon  proof  of  the  felony  having 
been  committed,  and  of  the  property  stolen  having  been  shortly 
afterwards  found  in  the  possession  of  the  prisoner,  it  is  presumed 
that  he  actually  stole  it,  unless  he  prove  how  he  came  by  it.  {z\ 
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What  circum- 
stantial eyi- 
dence  is  stiffi' 
cient  to  war- 
rant a  convic- 
tion. 


Instances  of 
presumptioi  s. 


(x)  Hedge's  case,  2  Lew.  227.  Sep  the 
very  able  ODscrvations  on  this  subject,  1 
Stark.  Ev.  841,  et  seq.,  859,  et  scq. 

(y)  1  Phil.  Ev.  166,  7th  edit  Perhaps 
strong  circumstantial  evidence  in  eases  of 
crimes,  committed  for  the  most  part  in 
secret,  is  the  most  satisfactoi'y  of  any  from 
whence  to  draw  the  conclusion  of  guilt : 
for  men  may  be  seduced  to  perjury  by 
many  base  motives,  to  which  the  secret 
nature  of  the  offence  may  sometimes 
afford  a  temptation  ;  but  it  can  scarcely 
happen  that  many  circumstances,  espe- 
cially if  they  be  such  over  which  the 
accuser  coula  have  no  control,  foiming 
altogether  the  links  of  a  transaction, 
should  all  unfortunately  concur  to  fix  the 
presumption  of  guilt  on  an  individual, 
and  yet  such  a  conclusion  be  erroneous. 
1  East,  P.  C.  c.  5,  8.  9,  p.  223. 

(2)  "Where  two  prisoners  were  indicted 
for  stealing  two  horses,  and  the  case 
against  them  consisted  entirely  of  evi- 
dence to  show  that  both  the  horses  wc  re 
found  soon  after  the  i*obbeiy,  in  the  joint 
possession  of  the  prisoners,  and  it  ap- 
peared that  the  horses  had  been  stolen  on 
different  days,  and  at  different  pla'^es, 
Littledale,  J.,  compelled  the  prosecutor 
to  elect  on  which  of  the  two  stealings 
he  would  proceed ;  and  his  lordship  ob- 
served that  the  possession  of  stolen  pro- 
perty soon  after  a  robbery  is  not  in  itself 
a  felony,  though  it  raises  a  presumption 
that  the  possessor  is  the  thiei ;  it  refers  to 
the  original  taking,  with  all  its  circum- 
stances. Rex  V,  Sniithf  Ry.  A;  Mood. 
N.  P.  C.  296.    Where  the  only  evidence 
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against  the  prisoner  was  that  three  sheets 
were  found  upon  his  bed  in  his  house 
three  calendar  months  after  they  had  been 
stolen,  and  it  was  urged  that  this  was  too 
long  a  time  after  the  larceny  to  call  on 
the  prisoner  to  give  any  account  how  he 
had  oecome  possessed  of  them  ;  and  Rex 
V.  Adams,  antCy  vol.  2,  p.  276,  was  i-clied 
upon  ;  Wightman,  J.,  held  that  the  case 
must  go  to  the  juiy,  a.s  it  seemed  to  him 
that  it  was  impossible  to  lay  doinoi  any 
definite  lule  as  to  the  precise  time,  whicii 
was  too  great  to  call  upon  the  prisoner  to 
give  an  account  of  the  possession,  and 
that  in  this  case  there  was  some  evidence, 
although  rei'y  sligJit,  for  the  jury  to  con- 
sider. The  prisoner  was  acquitted. 
Reg.  r.  Hewlett,  Salop  Spring  Ass. 
1843,  MS.  C.  S.  G.  See  vol.  2,  p.  275, 
et  seq.,  and  Reg.  v.  Knight,  L.  &  C. 
37s,  and  Reg.  r.  Langmead,  L.  &  C. 
427,  vol.  2,  p.  277.  Sir.  Starkie  ob- 
serves that  *the  recent  possession  of 
stolen  goods  is  recognised  by  the  law  as 
affording  a  presum])tion  of  guilt,  and 
therefore,  in  one  sense,  is  a  presumption 
of  law,  but  it  is  still  in  effect  a  mere 
natural  presumption  ;  for  although  the 
circumstance  may  weigh  greatly  with 
the  juiy,  it  is  to  operate  solely  by  its 
natural  force,  for  a  juiy  are  not  to  convict 
unless  they  be  actually  convinced  in  their 
consciences  of  the  ^th  of  the  fact. 
Such  a  presumption  is,  therefore,  essen- 
tially difl'ercut  from  the  legal  presump- 
tions in  fact  where  a  jury  are  to  infer 
that  a  bond  has  or  has  not  been  satisfied, 
as  a  f^w  days  or  even  hours,  more  or  less, 
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So  also  on  an  indictment  for  the  crime  of  arson,  proof  that 
property,  which  was  taken  out  of  the  house  at  the  time  of  the 
firing,  was  afterward?  found  secreted  in  the  possession  of  the 
prisoner,  raises  a  presumption  that  the  prisoner  was  present,  and 
concerned  in  the  arson,  (a)  So  also  proof  that  clothes,  weapons, 
or  implements,  which  are  shown  to  have  been  previously  in  the 
possession  of  the  prisoner,  were  found  at  or  near  to  the  spot  where 
a  felony  was  committed,  is  frequently  adduced  in  order  to  raise  a 
presumption  that  the  prisoner  was  present  at  the  time  when  the 
felony  was  committed,  (b)  The  buying  goods  at  an  under  value  is 
said  to  be  presumptive  evidence  that  the  buyer  knew  they  were 
stolen,  (c)  Upon  an  indictment  for  perjury,  in  falsely  taking  the 
freeholder's  oath  at  the  election  of  a  knight  of  the  shiiiie,  in  the 
name  of  J.  W.,  it  appearing  by  competent  evidence  that  the 
freeholder's  oath  was  administered  to  a  person  who  polled  on  the 
second  day  of  the  election,  by  the  name  of  J.  W.,  and  who  swore 
to  his  freehold  and  place  of  abode ;  and  that  there  was  no  such 
person,  and  that  the  defendant  voted  on  the  second  day,  and  was 
no  freeholder,  and  some  time  afterwards  boasted  that  he  had  done 
the  trick,  and  was  not  paid  enough  for  the  job,  and  was  afraid  he 
should  be  pulled  for  his  bad  vote;  and  it  not  appearing  that 
more  than  one  false  vote  was  given  on  the  second  day's  poll, 
or  that  the  defendant  voted  in  his  own  name,  or  in  any  other 
than  the  name  of  J,  W.,  it  was  held  that  there  was  sufficient 
evidence  for  the  jury  to  presume  that  the  defendant  voted  in  the 
name  of  J.  W.,  and  consequently  to  find  him  guilty  of  the  charge 
as  alleged  in  the  indictment.  (cQ 

Ordinarily  all  instruments  are  written  at  the  time  they  bear 
date,  and  therefore  the  date  of  any  instrument  is  presumptive 
evidence  that  it  was  made  at  the  time  of  that  date,  (e)  The  date, 
therefore  of  a  bill  of  exchange  is  pHTTui  facie  evidence  that  it  was 
drawn  at  that  date.  (/) 

Ordinarily  also  a  bill  of  exchange  is  accepted  shortly,  within  a 
few  days,  after  it   is  drawn.     The  date   of  the   bill,  therefore. 


hare  elapsed,  when  the  twenty  years  are 
expiring.'    2  Stark.  Evid.  684. 

(a)  Rex  V.  Rickman,    2  East,  P.    C. 
1035. 

(6)  In  Reg.  r.  Stonyer  and  other's, 
Stafford  Spr.  Ass.  1843,  cor,  "VVightman, 
J.,  on  an  indictment  for  burglary  in  the 
hoase  of  Keeling,  evidence  was  given  of 
Uie  finding  of  a  crowbar  in  the  nouse  of 
one  Bladon,  which  was  near  Kceling's, 
and  was  broken  into  the  same  night,  it 
bein^  proved  that  the  crowbar  had  been 
previously  seen  in  the  possession  of  the 
prisoners,  and  a  chest  of  drawers  in 
Keeling*s  house  having  been  broken  open 
by  sQcn  an  instrument.  Such  is  the  in- 
ference of  guilt  drawn  from  the  discovery 
of  a  broken  knife  in  the  porket  of  the 
prisoner,  the  other  part  of  tne  blade  being 
iound  sticking  in  the  window  of  a  house, 
which  by  means  of  such  an  instrument 
had  been  burglariously  entered.  I  Stark. 
£v.  844.  Grccnl.  £v.  49.  See  K.  v. 
Exall,  4  F.  ak  F.  928. 

(c)  Ante,  vol.  2,  p.  486. 

{d)  Rex  «.  rrice,  6  East,  823.     The 


following  is  an  example  of  a  case  of  dr- 
ciunstantial  evidence  too  weak  for  con- 
viction.  Two  women  were  indicted  for 
colouring  a  shilling  and  sixpence,  and  a 
man  (Isaacs)  as  counselling  them,  &c. 
The  evidence  against  him  was,  that  ho 
visited  them  once  or  twice  a  week  ;  that 
the  rattling  of  copper  money  was  heard 
whibt  he  was  with  them  ;  that  once  he 
was  counting  something  just  after  ho 
came  out ;  that  on  going  to  the  room  just 
after  the  apprehension,  no  resisted  being 
stopped,  and  jumped  over  a  wall  to 
escape  ;  and  that  there  were  then  found 
upon  him  a  bad  three-slulling  piece,  five 
bad  shillings,  and  five  bad  sixpences. 
Upon  a  case  reserved,  the  judges  tnought 
the  evidence  too  slight  to  convict  him. 
Rex  V.  Isaacs,  MS.  Bayley,  J.,  aiUe,  vol. 
1,  p.  208. 

{c)  Roberts  v,  Bethell,  12  C.  B.  778. 

(/)  Ibid.  ;  except  in  caae  of  a  bill, 
which  constitutes  a  petitioning  creditor's 
debt  in  bankruptcy.  As  to  the  date  of 
letters,  see  ant^:^  p.  817. 
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though  not  evidence  of  the  very  date  of  the  acceptance,  is  reason- 
able evidence  of  the  acceptance  having  taken  place  within  a  short 
time  after  that  day,  regard  being  had  to  the  distance  the  bill 
would  have  to  travel  from  the  one  party  to  the  other,  {g) 

A  very  common  presumption  is  made  by  a  jury  in  favour  of  a  ^™™  &^ 
defendant  from  the  goodness  of  his  character ;  which  subject,  *^  *^  ^• 
together  with  the  presumption  as  to  the  intent  of  a  prisoner,  or 
his  guilty  knowledge  respecting  the  act  which  is  the  subject  of 
the  indictment,  raised  upon  the  proof  of  prior  acts  unconnected 
with  it,  will  be  considered  in  a  subsequent  chapter,  where  the 
rule  as  to  evidence  being  confined  to  the  points  in  issue  is  dis- 
cussed. (A) 

Most  important  presumptions  are  derivable  from  the  conduct  of  Conduct, 
the  parties,  as  well  in  civil  as  in  criminal  proceedings.  If  circum- 
stances induce  a  strong  suspicion  of  guilt,  and  where  the  accused 
might,  if  he  were  innocent,  explain  those  circumstances  con- 
sistently with  his  own  innocence,  and  yet  does  not  offer  such 
explanation,  a  strong  natural  presumption  arises  that  he  is  guilty. 
And  in  general,  where  a  party  has  the  means  of  rebutting  and 
explaining  the  evidence  adduced  against  him,  if  it  does  not  tend  to 
the  truth,  the  omission  to  do  so  furnishes  a  forcible  inference 
against  him.  (i) 

Presumptions  from  a  man's  conduct  operate  in  the  nature  of 
admissions ;  for,  as  against  himself,  it  is  to  be  presumed  that  a 
man's  actions  and  representations  correspond  with  the  truth,  {j) 
And  admissions  may  be  presumed,  not  only  from  the  declarations 
or  acts  of  a  party  accused,  but  even  from  his  acquiescence  or 
silence,  {k) 

Where  a  person  is  proved  to  have  suppressed  any  species  of  Snppresaion  o£ 
evidence^  or  to  have  defaced  or  destroyed  any  written  instrument, 
a  pi-esumption  will  arise  that,  if  the  truth  had  appeared,  it  would 
have  been  against  his  interest,  and  that  his  conduct  is  attributable 
to  his  knowledge  of  this  circumstance.  (]) 

So  the  fabrication  of  evidence  is  calculated  to  raise  a  prestimp-  Fajsification  of 
tion  against  the  party  who  haa  recourse  to  such  a  practice,  not  ®^  ®^**' 
less  than  when  evidence  has  been  suppressed  or  withheld,  (m) 
Legal  experience,  however,  has  shown   that  false  evidence  has 
sometimes  been  resorted  to  for  proving  facts  that  are  true,  (ti) 


ig)  Per  Maule,  J.,  ibid. 

(h)  See  also  as  to  the  presumption  that 
a  slup  never  heard  of  has  foundered. 
Green  v.  Brown,  2  Str.  1199.  Twemlow 
r.  Oswin,  2  Campb.  85.  Houstman  v. 
Tliomton,  Holt,  242.  Koster  v.  Reed, 
6  B.  ft  C.  19.  So  where  a  letter,  fully 
and  particularly  directed  to  a  person  at 
his  usual  place  of  residence,  is  X)roved  to 
have  been  put  into  the  post-ofBce,  this  is 
equivalent  to  proof  of  delivery  to  the 
hands  of  that  person  ;  because  it  is  a  safe 
and  reasonable  presumption  that  it  reaches 
its  destination.  Per  Lord  Teuterden, 
Walter  v,  Hayncs,  1  R.  &  M.  N.  P.  C. 
119. 

(0  2  SUrk.  Evid.  668.  1  Stark.  £vid. 
862. 

0)  Ibid.    See  Pickard  r.  Sears,  6  A. 
k  £.  469. 


(i)  2  Stark.  Evid.  17.  21. 

{I)  1  Phil.  Evid.  447,  citing  Harwood 
V,  Goodright,  Cowp.  87.  1  Sterk.  Evid. 
847. 

(m)  1  Stark.  £v.  847. 

(n)  1  Phil.  £v.  448.  Referring  to 3  In* 
stitute,  232,  where  a  case  is  mentioned  of 
an  imde,  who  was  hanged  for  the  murder 
of  his  niece,  and  who  produced  on  the 
trial  a  child  as  like  unto  her,  both  in  per- 
son  and  years,  as  he  could  find,  but  which 
upon  examination  was  found  not  to  be 
the  true  child ;  and  it  afterwards  appeared 
that  the  niece  had  run  away,  and  was 
alive.  And  also  the  Douglas  Peen^ 
case.  Appendix  to  Evans*  Pothier.  *  The 
fabrication  of  evidence  does  not,  how- 
ever, furnish  of  itself  any  presumption 
of  law  against  the  innocence  of  the  party, 
but  is  a  matter  to  be  dealt  with  by  the 
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Other  presumptions  are  founded  on  the  experienced  continuance 
or  permanency,  of  longer  or  shorter  duration,  in  human  afiairs. 

When,  therefore,  a  state  of  things,  is  once  established  by  proof, 
the  law  in  general  presumes  that  the  state  of  things  continues  to 
exist  as  before,  till  the  contraiy  is  shown,  or  till  a  different 
presumption  is  raised  from  the  nature  of  the  subject  in  ques- 
tion, (o) 

A  partnership  or  other  similar  relation,  once  shown  to  exist, 
is  presumed  to  continue  till  it  is  proved  to  have  been  dissolved,  (p) 
So  where  an  indictment  alleged  that  the  defendant  made  his  war- 
rant of  attorney  directed  to  A.  and  B.,  'then  and  still  being 
attomies  of  the  King's  Bench,'  it  was  held  that  as  the  defendant, 
by  executing  the  wariunt,  admitted  them  to  be  attomies  at  that 
time,  it  must  be  presumed  that  they  continued  to  be  so  at  the  time 
when  the  indictment  was  found,  (g) 

So  a  party  once  elected  to  an  office  must  be  presumed  to  con- 
tinue in  it  until  the  contrary  be  shown.  Thus  a  return  made  to 
the  stamp-office  by  a  banking  co-partnerahip  in  March  1841,  stating 
a  person  to  be  a  public  officer  of  the  company,  being  proof  that  he 
was  an  officer  at  that  time,  the  presumption  is  that  he  continued 
such  officer  until  November  1842.  (r)  But  if  the  office  had  been 
an  annual  office,  it  would  have  been  otherwise.  («) 

So  where  a  building  is  shown  to  have  been  properly  registered 
for  the  celebration  of  mai-riages,  the  presumption  is  that  it  con- 
tinued to  be  registered,  (f) 

In  iJ.  V.  I/wniiey,  (u)  which  was  an  indictment  for  bigamy, 
noticed  ante,  p.  266,  the  Court  said,  '  The  existence  of  the  party  at 
an  antecedent  period  may  or  may  not  afford  a  reasonable  inference 
that  he  was  living  at  the  subsequent  date.  If,  for  example,  it 
were  proved  that  he  was  in  good  health  on  the  day  preceding  the 
second  maniage,  the  inference  would  be  strong,  almost  in'esistible, 
that  he  was  fiving  on  the  latter  day,  and  the  jury  would  in  all 
probability  find  that  he  was  so.  If  on  the  other  hand,  it  were 
proved  that  he  was  then  in  a  dying  condition  and  nothing  further 
was  proved,  they  would  probably  decline  to  draw  that  inference. 
Thus  the  question  is  entirely  for  the  jury.  The  law  makes  no 
presumption  either  way.  After  the  lapse  of  seven  years,  without 
intelligence  concerning  a  person,  his  death  may  be  presumed,  {v) 
But  there  is  no  legal  presumption  as  to  the  time  of  the  death 
within  the  seven  yeai-s,  and  the  fact  of  the  party  having  been  alive 


jury.  Innocent  persons,  under  the  in- 
fluence of  terror  from  the  danger  of  their 
situation,  have  been  sometimes  led  to  the 
simulation  of  exculpatory  facts.'  Greenl. 
Ev.  43. 

(o)  Greenl.  Ev.  46,  47,  citing  Throg- 
morton  v.  Walton,  2  Roll.  K  461.  Wil- 
son  V.  Hodges,  2  East,  R.  812.  Battin  v. 
Bigelow,  1  Pet.  C.  C.  R.  452. 

(p)  Greenl.  Ev.  48.  2  Stark.- Ev.  688. 
Alderson  r.  Clay,  1  Stark.  R.  405. 

(9)  Rex  V.  Cooke,  7  C.  &  P.  659,  Pat- 
teson,  J. 

(r)  Steward  v,  Dunn,  12  M.  &  W. 
655. 

(«)  Per  Paike,  B.,  ibid. 

{t)  Reg.  u  Man  waring,  D.  &  B.  132. 


(u)  See  Rex  v.  Twyniug,  2  B.  &  Aid. 
886.  Rex  t>.  Harbome,  2  A.  &  £.  540. 
Upon  an  issue  of  the  life  or  death  of  a 
party,  the  jury  may  find  the  fact  of  death 
trom  the  lapse  of  a  shorter  period  than 
seven  years,  if  other  circumstances  con- 
cur :  as  if  the  party  sailed  on  a  voyage, 
which  should  long  since  have  been  ac- 
coinplished,  and  the  vessel  has  not  been 
heaixi  of.  Greenl.  Ev.  47,  referring  to 
In  re  Hutton,  1  Curt.  595. 

(r)  Hopewell  r.  De  Pinna,  2  Campb. 
113.  Doe  d.  Geoi*ge  v.  Jesson,  6  East 
K.  80.  Doe  d.  Lloyd  v.  Deakin,  4  B.  & 
Aid.  433.  Watson  v.  King,  1  Stark.  R. 
121.  It  has  been  held  in  America  not  to 
be  necessar}'  that  the  jiarty  be  i>roved  to 
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or  dead  at  any  particular  period  during  the  seven  years  must  be 
proved  by  the  party  relying  on  it.  (w) 

So  where  a  thing  is  proved  to  have  been  in  a  particular  state  at  Presumption 
one  time,  it  is  presumed  to  have  been  in  that  state  at  a  former  a?  ^  previous 
time,  unless  there  be  evidence  that  at  some  previous  time  it  was  in  **™®' 
a  different  state,  (y)     Where,  therefore,  in  order  to  prove  certain 
assessments  of  land-tax,  the  signatures  of  certain  persons  to  them 
were  proved,  and  it  was  shown  that  those  persons  had  acted  as 
commissioners  after  the  date  of  the  signatures,  but  there  was  no 
evidence  of  their  having  so  acted  before,  it  was  held  that  the  acting 
as  commissioners  within  a  reasonable  time  after  the  date  of  the 
signatures  was  evidence  that  they  were  commissioners  at  that 
time ;  for  the  inference  might  be  caiTied  upwards  as  well  as  down- 
wards, (z) 

The  opinions  also  of  individuals  once  entertained  and  expressed.  Opinions  and 
and  the  state  of  mind,  once  proved  to  exist,  are  presumed  to  re-  *****  °^  °""^' 
main  unchanged  till  the  contrary  appears.  Thus  all  the  members 
of  a  Christian  community  being  presumed  to  entertain  the  common 
faith,  no  man  is  supposed  to  disbelieve  the  existence  and  moral 
government  of  God  till  it  is  shown  from  his  own  declarations.  In 
like  manner,  every  man  is  presumed  to  be  of  ^sane  mind  till  the 
contrary  is  shown ;  but  if  derangement  or  imbecility  be  proved  or 
admitted  at  any  particular  period,  it  is  presumed  to  continue  till 
disproved,  (a) 

Besides  the  presumptions  which  a  jury  may  make  from  circum-  Presumptions 
stantial  evidence,  there  are  also  presumptions  of  law.  Thus,  on  ^^  **^* 
every  charge  of  murder,  the  fact  of  killing  being  first  proved,  the 
law  presumes  it  to  have  been  founded  on  malice  till  the  contrary 
appear;  and  therefore  all  circumstances  alleged  by  way  of  justifica- 
tion, excuse,  or  alleviation,  must  be  proved  by  the  prisoner,  unless 
they  arise  out  of  the  evidence  produced  against  him.  (6) 

Indeed,  it  is  a  universal  principle,  as  Lord  EUenborough  ob-   Of  the  pro- 
served  in  the  case  of  Hex  v.  Diocon,  (c)  that  when  a  man  is  charged   ^^^l®  ^onse- 
with  doing  an  act,  of  which  the  probable  consequences  may  be  2Jt*"^*     "" 
highly  injurious,  the  intention  is  an  inference  of  law  resulting  from 
the  doing  the  act.     In  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Sheppard,  (d)  uttering  a 
forged  stock  receipt  to  a  person  who  employed  the  prisoner  to  buy 
stock  to  that  amount,  and  advanced  the  money,  was  held  sufficient 
evidence  of  an  intent  to  defraud  that  person  ;  and  it  was  further 


be  absent  from  the  United  States ;  it  ia 
sufficient  if  it  appears  that  he  has  been 
absent  for  seven  years  from  the  particular 
State  of  his  residence,  without  having 
been  heard  from.  Greenl.  Ev.  47,  note  5, 
citing  Newman  v.  Jenkins,  10  Pick.  515. 
Innis  i;.  Campbell,  1  Rawle,  378.  Spurrv. 
Trimble,  1  A.  K.  Marsh,  278.  Wam- 
bough  V.  Skenk,  1  Penningt.  167.  Woods 
V,  Woods,  2  Bay,  476.  1  Kew  York  Rev. 
Stat.  749,  8.  6. 

(tc)  Doe  d.  Knight  v,  Nepean,  5  B. 
&  Ad.  86.  2  M.  &  W.  894. 

(y)  Rex  V.  Burdett,  4  B.  &  Aid.  124, 

Jier  Best,  J.  In  this  case  a  letter  was 
elivered  to  a  person,  unsealed,  in  Mid- 
dlesex, and  it  was  held  that  it  must  be 
presumed  that  it  was  sent  in  that  state 
from  Leicestershire,  there  being  no  evi- 


dence to  tbe  contrary. 

(«)  Doe  d.  Hopley  v.  Youn^,  8  Q. 
B.  63.  Where  a  demise  in  ejectment 
was  laid  on  the  2nd  of  May,  it  was  held 
that  the  jurv  might  presume  from  the 
evidence  of  there  being  no  sufficient  dis- 
tress on  the  premises  some  time  in  May, 
that  there  was  none  in  May  before  the 
2nd,  nor  on  the  6th  of  June,  when  the 
declaration  was  served.  Doe,  lessee  of 
Smelt  V,  Fuchau,  15  £ast,  R.  286. 

(a)  Greenl.  £v.  48.  Attorney-general 
V.  Pamther,  8  Bi-o.  Ch.  C.  443. 

(h)  Fost  255.  1  East,  P.  C.  c.  5,  a.  106, 
p.  340. 

{c)  8  M.  &  S.  15. 

id)  R.  &  R.  169.  AnU,  vol.  2,  p. 
679. 
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held,  that  the  oath  of  the  pereon  to  whom  the  receipt  was  uttered, 
that  he  believed  the  prisoner  had  no  such  intent,  would  not  repel 
the  presumption  of  an  intention  to  defraud.  So  where  the  pri- 
soner was  indicted  (under  the  repealed  statute,  43  Geo.  3,  c.  58) 
for  setting  fire  to  a  mill,  with  intent  to  injure  the  occupiers  thereof, 
it  was  held,  that  an  injury  to  the  mill  being  the  necessary  conse- 
quence of  setting  fire  to  it,  the  intent  to  injure  might  be  inferred ; 
for  a  man  must  be  supposed  to  intend  the  necessary  consequence 
of  his  own  act.  (e)  So  in  prosecutions  for  forgery,  a  jury  ought  to 
infer  an  intent  to  defraud  the  person  who  would  have  to  pay  the 
instrument  if  it  were  genuine,  although,  from  the  manner  of  exe- 
cuting the  forgery,  or  from  that  person's  ordinary  caution,  it  would 
not  be  likely  to  impose  on  him,  and  although  the  object  was  general 
to  defraud  whoever  might  take  the  instrument,  and  the  intention 
of  defrauding  in  particular  the  person  who  would  have  to  pay  the 
instrument,  if  genuine,  did  not  enter  into  the  prisoner's  contem- 
plation. (/) 

In  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Fuller  and  another,  (g)  the  twelve  judges 
were  of  opinion,  that  the  having  in  possession  a  large  quantity  of 
counterfeit  coin  unaccounted  for,  and  that  without  any  circum- 
stance to  induce  a  belief  that  the  defendants  were  the  makers,  was 
evidence  of  having  procured  it  with  intent  to  utter  it.  (h) 
Presumptions  It  seems  to  be  a  presumption  not  admitting  of  proof  to  the  con- 
with  respect  to  trary,  that  a  person  under  the  age  of  fourteen  is  unable  to  commit 

the  crime  of  rape  ;  (i)  and  also  that  an  infant  under  the  age  of 
seven  cannot  be  guilty  of  felony ;  (J)  and  it  is  a  primd  fade  pre- 
sumption of  law  that  a  person  under  the  age  of  fourteen  is  not 
guilty  of  a  felonious  intention,  until  evidence  be  produced  to 
show  that  he  is  doli  capax  ;  for  then  it  is  said  malitia  supplet 
cetatem.  (k) 

In  general,  however,  a  presumption  of  law  arises  in  favour  of  in- 
nocence until  the  contrary  is  proved  ;  (I)  and  it  arises  not  only  in 
matters  essentially  criminal,  but  in  every  instance  the  rule  is,  that 
illegality  is  never  to  be  presumed,  but  that  the  presumption  always 
is,  that  a  party  complies  with  the  law.  (m)  So  it  is  a  legal  maxim, 
that '  omnia  prceaumuntur  esse  rite  et  aoleinniter  acta  donee  prO' 


age 


Presumption 
of  innocence. 


Omnia  ease 
rite  a^^ta. 


{e)  Rex  V.  Farrington,  R.  &  B.  207. 
Ante,  vol.  2,  p.  918. 

(/)  Rex  V,  Mazagora,  R.  &  R.  291. 
Ante,  vol.  2,  p.  688.  See  also  Reg.  v. 
Hill,  2  M.  C.   C.   R.   80,  ante,  vol.  2. 

(f/)  R.  &  R.  808.  AiUe,  vol.  1,  p. 
225. 

(h)  See  further  as  to  the  primary  in- 
tention, including  the  collateral  one  im- 
puted in  the  indictment,  and  the  necessuiry 
proof  of  the  particular  intent  laid.  AtUf, 
vol.  1,  p.  925,  et  seq.  2  Stark.  Ev. 
573. 

(i)  1  Hale,  P.  C.  630.  Rex  v.  Groom- 
bridge,  7  C.  &  P.  682.  Rex  v.  Elder- 
shaw,  8  C.  &  P.  896,  anU,  vol.  1, 
p.  859. 

U)  1  Hale,  P.  C.  27,  anU,  vol.  1, 
p.  109. 

(*)  1  Phil.  Evid.  443,  citing  Rex  v. 
Owen,  4  C.  &  P.  236. 

{1}  See  Rex  v.  Twyning,  2  B.  &  A.  886. 


Bnt  see  Rex  r.  Harbome,  ante,  p.  824, 
note  (n). 

(m)  Sissons  v,  Dixon,  5  6.  k  C,  758. 
See  also  Bennett  v.  Clough,  16.  &  A. 
461,  which  was  an  action  against  a  carrier 
for  losing  a  parcel  containing  some  bank 
notes,  stamps,  and  a  letter.  For  the  de- 
fendant it  was  said,  that  the  42  Geo.  8, 
c.  81,  8.  5,  made  it  illegal  to  send  a  letter 
in  a  parcel,  and  that  the  plaintiff  there- 
fore could  not  recover.  But  there  is  a 
proviso  in  that  section,  that  it  shall  not 
extend  to  any  letter  concerning  goodfi, 
sent  by  a  common  carrier  of  gocKis,  to  be 
delivered  with  the  goods  to  which  it  re- 
lates ;  and  the  Court  held,  that  as  ille- 
gality is  never  presumed,  the  defendant 
should  have  given  primd  facte  evidence 
that  the  letter  did  not  concern  the  stamps 
with  which  it  was  sent.  See  also  Rodwell 
V.  Redge,  1  C.  ft  P.  220. 
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hetur  in  contrarium ;'  {n)  and,  therefore,  it  is  a  general  presump- 
tion of  law,  that  a  person  acting  in  a  public  capacity,  as  a  peace 
oflScer,  justice  of  the  peace,  constable,  &c.,  is  duly  authorized  to  do 
so  ;  (o)  and  that  even  in  a  case  of  murder,  {p)  And  this  rule  of 
evidence  runs  through  all  offices  from  that  of  a  judge  to  that  of  a 
vestry  clerk,  (g) 

The  general  rule  applicable  to  the  doctrine  of  presumption  is,  what  reason- 
that  we  are  to  presume  that  which  reasonably  accounts  for  the  ex-  aWy  accounts 
isting  state  of  things,  (s)  Thus  the  relations  of  landlord  and  tenant,  [^L^  h*to°L 
of  partnership,  and  of  marriage,  are  frequently  presumed  from  the  presumed. 
conduct  of  the  pailiies  being  consistent  with  that  state  of  things, 
and  more  consistent  with  that  state  than  any  other,  (t) 

It  may  be  proper  here  to  mention  the  two  well-known  cautions  caution  of 
of  Lord  Hale  respecting   presumptive   evidence,  viz.  1.    That  a  Lord  Hale  as 
person  should  never  be  convicted  for  stealing  the  goods  cujusdam  J?  p^'^s^^p- 
ignoti,  because  he  cannot  give  an  account  of  how  he  came  by  them,    ^^^' 
unless  there  be  due  proof  made  that  a  felony  was  committed  of 
these  goods.  2.  That  a  person  should  never  be  convicted  of  murder 
or  manslaughter,  unless  the  fact  were  proved  to  be  done,  or  at  least 
the  body  found  dead,  {u) 


Sec.  II. 

The  best  possible  Evidence  must  be  produced. 

It  is  a  general  rule  that  you  must  give  the  best  evidence  that  the  General  rule 
nature  of  the  thing  is  capable  of:  {v)  the  true  meaning  of  which  <^j»at  *>««[*  p<m- 
rule  is  not  that  in  every  matter  there  must  be  all  that  force  and  niust  be  pro- 
attestation  that  by  any  possibility  might  have  been  gathered  to  duced. 
prove  it,  and  that  nothing  under  the  highest  assurance  possible 
shall  be  given  in  evidence,  but  that  no  such  evidence  shall  be 
brought  that  ex  naturd  rei  supposes  still  greater  evidence  behind 
in  the  party's  possession  or  power ;  for  such  evidence  is  altogether 
insufficient,  and  proves  nothing,  as  it  carries  a  presumption  with 


(n)  As  that  a  marriage  was  lawfully 
celebrated.  See  Reg.  v,  Manwaring,  D. 
&  B.  182,  aiiU,  p.  801. 

(o)  Rex  V.  Verelst.  3  Campb.  432. 
Gordon's  cose,  1  Leach,  515.  S.  C.  1 
East,  P.  C.  pp.  312,  315. 

(p)  By  Buller,  J.,  in  Berryman  r, 
"Wise,  4  T.  R.  366.  See  also  Rox  v.  Rees, 
6  C.  &  P.  606.  Rex  r.  Bomtt,  6  C.  & 
P.  124.  Butler  v.  Ford,  3  Tynv'.  677  ;  1 
C.  M.  &  R.  662.  Reg.  r.  Murphy,  8  C.  P. 
297. 

(q)  Per  Patteson,  J.,  in  Marshall  v. 
Lamb,  6  Q.  B.  115.  Doe  d,  Bowley  v. 
Barnes,  8  Q.  B.  1037.  Wolton  v,  Gavin, 
1 6  Q.  B.  48  ;  where  a  soldier  had  been  en- 
listed  more  than  three  weeks,  and  had 
been  employed  to  enlist  recruits,  and  had 
done  so,  and  it  was  held  that  it  might  be 
presumed  that  he  had  been  attestea.  In 
this  case  Erie,  J.,  mentioned  an  anony- 
mons  case  where,  in  support  of  a  mar- 
riage, the  only  proof  that  the  party  who 


performed  the  ceremony  was  a  priest,  was 
the  fact  that  he  performed  it ;  and  this 
was  held  enough.  See  also  Plumer  r. 
Brisco,  11  Q.  B.  46.  Banbury  v, 
Matthews,  1  C.  &  K.  380. 

{s)  Per  Bay  ley,  J.,  Rex  v.  St.  Mar\'- 
lebone,  4  D.  i  R.  475. 

(I)  Per  Erie,  J.,  Reg.  r.  Fonling- 
bridge,  E.  B.  &  E.  678,  where  a  witne.s.s 

E roved  that  more  than  sixty  years  before 
0  lived  with  the  same  master  as  the 
pauper,  and  believed  him  to  be  an  ap- 
prentice, and  that  he  was  instructed  by  a 
journeyman,  and  lodged  and  boarded  in 
the  house,  with  two  others,  who  were  in- 
structed in  the  art  of  a  tailor,  and,  after 
proof  of  due  search  for  the  indentures 
without  success,  it  was  held  that  this 
state  of  things  could  only  be  accounted 
for  by  the  existence  of  an  indenture  of 
apprenticeship. 
(u)  2  Hale,  P.  C.  290. 
(v)  Bull,  N.  P.  298. 
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1.  Whatu 
primary  evi- 
dence. 

Contents  of 
will. 


Execution  of 
will  proved  by 
one  of  three 
witnesses. 


Primary  evi- 
dence of  hand- 
writing. 


Of  disproving 
handwriting. 

Other  in- 
stAnces  of 
primary  evi- 
dence. 


it  contrary  to  the  intention  for  which  it  is  produced.  For  if  the 
other  greater  evidence  did  not  make  against  the  party,  why  did  he 
not  produce  it  to  the  Court  ?  As  if  a  man  oflFer  a  copy  of  a  deed  or 
will  where  he  ought  to  produce  the  original,  this  carries  a  presump- 
tion with  it,  that  there  is  something  more  in  the  deed  or  will  that 
makes  against  the  party,  or  else  he  would  have  produced  it ;  and, 
therefore,  the  proof  of  a  copy  in  this  case  is  not  evidence :  (w)  but 
if  he  prove  the  original  deed  or  will  in  the  hands  of  the  adverse 
party,  or  to  be  destroyed  without  his  default,  a  copy  will  be 
admitted,  because  then  such  copy  is  the  best  evidence :  the  pre- 
sumption of  greater  evidence  behind  in  the  party's  possession 
being  overturned  by  positive  proof,  (x) 

Hence  it  appears  that  evidence  of  an  inferior  quality,  or,  as  it  is 
called,  secondary  evidence,  cannot  be  received  until  it  be  shown 
that  no  evidence  of  a  superior  quality,  or,  as  it  is  termed,  primary 
evidence,  can  be  produced.  It  becomes  necessary,  therefore,  to  con- 
sider, 1st,  What  is  primary  evidence.  2ndly,  What  is  a  sufficient 
groiind  for  the  admission  of  secondary  evidence.  3rdly,  What  is 
good  secondary  evidence. 

1.  What  is  primary  evidence.     It  has  already  appeared  that  it 
is  the  quality  and  not  the  quantity  which  the  rule  requiring  the 
best  possible  evidence  regards.     Thus,  if  a  will  of  lands  is  to  be 
proved,  the  primary  proof  of  the  contents  is  the  will  itself;  and 
neither  an  exemplification  under  the  great  seal,  nor  the  probate  in 
the  spiritual  court,  will  be  admissible :  (y)  but  one  of  the  three 
subscribing  witnesses  will  be  sufficient,  without  calling  the  others 
to  prove  the  execution,  if  he  can  speak  to  all  the  requisites  of 
attestation,  and  the  jury  believe  him.  (z)     So  if  there  are  several 
subscribing  witnesses  to  a  deed,  and  all  are  proved  to  be  dead, 
proof  of  the  signature  of  one  will  be  sufficient ;  for  the  proof  is,  as 
far  as  it  goes,  complete,  and  not  inferior  in  its  kind  to  any  that  can 
be  produced,   (a)     So  for  the   purpose  of  proving  handwriting, 
where  it  happens  to  be  a  case  where  there  would  be  no  objection 
to  the  competency  of  the  writer  himself,  it  is  not  necessary  to  call 
him  :  it  is  sufficient  to  prove  it  by  the  evidence  of  some  one 
acquainted  with  the  general  character  of  his  writing,  who,  on  in- 
spection, can  say  he  believes  it  to  be  the  handwriting  of  the  party. 
The  evidence  of  such  a  witness  is  not  in  its  nature  inferior  or 
secondary ;  and  though  it  may  generally  be  true  that  the  writer 
is  best  acquainted  with  his  own  handwriting,  and,  therefore,  his 
evidence  will  in  general  be  thought  the  most  satisfactory,  yet  his 
knowledge  is  acquired  precisely  by  the  same  means  as  the  know- 
ledge of  other  persons  who  have  been  in  the  habit  of  seeing  him 
write.  (6)     And  it  seems,  that  on  the  same  principle,  the  evidence 
of  such  persons  is  as  much  primary  evidence  to  disprove  his  hand- 
writing as  to  prove  it.  (c)    On  an  indictment  for  unlawfully  assem- 
bling, it  was  held,  that  a  paper  which  had  been  delivered  by  Hunt 


{w)  Ibid.    Gilb.  Ev.  13. 

(a?)  Bull.  N.  P.  293. 

iy)  Bull.  N.  P.  246.  But  the  probate 
is  the  best  evidence  as  to  personalty. 

(«)  BuU.  N.  P.  264.  So  the  execu- 
tion  of  a  will  has  been  held  to  be  proved 
by  evidence  of  the  testimony  of  one  of 
the  subscribing  witnesses,  who  was  dead, 


given  on  a  trial  between  the  same  parties 
although  another  attesting  witness  was 
present  and  not  called.  Wright  v.  Doe 
d.  Tatham,  1  A.  &  £.  8.  See  also  Doe 
d,  Spilsbury  v.  Burdett,  4  A.  &  £.  1. 

(a)  1  Phil.  Ev.  418. 

(b)  1  Phil.  Ev.  223,  7th  edit,  post. 

(c)  Post, 
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to  the  witness  at  a  nAeting,  as  a  copy  of  certain  resolutions  about 
to  be  proposed  and  read,  and  which  conesponded  with  what  the 
witness  heard  read  from  a  written  paper,  was  admissible  as  evi- 
dence of  those  resolutions,  without  giving  the  defendant  notice  to 
produce  the  original,  {d)  And  in  the  same  case,  it  was  decided 
that  parol  evidence  of  inscriptions,  or  devices  on  banners  and  flags 
displayed  at  the  meeting,  was  admissible  without  producing  the 
originals,  though  it  appeared  that  they  had  been  seized  by  the 
police  officers,  and  therefore  might  have  been  produced  on  the  part 
of  the  prosecution,  (e) 

The  contents  of  a  written  instrument  must  be  proved  by  the  Written  in- 
instrument  itself,  unless  it  be  lost,  or  in  the  hands  of  the  other  struments. 
party.  (/)  And,  generally  speaking,  parol  evidence  is  secondary  in 
its  nature  to  written  evidence  :  and  where  a  written  instrument  is 
required  by  law,  or  made  by  a  private  compact  to  express  the  inten- 
tion of  the  parties,  it  possesses  a  force  and  authority  superior  to  any 
other  evidence,  (g)  Thus,  when  an  agreement  has  been  reduced  into 
writing,  the  writing  itself  must  be  produced.  (A)  And  although 
a  day-book  be  the  best  evidence  to  prove  any  matter  entered  in  it, 
yet  it  is  not  necessary  to  produce  it  to  prove  that  no  entry  of  a 
fact  was  made  in  it.  (i)  But,  in  many  instances,  the  mere  ex-  Parol  etidence 
istence  of  written  evidence  will  not  exclude  independent  parol  Jl^J^J^to 
evidence  to  prove  the  same  fact.  Thus,  where  upon  letting  pre-  written, 
mises  to  a  tenant,  a  memorandum  of  agreement  was  drawn  up, 
the  terms  of  which  were  read  over  and  assented  to  by  him,  and  it 
was  then  agreed  that  he  should  on  a  future  day  bring  a  surety, 
and  sign  the  agreement,  it  was  held  that  the  existence  of  this 
memorandum  did  not  preclude  parol  evidence  of  the  terms  of  the 
letting,  {j)  So  where  a  verbal  contract  is  made  for  the  sale  of 
goods,  and  it  is  put  into  writing  afterwards  by  the  vendor's  agent, 
for  the  purpose  of  assisting  his  recollection,  but  not  signed  by  the 
vendor,  the  terms  of  the  contract  may  be  given  in  evidence  on 
the  part  of  the  vendor,  without  producing  the  writing.  Qc)  Where 
a  painty  paying  money  has  taken  a  receipt,  the  circumstance  of 
a  payment  having  been  acknowledged  in  writing  does  not  make 
such  writing  exclusively  primary  evidence  of  the  fact;  but  he 
may  show  the  payment  by  a  person  who  saw  the  money  paid,  or 
by  the  admission  of  the  other  party  to  that  efiect.  (Z)  If  several 
persons  be  witnesses  of  the  same  fact,  and  one  of  them,  to  assist 
his  memory,  makes  a  memorandum  of  it,  this  circumstance  would 


(d)  Rex  V.  Hunt,  8  B.  &  A.  566. 

\e)  Ibid.  Abbott,  C.  J.,  said,  *If  we 
were  to  hold  that  what  waa  Inscribed  on 
a  banner  could  not  be  proved  without  the 
production  of  the  banner,  I  do  not  know 

Xn  what  reason  the  witness  should  be 
wed  to  mention  the  colour  of  the 
banner,  or  even  to  say  he  saw  the  banner 
clisolayed  ;  for  the  banner  itself  may  be 
said  to  be  the  best  possible  evidence  of 
its  existence  and  of  its  colour.' 

(/)  As  to  statements  made  by  a  party 
being  evidence  against  him,  though  they 
relate  to  the  contents  of  a  written  docu- 
ment, see  past^  p.  849. 

(y)  1  Stark.  £v.  504. 

(A)  Brewer  v.  Palmer,  8  Esp.  218,  cor. 


Lord  Eldon,  C.  J.  Sinclair  v.  Stevenson, 
1  C.  &  P.  582,  cor.  Best,  C.  J. 

(t)  In  Macdonnell  v.  Evans,  II  C.  B. 
930,  Maule,  J.,  said  'Suppose  a  man  is 
asked  whether  he  made  an  entry  in  his 
day-book,  and  he  says  No,  it  cannot  be 
necessary  to  produce  the  book.* 

(;)  Doe  V.  Cartwight,  3  B.  A  A.  326. 
See  also  Wilson  v,  Bowie,  1  C.  &  P.  8. 

(k)  Dalison  v.  Stark.  4  Esp.  163. 

{l)  Rambert  v.  Cohen,  4  Esp.  213. 
Jacob  V.  Lindsay,  1  East,  R.  460.  And 
if  the  receipt  were  on  unstamped  paper, 
it  may  be  used  by  a  witness,  who  saw  it 
given,  to  refresh  his  memory,  4  Esp. 
213. 
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Instances  of 
what  is  not  the 
best  possible 
evidence. 

Insoranoe. 


Matters  of 
record. 


Acts  of  a 
court. 


not  exclude  the  testimony  of  the  other  wftnesses.  (m)  So  parol 
evidence  of  what  a  person  said  on  the  hearing  of  an  informa- 
tion for  a  traspass  in  pursuit  of  game,  under  the  1  &  2  Will.  4, 
c.  82,  is  admissible,  although  there  be  a  deposition  which  is  not 
produced,  as  there  is  no  Act  of  Parliament  requiring  the  magis* 
trates  to  take  down  the  evidence  in  such  a  case ;  but  it  is  other- 
wise in  the  case  of  felony,  where  the  depositions  must  be  produced, 
because,  by  statute,  magistrates  are  bound  to  take  down  what 
the  witnesses  say.  (^)  So  where  the  defendant  made  a  charge 
against  the  plaintiff  before  a  magistrate,  and  what  he  said  was 
taken  down  by  the  clerk,  but  not  signed  either  by  the  defendant 
or  the  magistrate,  and  the  case  was  subsequently  heard  and  depo- 
sitions taken ;  Cresswell,  J.,  held  that  parol  evidence  was  admis- 
sible of  what  was  said  on  the  first  examination,  (o)  So,  though  an 
entry  of  a  mamage  may  have  been  made  in  the  parish  register 
according  to  the  Marriage  Act,  such  entry  does  not  become  the 
only  primary  evidence  of  the  marriage,  but  it  may  also  be  proved 
by  any  one  who  witnessed  it;  and,  indeed,  in  all  cases  except 
indictments  for  bigamy,  by  reputation,  (p)  Where,  in  order  to 
prove  a  demand  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  an  action  of  trover 
for  a  lease,  a  witness  stated  that  he  had  verbally  required  the 
defendant  to  deliver  up  the  lease,  and  at  the  same  time  served 
a  notice  in  writing  on  him  to  the  same  effect ;  Lord  EUenborough, 
C.  J.,  held  that  the  written  notice  need  not  be  produced  ;  for  the 
notices  being  concurrent  and  independent,  either  might  be  proved 
as  evidence  of  the  conversion,  (g') 

The  above  are  instances  of  modes  of  proof  which,  notwithstand- 
ing the  existence  of  other  evidence  which  might  be  more  satisfac- 
tory, are  yet  in  their  nature  primary,  and  consequently  available 
It  may  be  usefiil  to  mention  also  some  examples  of  what  is  not 
the  best  possible  evidence,  and  therefore  inadmissible.  Upon  an 
indictment  for  having  set  fire  to  a  house,  with  intent  to  defraud 
an  insurance  company,  the  policy  is  the  best  evidence  to  prove 
that  the  house  was  insured,  and  an  entry  to  that  effect  in  the 
books  of  the  insurance  oflSce  is  but  secondary  evidence,  (r)  To 
prove  the  oaths  required  by  the  Toleration  Act,  parol  evidence 
was  held  secondary,  and  inadmissible ;  because  they  were  matters 
of  record  in  the  court  where  they  were  sworn,  (s)  It  has  been  i-uled 
that  parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  show  the  day  on  which  a 
trial  at  nisi  prius  took  place  ;  for  it  should  be  proved  by  the  pro- 
duction of  the  nisi  prius  record,  if)     But  this  position  may  well  be 


(7u)  1  Stark.  Ev.  604.  So  in  Layer's 
cose  for  high,  treason,  Mr.  Stanley,  an 
under-secretary  of  state,  gave  evidence  of 
L.'s  confessions,  upon  his  examination 
before  the  council,  which,  though  taken 
in  writing,  was  not  produced.  ]  2  Vin. 
Abr.  96,  tit.  Emdemtt^  A.  6.  623.  pL  7. 

(n)  Kobinson  v.  Vaughton,  8  C.  &  P. 
252,  Alderson,  B. 

(o)  Jeans  v.   Wheedon,  2  M.  &  Hob. 

486. 

(p)  Morris*.  Miller,  IW.  Bl.  632.  It 
may  also  bo  observed  that,  in  order  to 
make  the  production  of  the  writing  ne- 
cessary, it  must  appear  to  relate  to  tho 
matter  in  question.     Thus  where  x^aix>l 


evidence  is  offered  to  prove  a  tenancy,  it 
is  not  a  valid  objection,  that  there  is  some 
written  agreement  relative  to  the  holding, 
unless  it  should  also  appear  that  it  was 
made  between  the  parties  as  landlord  and 
tenant,  and  that  it  continues  in  force  to 
the  very  time  to  which  the  parol  evidence 
applies.  Doe  «.  Morris,  12  East,  287. 
Doe  V,  Pearson,  12  East,  289  n. 

(?)  Smith  i;.  Young,  1  Campb.  439. 

(r)  Rex  V.  Doran,  1  E$p.  127.  Bek  r. 
Gilson,  R.  ft  R.  138. 

(«)  Rexr.  Hube,  Peake,  N.  P.  C.  182. 

(<)  Thomas  r.  Ansley,  6  Esp.  80,  by 
I^rd  EUenborough.  Rex  ».  Page,  6 
Esp.  88,  by  Lord  Kenyon.     Tidd.  rrac. 
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doubted,  for  the  assizes  and  sittings  at  nisi  prius  often  continue 
more  than  a  day,  and  though  the  record  might  simply  name  the 
first  day,  yet  a  court  for  the  purpose  of  doing  substantial  justice 
would  allow  it  to  be  proved  that  a  trial  in  fact  took  place  on  a 
different  day.    Where,  therefore,  a  commission  day  was  on  the 
I9th  of  March,  and  an  assignment  of  goods  was  made  by  a  pri- 
soner on  the  20th,  and  he  was  convicted  of  felony  on  the  22nd,  it 
was  held  that  it  might  be  proved  that  in  fact  the  conviction  took 
place  on  the  22nd,  although  the  record  stated  the  assizes  to  have 
been  holden  on  the  19th.  {u)    If  it  be  necessary  to  prove  that  a 
trial  took  place,  as  in  the  case  of  a  prosecution  for  perjury  committed 
on  the  trial  of  a  cause  at  nisi  prius,  that  cannot  be  done  by  parol 
evidence,  but  the    record  should    be  produced,  or  at   least  the 
postea.  (v)    And  even  where  the  transactions  of  courts  which  are 
not  technically  speaking  of  record,  are  to  be  proved,  if  such  courts 
preserve  written  memorials  of  their  proceedings,  those  memorials 
are  the  only  authentic  means  of  proof  which  the  law  recognizes,  {w) 
On  an  indictment  on  the  8  &  9  Will.  3,  c.  26  (for  high  treason  by  Commence- 
having  a  mint  die  in  possession),  it  was  incumbent  on  the  prose-  ment  of  pro- 
cutor  to  show  that  the  prosecution  was  commenced  within  three  ^®®^*'®°' 
months,  and  parol  evidence  that  the  prisoner  was  apprehended  for 
treason  respecting  the  coin  within  three  months  (the  offence  ap- 
pearing to  have  been  committed  above  three  months  before  the 
indictment  preferred),  was  held  by  the  twelve  judges  to  be  insuffi- 
cient, the  warrant  to  apprehend  or  to  commit  not  being  pro- 
duced, (x)  In  the  case  of  Williams  v.  The  East  India  Company,  (y)  Negative 
the  question  was,  whether  the  agent  of  the  defendants,  who  were  v^ooi  of  no- 
the  freighters  of  the  plaintiff's  ship,  had  apprised  the  plaintiff  or  *^^®' 
bis  officers  of  the  inflammable  and  dangerous  nature  of  a  quantity 
of  roghan  which  had  been  stored  in  the  ship,  and  which  ultimately 
occasioned  its  destruction.     It  was  the  duty  of  the  conductor  of 
military  stores  to  convey  goods  on  board  the  ship,  and  of  the  chief 
mate  to  receive  them  ;  the  chief  mate  was  dead,  and  no  evidence 
was  given  of  what  had  passed  between  him  and  the  conductor  of 
the  stores ;  but  the  captain  and  second  mate  proved  that  no  com- 
munication had  been  made  to  them.     Upon  this  evidence,  the 
plaintiff  who,  it  was  held,  was  bound  to  prove  the  negative,  waa 
nonsuited  by  Lord  Ellenborough,  C.  J.,  on  the  ground  that  the  best 
evidence  possible  of  the  want  of  notice  had  not  been  produced, 
viz.,  the  evidence  of  the  conductor  of  stores.  The  Court  afterwards 
affirmed  the  nonsuit ;  and  Lord  Ellenborough,  in  delivering  their 
opinion,  said, '  The  best  evidence  should  have  been  given  of  which 
the  nature  of  the  case  was  capable.     The  best  evidence  was  to 
have  been  had  by  calling,  in  the  firet  instance,  upon  the  persons 
immediately  and  officially  employed  in  the  delivering,  and  in  the 
receiving  of  the  goods  on  board,  who  appear  in  this  case  to  have 
been  the  first  mate  on  the  one  side,  and  the  military  conductor, 
the  defendant's  officer,  on  the  other ;  and  though  the  one  of  these 
persons,  the  mate,  was  dead,  that  did  not  warrant  the  plaintiff 

869.      But  see  Rex  v.  Coppord,   ante,  lands,  IF.  ftF.  72. 

p.  87.  {x)  Rex  V.  PhiUipa,  R.  k  R.  869.  See 

(u)  Wliitaker  v.  Wiabey,  12  C.  B.  44.  vol.  1,  p.  626. 

(V)  Ante,  p.  89.  (y)  3  East,  R.  192. 

{w)  3  Stark,  Ev.  786.    See  R.  v.  Row- 


■ent. 
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in  resorting  to  an  inferior  and  secondary  species  of  testimony 
(namely,  the  presumption  and  inference  arising  from  a  non-com- 
munication to  the  other  persons  on  board),  as  long  as  the  militaiy 
conductor,  the  other  living  witness,  immediately  and  primarily 
concerned  in  the  transaction  of  shipping  the  goods  on  board 
could  be  resorted  to  ;  and  no  impossibility  of  resorting  to  this  evi- 
dence, the  proper  and  primary  evidence  on  the  subject,  is  suggested 
Negative  to  exist  in  this  case/    In  a  case  on  an  indictment  on  the  42  Geo.  3, 

Y^^  ^^  ^^'      c.  107,  s.  1,  which  made  it  felony  to  course  a  deer  in  an  enclosed 

ground,  without  the  consent  of  the  owner  df  the  deer  ;  Lawrence,  J., 
thought  it  necessary  to  call  the  owner  of  the  deer,  for  the  purpose 
of  disproving  his  consent,  and  the  owner  not  being  called,  the 
jury  were  directed  to  find  a  verdict  of  acquittal,  {z)  But  this 
decision  has  been  overruled  by  subsequent  authorities  of  the 
greatest  weight :  and  the  rule  may  now  be  considered  settled 
that,  in  cases  where  it  is  necessary  to  prove  the  non-consent  of  the 
owner  of  the  property  which  is  the  subject  of  the  charge  in  the 
indictment,  the  testimony  of  the  owner  himself  is  not  exclusively 
primary  evidence  of  the  non-consent ;  but  it  may  be  inferred  from 
the  conduct  of  the  prisoner,  and  the  circumstances  under  which 
the  act  was  done.  Where  the  prisoners  were  indicted  on  the 
6  Geo.  3,  c.  36,  for  lopping  and  topping  an  ash  timber-tree,  *  with- 
out the  consent  of  the  owner,'  the  owner.  Sir  J.  Aubrey,  had  died 
before  the  trial.  The  oflFence  was  committed  at  eleven  o'clock  at 
night  on  the  18th  of  February.  Sir  J.  Aubrey  died  on  the  1st 
of  March  following,  having  given  orders  for  apprehending  the 
prisoners  on  suspicion.  The  land  steward  was  called  to  prove, 
that  he  himself  never  gave  any  consent,  and  from  all  he  had  heard 
his  master  say,  he  beJieved  that  he  never  did.  Bayley,  J.,  told 
the  jury  that  they  must  be  perfectly  satisfied  that  the  prisoners  had 
not  obtained  the  consent  of  the  owner  of  the  tree,  namely.  Sir  J. 
Aubrey,  that  they  might  lop  and  top  it ;  and  left  it  to  them  to  say, 
whether  they  thought  there  was  reasonable  evidence  to  show  that 
in  fact  he  had  not  given  any  such  permission.  His  lordship  ad- 
verted to  the  time  of  night  when  the  oflfence  was  committed,  and 
to  the  circumstance  of  the  prisoners'  running  away  when  detected, 
as  evidence  to  show  that  the  consent  required  had  not  in  fact  been 
given,  (a)  And  in  three  cases,  reserved  at  once  for  the  opinion 
of  the  twelve  judges,  it  was  held  that,  though  there  must  be  some 
e^ddence  to  negative  the  owner's  consent,  his  non-consent  might 
be  inferred  from  the  circumstances,  or  proved  by  his  agents. 
The  first  of  the  three  cases  was  Rex  v.  Allen,  an  indictment  for 
killing  a  fallow  deer  in  the  park  of  the  forest  of  Waltham,  without 
the  consent  of  the  owner,  the  King  ;  the  second,  Rex  v.  Argent, 
for  entering  a  yard  adjoining  and  belonging  to  the  dwelling-house 
of  J.  Greenwood,  a  Quaker,  and  taking  fish  out  of  a  pond  there 
without  the  consent  of  the  owner ;  and  the  third,  Rex  v.  Chamber- 
lain, for  taking  fish  in  Claremont  Park,  belonging  to  Prince 
Leopold,  without  his  consent.  The  offence  in  each  case  was  com- 
mitted under  circumstances  which  the  learned  judge,  who  tried  it, 
thought  quite  sufficient  to  warrant  the  jury  in  finding  the  non- 
consent  of  the  owner,  admitting  the  onus  of  proving  such  non- 

(z)  Bex  V.  Rogers,  2  Campb.  654.   See      136. 
Toleman  r.   Portbury,  39  L.   J.  Q.  B.  (a)  Rex  v.  Hazy,  2  C.  &  P.  458. 
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consent  to  lie  on  the  prosecutor ;  but  in  consequence  of  the 
decision  in  Rex  v.  Rogers,  above  mentioned,  further  evidence  was 
gone  into,  by  calling  the  persons  engaged  in  the  management  of 
the  property,  but  not  the  owners.  The  judges  held  the  conviction 
in  each  of  the  cases  right,  (h) 

2ndly.  What  is  a  sufficient  ground  for  the  admission  of  secondary  2.  What  is 
evidence.     If  the  primary  evidence    be  lost  or   destroyed,  or  it  sufficient 
cannot  be  produced,  or  if  it  be  in  the  hands  of  the  adverse  party,  ISmbsion^of  ^ 
then  upon  proof  of  the  loss  or  destruction,  or  that  it  cannot  be  secondary 
produced  in  the  former  cases,  or  of  the  fact  of  its  being  in  such  evidence, 
possession,  and   of  reasonable  notice  to   produce  it  at  the  trial 
having  been  given  to  the  other  painty,  in  the  latter  case,  secondary 
evidence  is  admissible,  (c)     Where  secondary  evidence  is  offered,  Where  the 
in  consequence  of  the  loss  of  the  primary  evidence,  in  order  to  J^JJ^^  \^l 
establish  such  loss  it  must   be  proved  that  diligent  search   has 
been  made  in  those  quarters  from  which  the  primary  evidence  was 
likely  to  be  procured.     The  evidence  of  a  document  being  lost 
may  vaiy  much,  according  to  the  nature  of  the  paper  itself,  the 
custody  it  is  in,  and  all  the  surrounding  circumstances.     A  paper 
of  considerable  importance,  which  is  not  likely  to  be  permitted  to 
perish,  may  call  for  a  much  more  minute  and  accurate  search  than 
that  which  may  be  considered  as  waste  paper,  which  nobody  would 
take  care  of.  (cZ)     In  the  case  of  Kensington  v.  Inglis  (e)  it  was  What  is  suffi- 
incumbent  on  the  plaintiff  to  prove  the  loss  of  a  license  to  trade  ;  J*®"^*  P"^^  ®^ 
and  a  witness,  who  had  been  secretary  to  the  governor  of  a  colony,    ^^' 
said  it  was  his  practice    to  destroy  or  put   aside  such    licenses 
among  the  waste  papers  of  his  office,  as  not  being  of  further  use, 
and    he  supposed   he    had    disposed  of  the   license   in  question 
(which,  after  having  been  granted  by  the  governor,  was  returned 
to  the  witness),  in  the  same  manner  as  other  licenses  for  ships 
whose  voyages  had  been  performed  ;  but  he  was  not  sure  it  was 
destroyed.     He  further  stated,  that  he  had  been  applied  to  for  the 
license,  and  had  searched  for  it ;  but  he  did  not  recollect  whether 
he  found  it  or  not ;  though  he  did  not  think  that  he  had  found  it. 

(h)  R.  k  M.  C.  C.  R.  154. 

(r)  Besides  these  two  instances  of  the 
loss  or  destruction  of  the  primary  evi- 
dences, and  its  being  in  the  hands  of  the 
adverse  party,  it  should  seem  that  se- 
condary evidence  is  admissible  in  all 
cases  where  it  is  apparent  that  such 
secondary  evidence  is  the  best,  which  the 
party  without  any  default,  has  it  in  liis 
power  to  produce  ;  for  then  the  presump- 
tion of  a  fraudulent  suppression  of  the 
letter  evidence,  which  is  the  foundation 
of  the  nile,  must  cease,  llius,  if  an  at- 
testing  witness  to  a  'svi'itten  instrument 
after  his  attestation  became  incompetent 
from  interest,  proof  of  his  handwriting 
was  admissible.  Godfrey  v.  Norris, 
1  Str.  34.  So  if  he  became  incompetent 
from  infamy,  Jones  v.  Mason.  2  Stra. 
833.  The  defendant,  in  an  action  of 
trespass  for  breaking  hatches,  offered  in 
evidence  articles  of  agreement,  dated  in 
1745,  between  persons  standing  in  the 
resiwctive  situations  of  the  plaintiff  and 
defendant.  To  produce  this  deed  tin* 
defendant's  attorney  was  called,  who  said 


he  had  received  it  from  the  son  of  the 
owner  of  the  defendant's  land.  ^This 
evidence  was  objected  to  as  insufficient : 
then  the  son  of  the  owner  was  called, 
who  said  he  had  received  it  from  his 
father  that  morning ;  this  being  also  ob- 
jected to,  the  father  was  called  ;  upon 
which  the  plaintiff  examined  him  upon 
the  voire  dire,  and  objected  that  he  could 
not  be  a  witness,  being  interested ;  where- 
ujwn  Holroyd,  J.,  held,that  as  the  father 
was  objected  to,  the  next  best  evidence 
had  been  given,  and  admitted  the  deed. 
Card  V.  Jeans,  Manning's  Dig.  875.  If 
a  deed  be  in  the  possession  of  a  third 
person,  who  is  not  by  law  compellable  to 
produce  it,  and  he  refuses  to  do  so,  se- 
condary evidence  is  admissible,  for  the 
original  is  then  unattainable  by  the  party 
offering  such  evidence.  Doc  v.  Ross,  i 
M.  &  W.  102,  Newton  v.  Chaplin,  10 
C.  B.  356. 

(d)  Per  Polloclc,  C.  B.      Gathercole  v. 
Miall,  15  M.  k  W.  319. 

(c)  8  East,  273. 
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Lord  Ellenborough,  C.  J.,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the 
Court,  (/)  said, '  We  are  of  opinion,  that  this  evidence  satisfies 
what  the  law  requires  in  respect  of  search  ;  and  establishes  with 
reasonable  certainty  the  fact  of  the  license  being  lost.  It  was  not 
to  be  expected  that  the  witness  should  be  able  to  speak  with  more 
confident  certainty  to  a  fact,  to  which  his  attention  would  not  be 
particularly  drawn  at  the  time,  on  account  of  any  importance 
being  supposed  to  belong  to  it/  In  the  preceding  case  the  search 
was  neither  recent  nor  made  for  the  purpose  of  the  cause  Q/) ;  and 
it  has  since  been  held  that  neither  was  necessary.  Where,  therefore, 
a  search  had  been  made  nearly  three  years  before  the  action  was 
brought,  but  it  did  not  appear  for  what  purpose,  it  was  held 
sufficient.  Qi) 

Where  it  became  necessary  to  account  for  the  non-production  of 
a  policy,  and  it  was  proved  that  it  had  been  eCFected  about  seven 
years  before,  and  having  become  useless  on  account  of  a  second 
policy  being  effected,  it  had  probably  been  returned  to  the  plain- 
tiff; and  the  clerk  of  the  plaintiff's  attorney  proved  that,  a  few  days 
before  the  trial  of  the  action,  he  had  searched  for  it  in  the  plain- 
tiff's house,  not  only  in  every  place  pointed  out  by  the  plaintiff, 
but  in  every  place  which  he  thought  likely  to  contain  a  paper  of 
this  description ;  it  was  held  that  this  was  sufficient  evidence  to 
entitle  the  plaintiff  to  give  secondary  evidence  of  the  contents  of 
the  policy.  In  this  case,  Abbott,  C.  J.,  observed,  that  where  the 
loss  or  destruction  of  an  instrument  may  almost  be  presumed,  very 
slight  evidence  of  its  loss  or  destruction  will  be  sufficient  (i)  If 
a  person  proved  that  he  had  searched  for  an  envelope  among  his 
papers,  and  could  not  find  it,  that  would  be  sufficient.  So  with  re- 
spect to  an  old  newspaper,  which  had  been  at  a  public  coffee-room ; 
if  the  party  who  kept  the  coffee-room  had  searched  for  it  there, 
where  it  ought  to  be  if  in  existence,  and  where  naturally  he  would 
find  it,  and  said  he  supposed  some  one  had  taken  it  away,  that 
would  be  sufficient,  {j) 

Where  a  duplicate  adjudication  of  bankruptcy  was  left  at  the 
counting-house,  being  the  usual  and  last -known  place  of  business 
of  the  bankmpts,  on  the  21st  of  June,  and  the  place  then  locked 
up  on  behalf  of  the  assignees,  and  the  paper  was  seen  there  a  fort- 
night or  three  weeks  afterwards,  and  on  the  26th  of  July  the 
summons  to  appeal*  was  left  in  the  same  counting-house,  which  was 
unlocked  for  the  purpose,  and  then  locked  up  again,  and  before  the 
trial  the  cotmting-house  was  searched,  and  neither  of  these  papers 
could  be  found,  and  due  notice  to  produce  them  had  been  given,  it 


(/)  8  East,  2S9. 

{g)  As  the  ^ntness  made  the  search  in 
the  Bahamas,  but  left  them  in  April,  1801, 
the  search  must  have  been  before  that 
time  ;  the  decision  was  in  1807. 

(/i)  Fite  r.  Kabbits,  2  M.  &  Rob.  60, 
Patteson,  J. 

(i)  Brewster  r.  Sewell,  3  B.  &  A.  296. 
Freeman  v.  Arkell,  2  B.  &  C.  494,  Bay- 
ley,  J.  And  for  further  examples  of 
Hufficient  searches,  see  Ilex  v.  North 
Bedbura,  Cald.  452.  Ilex  v,  Jolmson, 
7  East,  65.  Rex  v.  Morton,  4  M.  &  S. 
48.     Bligh  V.  Wellesley,  2  Cnrr.  &  P. 


400.  Rex  r.  East  Farleigh,  6  D.  4  R. 
147.  Rex  V.  Stourbridge,  8  B.  A  C.  96. 
Partloet.'.  Price,  13  M.  &AV.  267. 

(j)  Per  Aldei-son,  B.,  Gathercole  %\ 
Miall,  15  M.  &  W.  319.  In  Reg.  %\ 
Rastrick,  2  Cox,  C.  C.  39,  Piatt  B.,  held 
that  a  label  stating  the  amount  of  monej 
in  a  parcel  had  not  been  sufficiently 
searched  for,  as  the  search  had  been  only 
made  at  the  owner's  house,  and  not  at  his 
shop,  and  he  could  not  say  whether  he 
saw  the  label  last  at  his  shop  or  at  hia 
house,  though  he  had  taken  the  parcel, 
as  usual,  to  liis  house. 
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was  held  that  the  search  was  sufficient.  The  presumption  was 
either  that  the  bankrupts  had  got  them,  or  that  they  had  got  into 
the  hands  of  some  person  to  whom  they  were  of  no  importance, 
who  had  destroyed  them,  (k) 

Where  a  tithing-man  went  to  a  house  to  execute  a  warrant,  and  Loss  of  a  war- 
read  the  warrant  under  the  window  of  the  house,  where  the  party  ^°  ^^  ^^^^' 
who  was  to  be  apprehended  under  the  waiTant  then  was,  and  an 
affiray  then  took  place  between  the  tithing-man  and  the  inhabit- 
ants of  the  house,  during  which  the  tithing-man  stated  that  he  lost 
it ;  that  he  had  it  in  his  hand  when  he  read  it  under  the  window  ; 
and  that  he  never  saw  it  afterwards ;  that  he  searched  his  pocket 
for  it  after  he  had  gone  about  a  mile  and  a  half  from  the  house, 
and  could  not  find  it ;  and  that  he  directed  a  boy  to  look  carefully 
for  it,  on  the  road  between  the  house  and  the  place  where  he  first 
missed  it ;  and  the  boy  swore  that  he  had  made  careful  search,  and 
could  not  find  it ;  it  was  held,  on  a  case  reserved,  that  secondary 
evidence  of  the  warrant  was  properly  received,  although  notice  had 
not  been  given  to  the  prisoner  to  produce  it.  {I) 

But  if  it  be  proposed  to  give  secondary  evidence  of  a  written  What  is  not 
instrument,  and  such  instrument  is  traced  into  the  possession  of  a  "J^^ient  proof 
particular  person,  the  loss  cannot  be  established  without  calling 
him  as  a  witness ;  for  it  will  not  be  enough  to  prove  that  he  was 
applied  to  for  the  instrument,  and  upon  such  application  said  that 
he  could  not  find  the  same,  nor  did  he  know  where  it  was.  Thus, 
where  it  was  proved  that  an  indentm*e  of  apprenticeship  was  of 
two  parts,  that  one  had  been  destroyed,  and  that  the  other  had 
come  to  the  hands  of  a  Miss  Taylor,  who  when  asked  for  it  said  she 
could  not  find  it ;  but  she  was  not  subpoenaed  ;  this  was  held  in- 
sufficient evidence  of  the  loss,  (m)    So  where  an  agreement  for 


9 

(i 


ik)  Reg.  V.  Gordon,  Dears.  C.  C.  586. 

\V)  Rex  V.  Hootl,  R.  k  M.  C.  C.  R.  281. 

(m)  Rex  r.  Castleton,  6  T.  R.  236. 
See  also  Williams  r.  Yoiinghasband,  1 
Stark.  R.  139,  and  Parkins  r.  Cobbett, 
1  C.  &  P.  282.  In  Rex  v,  Denio,  7  B.  & 
0.  620,  the  pauper,  who  had  served  as  an 
apprentice,  proved  that  the  indenture  was 
kept  by  his  master,  and  when  the  ap- 
])rentice8hip  expired,  he  asked  his  master 
tor  the  indenture,  who  said  he  had  not 
got  it,  but  that  it  was  with  the  overseer 
of  the  palish  by  which  the  pauper  was 
bound  apprentice,  and  proof  was  given  of 
search  among  the  i)apers  of  the  parish 
for  the  indenture,  and  that  it  could  not 
bo  found ;  and  that  all  the  books  and 
papers  about  that  date  were  missinff  ;  and 
it  was  held,  that  as  the  master  was  living, 
and  might  have  been  called  as  a  witness, 
and  his  declarations  were  cleaily  not 
admissible  in  evidence,  there  was  not 
sufficient  evidence  to  show  that  a  due 
search  had  been   made   so  as  to  let  in 

})arol  evidence  of  the  indenture.  In 
iex  V.  Rawden,  2  A.  ft  E.  156,  the 
widow  of  an  apprentice  stated  that,  a 
ahort  time  before  her  husband  died,  she 
asked  him  what  had  become  of  his  inden- 
tures, and  he  said  that  he  had  got  them 
away  from  his  master  after  the  end  of  his 


apprenticeship,  and  had  Worn  them  in 
his  pocket  till  they  were  all  to  pieces ;  and 
it  was  held  that  evidence  of  tliis  conyer- 
sation  was  inadmissible,  there  being  no 
fm-ther  proof  either  of  the  indenture 
having  been  in  the  |X)ssession  of  the 
apprentice,  or  of  other  inquiry  after  it. 
But  where,  in  order  to  establish  a  settle- 
ment by  apprenticeship,  it  was  proved 
that  the  indenture  was  only  of  one  pait, 
and  that  upon  application  to  the  pauper, 
who  was  tneu  ill,  and  died  soon  after- 
wards, to  know  what  had  become  of  it, 
he  declared  that  when  tlie  indenture  ex- 

Eired  it  was  given  to  him,  and  he  had 
umt  it  long  since;  and  it  was  aAso 
proved,  that  inquiry  was  made  of  the 
executrix  of  the  master,  who  said  that 
she  knew  nothing  about  it ;  it  was  held 
that  tills  proof  was  sufficient  to  let  in 
parol  evidence  of  the  contents  of  the  in- 
denture. Rex  V.  Morton,  4  M.  &  9.  48. 
The  Court  distinp^uished  this  case  from 
Rex  V.  Castleton,  inasmuch  as  there  was 
no  proof  that  the  indenture  ever  existed 
in  the  possession  of  tlic  pauper,  unless 
his  declaration  were  taken  as  evidence  ; 
and  if  it  was,  in  the  same  breath  he 
declared  it  no  longer  existed ;  whereas 
tlie  evidence  in  Rex  r.  Castleton  showed 
that  a  further  search  wns  necessnTy.     An 
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renting  a  tenement  had  remained  with  the  landlord,  and  he,  being 
asked  by  a  witness  whether  there  was  any  such  agreement,  said, 
*  I  cannot  say  for  a  certainty  ;  I  will  search ;  *  and  told  his  clerk 
to  search,  which  he  and  the  witness  did  amongst  the  papers  of  the 
office,  and  could  find  no  agreement ;  but  the  landlord  was  not  ex- 
amined ;  it  was  held  that  enough  did  not  appear  to  show  that  the 
sessions  were  wrong  in  holding  that  the  search  was  insufficient.  It 
might  be  that  the  landlord's  house  was  the  proper  place  of  deposit, 
and  it  had  not  been  searched.  If  there  had  been  proof  aliunde 
that  the  office  was  the  proper  place  of  deposit,  the  search  would 
have  been  sufficient,  though  the  landlord  was  not  examined,  (n) 
The  same  principle  applies  with  respect  to  the  person  who  has  the 
legal  custody  of  an  instrument ;  if  it  is  proposed  to  establish  its 
loss  for  the  purpose  of  giving  secondaiy  evidence  of  its  contents, 
the  person  who  has  the  legal  custody  of  it  should  be  called  as  a 
witness,  or  steps  should  be  taken  to  make  evidence  of  his  conduct 
admissible,  (o)  So  where  there  are  two  trustees  of  a  settlement,  a 
search  for  it  by  one  of  them  is  insufficient,  (p)  And  where  the 
instrument  in  question  is  the  appointment  to  an  office,  the  legal 
custody  is  in  the  officer,  who  is  the  pei-son  most  interested  in  the 
instrument,  and  who  requires  its  production  as  a  sanction  for  those 
acts  which  he  may  be  called  upon  to  do  under  its  authority,  (q)  If 
the  individual  to  whose  possession  the  instrument  is  traced  be 
dead,  an  inquiry  should  be  made  of  his  executors,  or  such  persons 
as  must  be  presumed  to  have  it  in  their  possession,  (r)  But  if  the 
papers  of  the  deceased  were  searched  during  his  lifetime,  it  is  un- 
necessary to  apply  to  the  executors  or  other  persons  to  whose  pos- 
session such  papers  may  have  come,  (s)  If  two  or  more  parts  of  a 
deed  have  been  executed,  the  loss  or  destruction  of  all  the  parts 
must  be  proved,  in  order  to  lay  a  ground  for  admitting  secondary 
evidence  of  its  contents,  {t) 

The  Court  must  be  satisfied  that  due  diligence  has  been  used  to 
find  the  document  in  question  ;  but  it  is  not  necessary  to  negative 
eveiy  possibility ;  it  is  enough  to  negative  every  reasonable  proba- 


indenture  of  apprenticeship  may  be  use- 
ful after  the  ai»prentice8hip  has  expired, 
to  entitle  the  party  to  the  freedom  of  a 
corporation,  or  to  exercise  a  trade,  or  it 
may  be  evidence  of  his  settlement.  Per 
Abbott,  C.  J.,  Brewster  v.  Scwell,  SB.  & 
A  296.  And  there  is  no  reason  why  the 
master  should  keep  it  after  the  appren- 
ticeship  is  over,  per  Crompton,  J.,  ^eg.v, 
Hinkley,  3  B.  &S.  885. ,  The  reasonable 
presumption,  therefore,  is  that  it  would 
be  in  the  custody  of  the  apprentice  ;  and 
it  has  been  held  that  a  search  among  his 
papers  after  his  death  was  sufficient, 
without  any  search  elsewhere.  Reg.  r. 
Hinkley,  snpra.  But  as  an  expired  in- 
denture sometimes  remains  with  the 
master,  per  Maule,  J.,  Hall  r.  Ball,  8 
M  &  Gr.  242,  it  would  always  be  safer 
to'search  the  master's  papers  also 
(n)  Beg.  V.  Saffron  Hill,  1  E.  &  »•  ^f  • 
{o)  Kex  t?.  Stoke  Golding,  1  B.  &  A. 

173. 

( 2>)  Doc  d,  Richards  r.  Lewis,  11  C. 

B.  1035. 


(q)  Rex  V.  Stoke  Golding,  siipra.  The 
law  presumes  the  appointment  of  over- 
seers to  be  in  the  custody  of  some  of  the 
overseers,  per  Holroyd,  tf.,  ibid. 

(r)  1  Phil.  Ev.  456,  7th  edit. 

(s)  Rex  r.  Piddlehinton,  8  B.  &  Ad, 
460.  The  master  of  an  apprentice  took 
away  the  indenture  after  it  was  executed, 
and  failed  in  business  after  the  apprentice 
had  served  about  a  year.  Upon  the 
failure,  an  attorney  had  the  custody  of 
all  the  papers  and  books  of  the  master, 
and  lookea  over  them  after  the  failure, 
and  did  not  find  any  indenture,  and  it 
was  held  that  this  was  sufficient  to  allow 
the  admission  of  secondary  evidence, 
though  the  master's  widow  was  liying, 
and  no  inquiry  had  been  made  of  her  ; 
for  after  the  evidence  of  the  attorney  it 
was  useless  to  inquire  as  to  her  possession 
of  the  indenture. 

(0  Bull.  N.  P.  264.  Doxonv.  Haigh, 
1  Esp.  409.  Alivon  v,  Fumival,  4  Tyr. 
751. 
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bility  of  anything  being  kept  back.  Where  an  officer  or  an  attorney 
is  applied  to  for  the  inspection  of  documents,  the  Court  will  assume, 
until  the  contrary  appeai-s,  that  the  officer  or.  attorney  produces  all 
the  documents  relating  to  the  subject,  (u)  The  search  should  be 
such  as  to  induce  the  Court  to  come  to  the  conclusion  that  there  is 
no  reason  to  suppose  that  the  omission  to  produce  the  document 
itself  arose  from  any  desire  to  keep  it  back,  and  that  there  has 
been  no  reasonable  opportunity  of  producing  it  which  has  been 
omitted,  and  the  proper  limit  of  the  search  is  where  a  reasonable 
person  would  be  satisfied  that  the  party  had  bond  fide  endeavoured 
to  produce  the  document  itself,  (v) 

Whether  there  has  been  due  search  is  a  question  to  be  deter-   Qaesiions 
mined  by  the  Court ;  and  any  questions  may  be  put  for  the  purpose  ^^ likely^'to 
of  showing  that  there  has  been  a  reasonable  ana  bond  fide  search,  have  a  docu- 
though  the  answers  to  them  may  not  be  evidence  in  the  ultimate  ^ent  and 
question  before  the  Court,  (w)     Therefore  witnesses   may  prove  ^^^dmlwrWe. 
what  inquiries  they  have  made  of  persons,  who  are  likely  to  have 
a  document  in  their  possession,  and  what  answers  they  received 
from  them,  though  they  are  not  called  as  witnesses,  {x) 

If  in  point  of  law  you  cannot  compel  a  party  who  has  the  custody  Where  the 
of  a  document  to  produce  it,  there  is  the  same  reason  for  admitting  produc*io>i  o^ 
other  evidence  of  its  contents  as  if  its  production  were  physically  ^^oUiTen- 
impossible.  (y)     Where,  therefore,  a  witness  proved  that  he  had  forced,  secon- 
seen  the  signature  of  a  person  in  a  parish  register,  it  was  held  that  ^*^  evidence 
the  witness  might  prove  whose  signature  it  was,  although  the  SjadmSiWc. 
register  was  not  produced  ;  for  the  person  who  had  the  custody  of 
the  register  was  not  by  law  compellable  to  produce  it,  and,  there- 
fore, the  identity  of  the  party  miglit  be  proved  by  showing  that  the 
signature  was  in  his  handwriting,  (z) 

And  tliis  rule  will  applv  to  documents  in  the  possession  of  per-   Documents 
sons  abroad,  for  their  production  cannot  be  enforced ;  still  it  seems  abroad, 
that  reasonable  endeavours  should  be  made  to  produce  them. 

Where  a  witness  proved  that,  on  his  arrival  at  New  York,  the  An  agreement 
custom-house  authorities  took  possession  of  all  his  papers,  under  a  '^  America, 
suspicion  that  he  was  the  bearer  of  secessionist  despatches,  but 
ultimately  all  the  papers  were  returned  to  him,  except  an  agree- 


(w)  M'Gahey  u.  Alston,  2  M.  A  W. 
206.  In  this  case  a  cheque,  which  had 
been  drawn  on  the  account  of  a  parish, 
had  been  delivered  to  the  paying  clerk  of 
the  parish,  and  the  bankers  of  the  parish, 
on  the  same  day,  paid  a  cheque  of  the 
same  amount,  and  their  custom  was  to 
return  the  cheques  when  paid  to  the 
paying  olerk.  The  cancelled  chec^ues 
were  kept  in  a  room  in  the  workhouse, 
used  by  tiie  paying  clerk  as  an  office  for 
that  purpose,  and  application  was  made 
to  the  succeeding  paying  clerk  for  an  in- 
spection of  the  cheques  he  had  in  his 
office,  and  the  paying  clerk  handed  to 
the  witness  several  bundles,  which  the 
witness  looked  through  without  finding 
the  cheque  in  question,  but  looked  at  no 
other.  The  paying  clerk  was  not  called, 
and  it  was  held  that  this  was  such  reason- 
able search  for  the  cheque  as  to  render 
parol  evidence  of  it  admissible. 

VOL.   IIT.  * 


(v)  Per  Alderson,  B.  Gathcrcole  v. 
Miall,  15  M.  &  W.  319.  City  of  Bristol 
«.  Wait,  6  0.  &P.  591. 

{w)  Per  Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  Reg.  r. 
Braintree,  1  E.  A:  £.  51. 

(a;)  ReR.  r.  Braintree,  sujyi'a.  See 
Reg.  y,  Kenilworth,  7  Q.  B.  642,  where 
Coleridge,  J.,  said,  *The  preliminary 
proof  is  given  to  enable  a  judicial  tribunul 
to  determine  whether  secondary  evidence 
can  be  submitted  to  them.  In  such  a 
case  a  looser  rule  of  evidence  may  prevail. 
The  sessions  were  to  make  up  their 
minds,  not  whether  the  document  wsa 
destroyed  or  not,  but  whether  there  had 
been  a  Ixyiid  fdt  search,  and  not  mere 
carelessness  and  neglect,  or  fraud,  in  not 
producing  it* 

y)  Per  Pollock,  C.  B.      Sayer  r.  Glos- 
sop,  2  Exch.  R.  409. 

(c)  Sayer  v.  Glossop,  awpta. 
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ment  which  it  was  suggested  had  reference  to  the  supply  of  goods 
for  the  confederates  in  America,  and  the  witness  had  made  re- 
peated applications  at  New  York  for  the  agreement,  but  was  told 
that  it  had  been  sent  to  Washington,  and  he  had  made  no  inquiry 
for  it  at  that  place ;  it  was  held  that  reasonable  efforts  had  been 
made  to  procure  the  original,  and  that  secondary  evidence  was 
properly  received,  (a) 

Where  a  Roman  Catholic  priest,  shortly  before  a  trial,  went  to 
Paris,  and  there  saw  in  the  possession  of  the  Abb^  Cognat  a  letter, 
in  the  handwriting  of  the  defendant,  and  he  asked  the  Abb^  to  let 
him  have  the  letter  in  order  to  bring  it  to  England,  but  the  Abb^ 
refused ;  it  was  held  that  the  evidence  given  for  the  purpose  of 
letting  in  secondary  evidence  was  insufficient.  It  was  nothing 
more  than  proof  of  a  mere  demand  of  the  document  apparently 
made  by  a  stranger,  who  did  not  even  disclose  his  purpose  in 
making  it*  (b) 

Where  an  overseer  of  a  paiish  was  duly  subpoenaed  to  produce 
a  rate-book,  but  neglected  to  attend  the  trial  of  an  appeal  between 
two  other  parishes,  it  was  held  that  secondary  evidence  of  the  rate- 
book was  inadmissible,  (c) 

We  have  seen  that,  on  proof  of  the  loss  of  a  deposition  in  bank- 
ruptcy, secondary  evidence  may  be  given  of  its  contents  on  a  trial 
for  perjury,  (d) 

There  is  no  distinction  between  criminal  and  civil  cases  with  re- 
spect to  secondary  evidence  of  documents  in  the  possession  of  the 
defendant.  It  has  been  solemnly  determined,  that  notice  may  be 
given  to  the  defendant  in  a  criminal  prosecution  to  produce  a  paper 
in  his  possession,  and  in  case  he  neglects  to  produce  it,  other  evi- 
dence may  be  given  of  it.  (e)  Where  secondary  evidence  is  sought 
to  be  given,  on  the  ground  that  the  primary  evidence  is  in  the 
possession  of  the  adverse  party,  in  the  first  place,  the  fact  of  such 
possession  must  be  proved.  The  degree  of  evidence,  which  may 
be  necessary  to  prove  that  fact,  will  depend  so  much  on  the  nature 
of  the  transaction,  and  the  particular  circumstances  of  each  indi- 
vidual case,  that  it  is  scarcely  possible  to  lay  down  a  general  rule 
on  the  subject.  (/)  Where  an  original  instrument  belongs  exclu- 
sively to  a  party,  or  regularly  ought  to  be  in  his  possession  according 
to  the  coui-se  of  business,  slight  evidence  is  sufficient  to  raise  a 
presumption  that  it  is  in  his  possession.  Thus,  where  the  solicitor 
to  a  commission  of  bankruptcy  proved  that  he  had  been  employed 
by  the  defendant  to  solicit  his  certificate  under  the  commission, 
and  that,  on  looking  at  his  entry  of  charges,  he  had  no  doubt  the 
certificate  was  allowed,  this  was  held  sufficient  proof  of  the  certifi- 

(a)  Quilter  v.  Jons,  li  C.  B.  (N.  S.),  that  the  overseer  might  be  punished  for 
747.  disobeying  the  Bubpcsna,  and  that  there 

(b)  Boyle  v,  Wiseman,   10  Exch.  li.  would  be  great  liability  to  abaae,  if  the 
647.     But  Parke,   B.,  aaid  durine  the  production  of  the  evidence  W8.sdispeD8ed 

tlvput      with  by  the  disobedience  of  the  wit- 

U6SS 

id]  Reg.    V.   Milnes,   2  F.  &  F.  10, 

of  an  action  for  libel ;  will  you  allow  it  ante,  p.  8S. 

to  be  placed  in  my  hands  for  that  pur-  (e)  Per  Buller,  J.,  Bex  v.  Watson,  2 

pose  ?    and  he  had  refused,  perhaps  tliat  T.   R.    201.      Attomey-Genenl  v.    Le 

might  have    been   sufficieut    to    admit  Merchant,  2  T.  R  201,  note  {a).      Gates 

secondary  evidence.*  r.  Winter,  3  T.  R.  306. 

(c)  Reg.  V,   Llanfaethly,    2  E.   &  B.  (/)  2  Phil.  £v.  216. 
940.    The  grounds  of  this  decision  were, 
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cate  having  come  to  the  defendant's  possession,  {g)     Where  an  Possession  of 

instrument  has  been  delivered  to  a  third  party,  between  whom  and  ^^' 

the  party  to  the  suit  there  exists  a  privity,  the  possession  of  the 

privy  is  considered  the  possession  of  the  party,  for  the  purposes  of 

letting  in  secondary  evidence.  Thus,  in  an  action  against  the  owner 

of  a  vessel,  for  goods  supplied  to  the  use  of  the  vessel,  a  notice  to 

the  defendant  to  produce  the  order  for  the  goods  which  he  had 

given  to  the  captain  was  held  sufficient  to  let  the  plaintifiF  into 

secondary  evidence  of  the  contents  of  the  order,  though  the  order 

itself  appeared  to  be  in  the  possession  of  the  captain  ;  on  account 

of  the  privity  between  the  owner  and  the  captain.  (A)     So  in  an 

action  of  trover  against  the  sheriff,  a  notice  to  the  sherifiTs  attorney 

was,  on  account  of  the  privity  between  him  and  his  under-sheriff^ 

held  sufficient  to  let  in  secondary  evidence  of  a  writ,  which  was 

proved  to  have  come  to  the  possession  of  the  under-sheriff  by 

having  been  returned  to  him  during  the  time  the  sheriff  remained 

in  office,  {i)    So  notice  to  a  defendant  to  produce  a  cheque  drawn 

by  him,  and  paid  by  his  banker,  is  sufficient  to  entitle  the  plaintiff 

to  ^ve  secondary  evidence   of  its   contents,   though  the   check 

remains  in  the  banker's  hands,  for  the  possession  of  the  banker  is 

the  possession  of  his  customer,  {j)    So  where  a  forged  deed  was 

produced  by  the  piisoner's  attorney  on  the  trial  of  an  ejectment,  in 

which  the  prisoner  was  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  and  after  the 

trial  it  was  returned  to  the  prisoner's  attorney,  it  was  held  that 

secondary  evidence  might  be  given  of  it,  after  notice  to  the  prisoner 

to  produce  it,  without  calling  the  attorney  to  prove  what  he  had 

done  with  the  deed,  (k) 

In  order  to  let  in  secondary  evidence,  the  instrument  need  not  Wtcre  k  party 
be  in  the  actual  possession  of  the  party ;  it  is  enough  if  it  is  in  ^o^,^^^*° 
his  power,  which  it  would  be  if  it  were  in  the  hands  of  a  party, 
in  whom  it  would  be  wrongful  not  to  give  up  possession  to  him. 
But  he  must  have  such  a  right  to  it,  as  would  entitle  him  not 
merely  to  inspect  but  to  retain  it.  Where,  therefore,  a  written 
contract  had  been  deposited  in  the  hands  of  the  common  agent  of 
the  defendant  and  the  person  with  whom  he  had  contracted,  and 
notice  to  produce  had  been  given  to  the  defendant,  it  was  held 
that  secondary  evidence  was  not  admissible,  because,  even  if  the 
document  were  given  to  the   defendant  for  the  purpose  of  the 


{g)  Heniy  r.  Leigh,  8  Campb.  502. 
(A)  Baldney    r.     Ritchie,     1    Stark. 
N.  P.  C.  888.    Beg.  v.  Barker,  1  F.  4  F. 

820. 

(t)  Taplin  v,  Atty,  8  Bing.  164. 

ij)  Partridge    v.   Coates,   R.    k    M. 
K.   P.  C.  156,  per  Abbott,  C.  J.,  S.   P. 
Burton  v.  Payne,  2  C.  &  P.  620,   per 
Bayley,  J.    Sec  also  Sinclair  v,  Bteyen- 
80D,  1  G.  &  P.  582,  where  Best,  C.  J., 
held  it  waa  enough  to  trace  the  primary 
evidence  to  the  possession  of  an  agent. 
But  there  is  no  such  privity  between  the 
defendant,   and  a   third   person    under 
whom  he  justifies,  so  as  to  make  proof  of 
the  iX)8se8sion  of  such  third  party  equi- 
valent to  the  poasession  of  the  defendant. 
Evans  v.  Sweet,   K.  &  M.  N.  P.  €.  83, 
per  Beat,  C.  J.     And  Lord  Kenyon  held, 
on  the  trial  of  an  infonuation  for  a  libel, 


that  proof  of  the  delivery  of  a  paper  to 
the  servant  of   the  defendant  was  not 

5 roof  of  the  fact  of  the  paper  being  in  the 
efendant*8  possession,  so  as  to  let  in 
parol  evidence  of  its  contents,  upon 
notice  to  the  defendant  to  produce  it. 
Rex  V,  Pearce,  Peake,  N.  P.  C.  7^ ;  but 
sec  contra^  Pritchard  v.  Symonds,  Bull. 
N,  P.  254.  Rose.  Ev.  7,  and  Colonel 
Gordon's  case,  1  Leach,  800,  note  (a)  to 
Aickles's  case. 

{k)  Rex  r.  Hunter,  4  C.  &  P.  123, 
Vaughan,  B.  Some  counts  of  the  in- 
dictment charged  that  certain  persons 
made  the  deed,  and  that  the  prisoner 
fmudulently  altered  it,  and  it  waa  ob- 
jected that  previously  to  the  receiving 
secondary  evidence  the  attesting  witness 
ought  to  1  e  called ;  but  Vau^ian,  B., 
ovcrniled  the  objection. 
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cause,  it  must  be  returned.  {I)  And  where  a  paper  is  in  the  hands 
of  a  person  acting  in  an  independent  character,  and  who  has  a 
right  to  the  possession  of  it,  notice  to  the  party  is  insufl&cient ; 
and  this  is  so,  although  the  party  justifies  under  the  authority  of 
that  person,  (m) 

A  letter  which  had  been  in  the  possession  of  the  defendant  was 
proved  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  to  be  then  filed  in  Chancery, 
pursuant  to  an  order  of  that  Court ;  Abbott,  C.  J.,  was  of  opinion, 
that  the  plaintifiF,  upon  proof  of  notice  to  produce,  was  not  entitled 
to  give  secondary  evidence  of  the  contents  ;  for  the  letter  was  as 
much  in  the  possession  of  the  one  party  as  the  other.  Either  party 
might,  on  application  to  the  Court  of  Chanceiy,  have  obtained 
permission  to  produce  it.  {n)  But  where  a  document  was  traced 
to  the  possession  of  the  defendant,  upon  whom  notice  to  produce 
it  had  been  served,  but  he  proved  that  it  was  then  in  the  stamp- 
office  (where  it  had  been  delivered  to  have  some  duties  allowed), 
Best,  C.  J.,  held,  that  as  he  had  not  informed  the  plaintiff  of  that 
circumstance  when  serving  the  notice,  secondary  evidence  was 
allowable,  (o) 

After  the  possession  of  the  primary  evidence  is  proved  to  be  in 
the  adverse  party,  the  party  offering  secondary  evidence  must 
prove  that  he  has  given  notice  to  the  other  side  to  produce  the 
primary  evidence.  Such  notice  may  be  by  parol  as  well  as  in 
writing,  and  if  both  a  parol  and  written  notice  have  been  given, 
proof  of  either  is  sufficient.  ( p)  It  should  be  properly  entitled ;  (5) 
and  must  not  be  general,  but  should  specify  the  document  to  be 
produced.  Thus,  a  notice  'to  produce  ail  letters,  papers,  and 
documents  touching  a  bill  of  exchange,  mentioned  in  the  declara- 
tion, and  the  debt  sought  to  be  recovered,*  was  held  too  vague.  (?') 
So  a  notice  '  to  produce  letters  and  copies  of  letters,  also  all  books 
relating  to  the  cause,'  was  held  insufficient  to  let  in  secondary 
evidence  of  a  letter  alleged  to  have  been  written  nine  years 
before,  {a)  It  should  also  be  served  in  reasonable  time.  (Q  In 
civil  cases,  the  rule  is,  that  notice  to  produce  should  be  served 
before  the  commission  day,  when  the  party  lives  away  from  the 
assize  town,  in  order  that  he  may  have  an  opportunity  of  bringing 


{I)  Parr}-  v.  May,  1  M.  &  Rob.  279, 
Littledale,  J. 

(m)  2  Phil.  Ev.  218,  citing  Evans  v. 
Sweet,  R.  &  M.  83.  Rex  v,  Pearce, 
Peake,  76.  Pritchard  v.  Symonds,  B. 
N.  P.  254.  Whitford  r.  Tutin,  10  Biug. 
R.  395. 

(n)  Williams  v.  Mannings,  1  R.  &  M. 
N.  P.  C.  18. 

(o)  Sinclair  v,  Stevenson,  1  C.  &:  P. 
582. 

(p)  Smith  V,  Young,  1  Campb.  440. 
Rose.  Ev.  7. 

(q)  Harvey  v.  Morgan,  2  Stark.  R.  1 7, 
where  in  an  action  by  the  plaintiffs  as  the 
assignees  of  C.  v.  £. ,  a  notice  to  produce 
was  entitled  A.  and  B.,  assignees  of  C. 
and  D.  v,  £.,  and  held  insufticient  by 
Lord  Ellenborough,  though  A.  ft  B.  were 
in  fact  the  assignees  of  C.  &  D. 

(r)  France  v,  Lucv,  R,  &  M.  N.  P.  C. 
341.  Smith  v,  Sandcman,  2  Cox,  C.  C. 
289. 


(s)  Jones  V.  Edwards,  M*Cle].  &  Y. 
139.  In  Morris  v,  Hauser,  2  M.  &  Rob. 
892,  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  held  a  notice 
to  produce  *  all  letters,  written  to  and  re- 
ceived by  the  plaintiff  between  the  years 
1837  and  1841,  both  inclusive,  by  and 
from  the  defendants,  or  either  of  them,  or 
any  person  in  their  behalf,*  sufficient  to 
let  in  secondary  evidence  of  a  letter. 
And  in  Jacob  v.  Lee,  2  M.  ft  Rob.  33, 
Patteson,  J.,  held  a  notice  to  produce  'idl 
and  every  letters  written  by  the  plaintiff 
to  the  defendant  relating  to  the  matters 
in  dispute  in  this  action,'  sufficient,  and 
distinguished  the  case  from  France  p. 
Lucy,  and  Jones  v.  Edwards,  sii^pra^  on 
the  ground  that  the  notice  mentioned  the 
parties  by  whom  and  to  whom  the  letters 
were  addressed. 

(0  As  to  what  is  considered  a  reason- 
able notice,  see  Doe  v.  Grey,  1  Stark.  R. 
283.  Bryan  v,  Wacstaff;  R.  ft  M.  N.  P.  C. 
327.     Drabble  ».  Donuer,  ibiiL  47. 
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the  paper  required  (u)  And,  dfoHiori,  in  a  criminal  case,  where 
the  party  is  in  prison  at  a  distance  from  his  home,  ought  the 
notice  to  be  served  before  the  commission  day.  {v)  And  where 
on  a  trial  at  the  assizes  for  arson,  with  intent  to  defraud  an 
insurance  company,  a  notice  to  produce  the  policy  had  been 
seiTed  on  the  prisoner  about  the  middle  of  the  day  before  the 
trial,  and  his  residence,  where  the  fire  happened,  was  thirty  miles 
from  the  assize  town,  the  notice  was  held  insufficient,  (w)  But 
no  general  rule  can  be  laid  down,  as  each  case  must  depend  on  its 
particular  circumstances.  Where,  therefore,  a  document  was  at 
the  assize  town,  in  the  possession  of  an  attorney,  who  had  acted 
as  attorney  for  the  prisoner  on  a  trial  where  the  document  was 
given  in  evidence,  a  notice  served  on  the  commission  day  was 
held  sufficient  (x)  In  town  causes,  service  of  notice  on  the 
attorney  in  the  evening  before  the  trial  is  in  general  sufficient,  (y) 
And  on  a  trial  for  conspiracy,  a  notice  to  produce  a  cheque 
served  at  three  o'clock  in  the  afternoon  of  the  day  before  the  tibial, 
at  the  office  of  the  London  agents  for  the  country  attorney  of  the 
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(u)  Trist  V,  Johnson,  1  M.  &  Rob.  269, 
Park,  J.  A.  J.  S.  P.  George  v.  Thomp- 
son, 4  Dowl.  P.  R.  656,  where  it  was 
served  on  the  commission  day,  at  5  p.m., 
at  the  attorney's  residence,  after  he  had 
left  home  for  the  assize  town.  Doe  d. 
Curtis  V.  Spitty,  3  B.  &  Ad.  182.  Har- 
gest  V.  Fothergill,  5  C.  &  P.  803,  Taun- 
ton, J.  In  Howard  v.  WiUiams,  9  M.  & 
W.  726,  a  notice  was  served  on  the  de- 
fendant's attorney  at  his  residence, 
twenty  miles  from  the  place  of  trial  be- 
fore the  under-sheriff,  at  8  p.m.,  on  the 
night  before  the  trial;  the  defendant 
resided  in  the  same  town  with  tlie  attor- 
ney, but  was  not  at  home  until  12  that 
night ;  and  the  notice  was  held  insuffi- 
cient 

(r)  Rex  V.  Ellicombe,  1  M.  &  Rob. 
260,  Littledale,  J.  This  was  an  indict- 
ment for  setting  fire  to  a  house  with  in- 
tent to  defraud  an  insurance  company, 
and  notice  was  served  on  the  prisoner  m 
gaol  on  Monday,  the  assizes  having  com- 
menced on  the  Friday  preTious,  and  the 
trial  being  on  the  Wednesday  following. 
The  prisoners  residence  was  ten  miles 
from  the  assize  town.  The  notice  was 
held  insufficient. 

(w)  Reg.  V.  Kitson,  Dears.  C.  C.  187. 

(x)  Reg.  V.  Hankins,  2  C.  &  K.  8-23, 
Coltman,  J.  In  this  case,  on  a  trial  for 
perjury,  it  appeared  that  about  noon  on 
the  commission  day  at  Hereford,  the  trial 
taking  place  the  following  morning,  a 
notice  to  produce  a  paper  (with  reference 
to  which  the  perjury  was  alleged  to  have 
been  committed  on  a  trial  in  the  county 
court)  was  served  in  Hereford  on  Mr. 
Cadle,  the  present  attorney  of  the  prisoner. 
The  prisoner  lived  at  Ross,  fourteen  miles 
from  Hereford,  and  Mr.  Cadlc  lived  at 
Newent,  twenty-five  miles  from  Hereford ; 
but  in  the  notice,  further  notice  was  given 
that  the  paper  was  then  in  Hereford  in 
the  possession  of  Mr.  Minett,  who  was 


then  at  the  Green  Dragon  Hotel,  and 
who  had  been  the  attorney  for  the  pri- 
soner at  the  trial  in  the  county  court, 
and  who  had  previously  been  called  upon 
under  a  subpoena  duces  tecum  to  produce 
the  paper  on  this  trial  for  perjury,  and 
had  been  held  not  bound  to  produce  it, 
on  the  ground  that  he  held  it  as  attorney 
for  the  prisoner;  and  Coltman,  J.,  held 
that  this  notice  was  sufficient  to  let  in 
secondary  evidence  of  the  contents  of  the 
paper.  So  where  notice  to  produce  cer- 
tain policies  of  insurance  was  served  on 
the  attorney  of  the  prisoner,  on  Tuesday 
evening,  the  prisoner  being  then  at  Maid- 
stone, but  not  in  custody,  and  the  policies 
were  twenty  miles  off,  and  the  trial  was 
on  Thursday,  and  on  the  Wednesday  the 
prisoner's  attorney  had  sent  a  person  to 
serve  a  subpoena  at  a  place  within  four 
miles  of  where  the  policies  were  ;  Bram- 
well,  B.,  held,  that  as  there  had  been  an 
opportunity  of  obtaining  the  policies,  the 
notice  was  sufficient,  and  said  that  no 
general  rule  could  be  laid  down,  but 
every  case  must  be  governed  by  its  par- 
ticular circumstances.  Reg.  v.  Barker,  1 
F.  &  F.  326. 

(y)  Per  Gurney,  B.,  Atkins  v,  Mere- 
dith, 4  Dowl.  P.  R.  668.  2  Phil  Ev.  219. 
Gibbons  v.  Powell,  9  C.  &  P.  684,  Gur- 
ney,  B.     Leaf  v.  Butt,   C.    ft  M.   461. 
Meyrick  v.  Woods,  ibid.  462.     But  where 
notice  to  produce  a  receipt  was  served  on 
the  defendant  on   Satuixlay,   the   cause 
coming  on  for    trial    on  the   Monday, 
Gurney,  B.,  held  the  service  too  late,  and 
that  tne  notice  should  have  been  served 
on  the  attorney.     Houseman  v,  Roberts, 
5  C.  &  P.   894.     Where  the  party  and 
his    attorney  both  lived  in  Worcester, 
Williams,  /.,  held  that  service  on  the 
Saturday  during  the  assizes  for  the  Mon- 
day following  was  sufficient.      Firkin  t\ 
Edwards,  9  C.  &  P.  478. 
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Notice  to  pro- 
dace  when  US' 
neoeBSftiy. 


defendants,  who  lived  in  Herefordshire,  has  been  held  sufficient,  (z) 
And  where  a  party  has  been  served  with  a  notice  to  produce 
sufficiently  early  to  enable  him  to  produce  the  document,  it  makes 
no  difference  that  at  the  time  of  the  service  the  case  has  been  part 
heard,  (a)  But  where  in  a  town  cause  the  service  was  at  seven 
o'clock  the  evening  before  the  trial,  upon  the  attorney,  who 
resided  in  London,  between  two  and  three  miles  from  the  trades- 
man, whose  books  were  required  to  be  produced,  the  Court  of 
Exchequer  held  the  notice  insufficient,  as  the  books  could  not  be 
presumed  to  be  in  the  possession  of  the  attorney.  (6)  All  these 
cases  depend  on  their  paHicular  circumstances,  and  the  question 
in  each  is,  whether  the  notice  was  given  in  a  reasonable  time  to 
enable  the  party  to  be  prepared  to  produce  the  document  at  the 
time  of  the  trial,  (c)  The  notice  may  be  served  either  on  the 
party  himself  or  his  attorney.  There  is  no  difference  in  this 
respect  between  criminal  and  civil  cases,  (d)  Where  the  defendant, 
an  attorney,  was  indicted  for  perjury  on  the  trial  of  an  ejectment, 
in  which  he  had  acted  as  the  attorney  of  the  lessor  of  the  plain- 
tiff, and  had  produced  a  document  and  taken  it  back  again,  it  was 
held  that  a  notice  to  produce  that  document  served  on  the  de- 
fendant was  sufficient,  although  he  was  not  the  attorney  on  the 
record  in  the  ejectment,  (e)  And  a  notice  served  on  a  prisoner 
in  gaol  is  sufficient.  (/)  So  a  notice  served  on  a  prisoner  for 
one  session  of  the  Central  Criminal  Court  has  been  held  to  be 
sufficient  for  a  subsequent  session,  to  which  the  trial  had  been 
postponed,  (g) 

The  reason  why  notice  to  produce  is  required,  is  not  to  give  the 
opponent  notice  that  such  a  document  will  be  used,  so  that  he  may 
be  enabled  to  prepare  evidence  to  explain  or  confirm  it ;  (A)  but  it 
is  merely  to  enable  him  to  have  the  document  in  Court,  to  produce 


(2)  Reg.  V.  Hainp,  6  Cox,  C.  C.  167. 
Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  The  sheriff  had 
seized  the  cheque  in  question  in  levying 
for  a  forfeited  recognizance  of  one  01  the 
defendants,  but  this  was  held  to  make  no 
difference. 

(a)  Sturm  v.  Jeffree,  2  C.  &  K.  442. 
Pollock,  C.  B.  This  cause  began  on 
Thursday,  and  at  four  o'clock  was  ad- 
journed ;  before  nine  that  evening  the 
notice  was  served  :  all  the  parties  lived 
in  London.  On  Friday  the  nearing  was 
resumed,  and  the  document  called  for ; 
and  it  was  held  that  the  notice  was  suffi- 
cient. 

(b)  Atkins  r.  Meredith,  4  Dowl.  P.  R. 
658.  In  Rex  r.  Haworth,  4  C.  A  P.  254, 
Parke,  J.,  held  a  notice  to  produce  a 
forged  deed  served  on  the  prisoner  after 
the  commencement  of  the  assizes  too  late, 
saying  it  should  have  been  served  a 
reasonable  time  before  the  assizes ;  but 
it  does  not  appear  whether  the  prisoner 
resided  in  the  assize  town  or  not.  Sec 
Royston's  case,  1  Lew,  267. 

(c)  Per  Alderson,  B.,  Lawrence  v. 
Clark,  14  M.  &  W.  250,  where  a  notice 
dated  the  12th  of  February  was  put  into 
the  letter-box  of  the  plaintiff's  attorney 
in  London  at  half-jmst  eight  the  evening 


before  the  trial,  which  was  on  the  19th, 
but  it  was  not  shown  whether  the  docu- 
ment was  in  the  possession  of  the  attorney 
or  the  plaintiff,  who  lived  in  London ; 
and  the  notice  was  held  insufficient. 

(d)  The  Attorney-General  r.  Le  Mer- 
chant, 2  T.  R.  201,  in  note  (a)  to  Rex  v. 
Watson.  But  it  has  been  oDserved  that 
the  preceding  case  could  not  have  been  a 
case  of  felony,  and  that  in  felony  a  pri- 
soner cannot  appear  by  attorney  (per 
Pollock,  C.  B.,  Reg.  r.  Downham,  1  F. 
&  F.  386).  As,  however,  an  attorney  may 
in  fact  be  employed  by  a  prisoner,  it  is 
clear  that  a  notice  served  on  an  attorney 
so  employed  is  good  ;  but  it  is,  of  course, 
necessary  to  prove  that  the  attorney  is 
so  employed.  Reg.  v.  Downham,  supra. 
Reg.  V.  Boucher,  1  F.  &  F.  486. 

(c)  Reg.  V.  Phillpotts,  5  Cox,  C.  C. 
329,  Erie,  J.  It  was  strongly  urged,  but 
in  vain,  that  the  document  would  be  in 
the  possession  of  the  lessor  of  the  plain- 
tiff. 

(/)  R^-  ••  Robinson,  5  Cox,  C.  C. 
183.     Pollock,  C.  B.,  and  Erie,  J. 

(g)  Reg.  V.  Robinson,  9upra. 

(h)  This  was  stated  in  1  Stark.  Ev. 
404. 


CHAP.  I.  §  II.]    Best  jyossihle  Evidence  must  he  produced. 

it,  if  he  likes,  and,  if  he  does  not,  to  enable  the  other  party  to  give 
secondary  evidence  of  it.  It  is  merely  to  exclude  the  argument 
that  the  party  desirous  of  proving  the  document  has  not  taken  all 
reasonable  means  to  procure  the  original,  (i)  If,  therefore,  the 
document  be  in  Court  in  the  possession  of  the  opponent,  it  may  be 
called  for,  and  if  it  be  not  produced,  secondary  evidence  of  it  may 
be  given.  O') 

So  notice  to  produce  is  unnecessary,  when,  from  the  nature  of 
the  proceedings,  the  party  in  possession  of  the  instrument  has 
notice  that  he  is  charged  with  the  possession  of  it,  as  in  actions  of 
trover,  for  bonds  or  bills  of  exchange^  Qc)  So  in  a  prosecution 
for  stealing  a  promissory  note  or  other  wilting  described  in  the 
indictment,  parol  evidence  of  the  contents  will  bo  admissible, 
without  any  formal  notice  to  the  prisoner  to  produce  the  original. 
On  an  indictment  for  stealing  a  bill  of  exchange,  all  the  judges 
held,  that  such  evidence  had  been  properly  admitted,  though  it 
was  proved  that  the  bill  had  been  seen,  only  a  few  days  before  the 
trial  in  a  state  of  negotiation,  in  the  hands  of  a  third  person,  who 
had  been  served  with  a  subpoena,  and  did  not  appear ;  {I)  and  if 
it  had  been  proved  to  have  been  in  the  custody  of  the  prisoner, 
parol  evidence  might  have  been  given  of  its  contents  without  notice 
to  produce,  (m)  So  on  an  indictment  containing  a  count  for 
stealing  a  post  letter,  the  direction  of  which  is  stated  in  the 
count,  the  direction  may  be  proved  without  any  notice  to  produce  ; 
for  the  count  gives  sufficient  notice,  (n)  So  on  an  indictment  for 
forging  a  note,  which  the  prisoner  afterwards  got  possession  of 
and  swallowed,  BuUer,  J.,  permitted  parol  evidence  to  be  given  of 
the  contents  of  the  note,  though  no  notice  to  produce  it  had  been 
given,  (o)  But  there  it  might  be  said,  that  such  a  notice  would 
be  nugatory,  as  the  thing  itself  was  destroyed,  {p)  On  an  in- 
dictment for  forging  a  deed  of  release,  it  appearing  that  the 
prisoner  had  stated  that  after  he  had  obtained  possession  of 
the  deed  he  had  burnt  it,  it  was  held  that  secondary  evidence 
of  its  contents  was  admissible,  (g)  In  Layer's  case,  (r)  on  an 
indictment  for  high  treason,  where  it  was  proved,  that  the  pri- 
soner had  shown  a  person  a  paper,  containing  the  treasonable 
matter  laid  in  the  indictment,  and  then  immediately  put  it 
intOjhis  pocket,  that  person  was  permitted  to  give  parol  evi- 
dence of  the  contents  of  the  paper.  So  on  the  trial  of  an  indict- 
ment for  administering    an  unlawful  oath,  it  was  held  that  a 

the  garments  wore  fumislied  by  the  tailor ; 
STipx>ose  a  coat  with  such  a  label  were 
stolen,  surely  it  would  not  be  reouisite  to 
give  a  notice  to  produce  the  label.'  Reg. 
V,  Fenton,  post^  p.  844,  note  (w),  was 
cited  in  this  case.  See  R.  v.  Farr,  4  F. 
k  F.  886.  This  case  cannot  be  supported. 

(p)  Spragce's  case,  cited  by  Lord 
Ellenborougb,  C.  J.,  in  How  v.  Hall,  14 
East,  276. 

(p)  Per  Lord  Ellenborough,  C.  J., ibid. 

(a)  Rex  V.  Haworth,  4  C.  &  P.  264, 
Parke,  J.  See  Foster  v.  Pointer,  9  C.  & 
P.  718.  Doe  d.  Phillips  r.  Morris,  8  A. 
&  E.  46. 

(r)  6  St.  Tr.  268,  De  La  Motte's  case. 
Coram  Bull er, and  Heath,  Js.,  1  East,  P. 
C.  c.  2,  s.  58,,  p.  124. 
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(i)  Per  Parke,  B.,  Dwyer  n  Collins,  7 
Exch.  R.  689. 

(i)  Dwyer  v,  Collins,  ninra,  over- 
ruling Cook  V.  Heame,  1  M.  &  Rob. 
201.  See  Doe  v.  Qrcy,  Stark.  288  ;  Roe 
V,  Harvey,  4  Burr.  2484.  And  the  attor- 
ney may  be  caUed  to  prove  that  the 
document  ia  in  court,  ibid. 

{k)  How  V.  HaU,  14  East,  274.  Scott 
V.  Jones,  4  Taunt  865.  Tidd's  Pract.  853. 
The  practice  used  to  be  otherwise,  per 
Gibba,  J.,  4  Taunt.  868. 

(Q  Aickles's  case,  1  Leach,  294. 

(m)  1  Leach,  297,  per  Heath,  J. 

(n)  Reff.  V.  Clube,  3  Jur.  (N.  S.)  698, 
Pollock,  u.  B. ,  who  said,  *  It  is  very  com- 
mon for  a  person  to  have  on  his  garments 
labels  statmg  his  name  and  the  date  when 
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witness  might  prove  that  the  prisoner  read  an  oath  from  a  paper, 
without  giving  him  notice  to  produce  it.  {a)  But  an  indictment 
for  setting  fire  to  a  house,  with  intent  to  defraud  an  insurance 
office,  does  not  convey  such  a  notice  that  the  policy  of  insurance 
will  be  required  upon  the  trial,  as  to  dispense  with  the  necessity  of 
a  notice  to  produce  it.  if)  So  where  on  an  indictment  for  stealing 
iron  out  of  a  canal  boat,  it  appeared  that  the  boat  had  been 
weighed  at  a  lock,  and  a  ticket  of  the  weight  given  to  the  prisoner, 
and  it  was  proposed  to  give  secondary  evidence  of  its  contents, 
although  no  notice  to  produce  it  had  been  given  ;  Parke,  J.,  held 
that  this  was  not  allowable,  because  the  rule  which  requires  notice 
to  be  given  extends  to  criminal  as  well  as  civil  cases,  except  where 
the  nature  of  the  indictment  itself  expressly  shows  the  prisoner 
that  the  deed  or  paper  in  question  will  be  wanted  at  the  trial,  (u) 
Upon  an  indictment  for  perjury  in  falsely  swearing  on  a  former 
trial  that  there  ivas  no  draft  of  a  statutory  declaration,  the  mate- 
riality of  the  existence  of  such  draft  turned  upon  its  contents,  and 
the  fact  of  certain  alterations  having  been  msuie  in  it.  Parol  evi- 
dence was  admitted,  not  only  of  the  fact  of  the  existence  of  the 
draft,  but  of  its  contents  and  of  alterations  made  in  it,  which  were 
not  in  the  declaration  it-self,  without  any  notice  to  produce  the 
draft  having  been  given  to  the  prisoner.  Held,  that  such  parol 
evidence  of  the  draft  and  its  contents  was  inadmissible,  and  that 
the  nature  of  the  indictment  was  not  such  as  of  itself  to  operate  as 
a  notice  to  produce,  and  the  conviction  upon  such  indictment  was 
quashed,  {v) 

If  a  witness  be  sworn  and  has  a  document  in  his  possession,  he 
may  be  compelled  to  produce  it,  although  he  has  not  been  served 
with  a  subpcBua  duces  tecum ;  {y)  and  if  a  person  be  sworn,  and 
decline  to  produce  a  document,  which  he  has  in  Court,  on  any 


(«)  Rex  V.  Moors,  6  East,  419,  note  to 
Hex  V.  Nield.  See  also  Rex  v.  Hunt,  3 
B.  &  A.  566,  ante,  p.  329.  And  see  the 
same  case  as  to  proving  inscriptions  on 
banner?,  &c.,  without  notice  to  produce, 
ibid.  So  the  principle  of  the  rule  re- 
quiring notice  to  produce  does  not  extend 
to  a  case  where  a  party  to  the  suit  has 
fraudulently  got  possession  of  a  written 
instrument  belonging  to  a  third  person ; 
as  where  a  witness  was  called  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant,  to  produce  a  letter 
written  to  him  by  the  plaintiff,  and  it 
appeared  that,  after  the  commencement 
of  the  action,  he  had  given  it  to  the 
plaintiff ;  in  this  case,  though  a  notice  to 
produce  had  not  been  given,  parol  evi- 
dence was  admitted,  because  the  paper 
belonged  to  the  witness,  and  had  been 
secreted  in  fraud  of  the  subpcena.  Leeds 
V.  Cook,  4  Esp.  N.  P.  C.  256.  Tidd,  Pr. 
853. 

{t)  Reg.  V,  Kitson,  Dears.  C.  C.  187. 
Rex  V.  Ellicombe,  6  0.  &  P.  522.  1  M. 
ft  Rob.  260,  LiUledale,  J. 

(«)  Rex  V.  Humphries,  Stafford  Spr. 
Ass.  1829,  MS.  C.  S.  G.  See  Reg.  r. 
Fenton,  cited  8  C.  B.  760.  On  an  indict- 
ment for  larceny  of  a  coat  contained  in  a 
jmper  parcel,  Parke,  B.,  held  that  evi- 
dence of  the  direction  of  the  parcel  could 


not  l)e  given  without  notice  to  produce 
it  Seaqxuxrc,  and  see  the  cases  ante,  p. 
843.  On  an  indictment  against  a  son 
for  stealing  and  a  father  tor  receiving 
boots  and  shoes,  it  appeared  that  a  ham- 
per which  was  alleged  to  have  contained 
some  of  the  articles  had  been  sent  by  the 
son  to  the  father,  and  it  was  proposed  to 
prove  how  it  was  directed  ;  but  Maule,  J., 
doubted  whether  the  evidence  was  ad- 
missible, and  thereupon  it  was  withdrawn. 
Reg.  r.  Hinley,  2  Cox,  C.  C.  12,  S.  C, 
but  not  S.  P.,  2  M.  &  Rob.  524,  Maule, 
J. ,  said,  '  The  ground  upon  which  the 
evidence  may  be  admissible  is  the  pre- 
sumption that  the  direction  does  not 
exist ;  whereas  there  may  not  be  the  same 
reason  for  presuming  that  it  is  in  exist- 
ence. Therefore,  unless  you  can  show 
that  it  exists,  it  would  appear  that  the 
evidence  should  be  admitted.*  '  Suppose 
an  inscription  on  a  bale  marked  "  aX,** 
would  it  be  necessary  to  produce  the 
bale  ? '  According  to  the  report  in  M.  ft 
Rob.  the  hamper  had  passed  backwards 
and  forwards  Ix^tween  tne  son  and  father 
for  several  months.  No  authority  was 
referred  to  in  this  case. 

(v)  R.  r.  Elworthy,  87  L.  J.  M.  a  3. 

\y)  Snekrove  v.  Stevens,  C.  ft  M.  608, 
Cresswell,  J. 
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lawful  ground,  secondary  evidence  may  be  given  of  its  contents, 
though  he  has  not  been  served  with  a  subpcena  duces  tecum,  (z) 

A  party  called  upon  to  produce  a  paper,  must  either  produce  it   The  document 
when  called  upon,  or  not  at  all :  he  cannot  avail  himself  of  it  in  a  ™a^^h^^" 
subsequent  stage  of  the  case,  (a)     Where,  therefore,  notice  had  called  for. 
been  given  to  the  defendant  to  produce  certain  receipts  for  rent, 
which  he  refused  to  produce ;  it  was   held,  that   he   could   not 
afterwards,  as  part  of  his  case,  put  in  the  receipts  for  the  purpose 
of  showing  that  the  rent  was  paid  to  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  and 
another  jointly.  (6) 

Where  a  document  is  produced  in  consequence  of  a  notice  to  The  court 
produce,  and  it  is  alleged  that  the  document  is  not  the  document  ™^^^^the 
in  question,  it  is  for  the  Court   to  decide  whether  it  be  so   or  document  is 
not.  (d)    And  where  a  document  is   called  for   after  notice  to  the  right  one, 
produce,  and  some  evidence  is  given   to  show  that  it  is  in   the  *^^  ^^^ 
possession  of  one  party,  the  other  side  is  entitled  at  once  to  give 
evidence  to  prove  that  it  is  not  in  the  possession  or  under  the 
control  of   such  party,  and  it  is  for  the  judge  to   decide  this 
question,  (e) 

The  regular  time  of  calling  for  the  production  of  papers  and  l^e  to  call 
books   is   not   until  the   party  who  requires  them  has   entered  JjJ/"^"^" 
into  his  case ;  till  that  period  arrives,  the  other  party  may  re- 
fuse to  produce  them,  and  there  can  be  no  cross-examination  as 
to    tlieir    contents,   although   the  notice    to   produce    them  is 
admitted.  (/) 

If  upon  a  notice  to  the  adverse  party  to  produce  primary  evidence  Consequences 
in  his  possession,  he  refuses  to  produce  the  instrument  required,  the  jf^f  to"pro°" 
other  party  who  has  done  all  in  his  power  to  supply  the  best  evi-  duce. 
dence  will  be  allowed  to  go  into  secondary  evidence,  (g)  If  the  party, 
giving  due  notice,  declines  to  use  the  papers  when  produced,  this, 
though  matter  of  observation,  will  not  make   them  evidence  for 
the  adverse  party,  (h)  though  it  is  otherwise  when  the  papers  are 
inspected,  (i)     Secondary  evidence    of  papers,  to  produce  which 
notice  has  been  given,  cannot  be  entered  into  till  the  party  calling 
for  them  has  opened  his  case,  before  which  time  there  can  be  no 
cross-examination  as  to  their  contents,  (j)     Where  a  party,  after 
notice,  refuses  to  produce  an  agreement,  it  is  to  be  presumed  as 
against  him  that  it  is  properly  stamped,  {k) 


{z)  Doe  d.   Loseombe  v.  Clifford,  2  C. 

6  K.  448.     Alderson,  B.    See  Doe  Gil- 
bert V.  Ross,  7  M.  &  W.  102. 

(a)  2  Phil.  Ev.  220.  Doe  d.  Higgs  v, 
Cockell,  6  C.  &  P.  525.  Jackson  v. 
Allen, S  Stark.  R.  74.   Lewis  t7.  Hartley, 

7  C.  &  P.  405. 

{b)  Doe  d.  Thompson  v,  Hodgson,  12 
A.  &  £.  1S5  ;  2M.  k  Rob.  282. 

(d)  Harvey  v,  Mitchell,  2  M.  &  Rob. 
366.  In  Froude  v,  Hobbs,  1  F.  &  F.  612, 
Bylea,  J. ,  with  the  consent  of  the  parties, 
left  the  question  to  the  jury  whether  a 
book  produced  was  the  book  in  which 
the  terms  of  a  contract  had  been  entered. 
But  this  was  only  to  assist  him  in  de- 
ciding the  question. 

(e)  Harvey  v.  Mitchell,  2  M.  A;  Rob. 
366,  Parke,  B.  If  a  defendant  interposes 
such  evidence,  it  does  not  give  any  right 
to  the  plaintiff  to  reply,  as  it  is  given 


merely  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the 
judge  to  decide  the  question. 

(/)  2  Phil.  Ev.  222.  Graham  v. 
Dvster,  2  Stark.  R.  23.  Sideways  v. 
Dyson,  ibid.  49.     1  Stark.  Ev.  403. 

(g)  Cooper  and  another  v.  Gibbons, 
8  Campb.  363. 

{h)  Sayer  v.  Kitchen,  1  Esp.  N.  P.  C. 
210. 

(t)  Wharam  v.  Routledge,  5  Esp.  N. 
P.  C.  235.  Rose.  Ev.  9,  S.  P.,  if  they  are 
at  all  material  to  the  case,  Wilson  r. 
Bowie,  1  C.  &  P.  10,  Park,  J.  A.  J. 
Calvert  v.  Flower,  7  C  &  P.  886.  See 
Smith  V.  Brown,  2  Cox,  C.  C.  278. 

ij)  Graham  v.  Dyster,  2  Stark.  23. 
Rose  Ev.  9. 

{k)  Crisp  V.  Anderson,  1  Stark.  N.  P.  C. 
35,  but  the  party  refusing  is  at  liberty  to 
prove  the  contrary,  ibid. 
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3.  It  remains  to  be  considered  what  is  good  secondary  evi- 
dence. {I)  It  must  be  observed  that,  previous  to  giving  any  such 
evidence  of  the  contents  of  a  deed,  the  original  deed  ought  to  be 
proved  to  have  been  duly  executed,  (m)  Where  the  sessions 
found  that  B.  was  the  attesting  witness  to  a  lost  indenture  of 
apprenticeship,  it  was  held  that  evidence  of  his  handwriting  was 
unnecessary ;  for  the  proof  of  handwriting  could  only  be  required 
to  establish  the  identity  between  the  deceased  and  the  attesting 
witness,  {n)  So  where  an  original  note  of  hand  is  lost,  a  copy 
cannot  be  read  in  evidence  unless  the  note  is  first  proved  to  be 
genuine,  (o)  In  secondary  evidence  there  are  no  degrees,  that  is, 
no  precedence  or  superiority  in  point  of  admissibility.  An  attested 
copy  of  a  written  instrument  is  not  of  a  superior  order  of  proof  to 
an  examined  copy,  nor  is  an  examined  copy  superior  to  parol  evi- 
dence of  the  contents,  (jp)  Aa  soon,  therefore,  as  a  party  has 
accounted  for  the  absence  of  the  original  document,  he  is  at  liberty 
to  give  any  kind  of  secondary  evidence.  (7)  A  copy  of  a  document 
taken  by  a  machine  which  was  worked  by  the  witness  who  produces 
it,  is  good  secondary  evidence,  though  it  was  not  compared  with  the 
original,  (r)  So  a  document  sent  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant 
with  a  letter  stating  it  to  be  a  copy  of  a  deed,  is  evidence  against  the 
plaintiff,  though  notice  to  produce  the  deed  has  been  given,  and 
the  deed  is  not  called  for.  (s)  But  a  paper  delivered  as  a  copy  of 
a  deed  from  the  office  of  an  attorney,  but  which  he  states  he  is 
unable  of  his  own  knowledge  to  vouch  to  be  a  copy,  is  insuffi- 
cient. (Q  The  evidence  of  any  one  who  recollects  the  contents  of 
a  letter  is  good  secondary  evidence  of  them,  {u)  although  it  is  in 
the  party's  power  to  produce  the  clerk  who  wrote  the  letter,  (v) 
Where  it  was  proposed  to  prove  that  defendant  was  owner  of  a 
ship,  by  means  of  his  affidavit,  sworn  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining 


{T)  Fisher  v,  Samnda,  1  Campb.  193. 

(m)  Bull.  N.  P.  254.  Rex  v,  Cul- 
pepper, Skin.  673. 

\n)  Reg.  V.  St.  Giles,  1  E.  &  B.  642, 
22  L.  f.  M.  C.  64.  Erie,  J.,  said, 
'In  no  case  whatever  when  the  instru- 
ment is  lost,  and  the  attesting  wit- 
ness is  dead,  can  it  be  necessary  to 
5 rove  his  handwriting.'  But  Wightman, 
.,  thought  it  not  necessary  to  deteimine 
whether  proof  of  such  handwriting  was 
indispensable ;  andCrompton,  J.,  thought 
there  might  be  cases  where  it  might  be 
necessary  to  prove  such  hand^Titing. 

(0)  By  Lortl  Ilardwicko,  C.  J.,  in 
Goiadier  v.  Lake,  1  Atk.  246. 

{p)  2  Phil.  Ev.  236.  Bull.  N.  P.  254, 
Miinn  V.  Godbold,  8  Ring.  292.  Rhindr. 
"Wilkinson,  2  Taunt.  237.  Eyre  «.  Pals- 
grave, 2  Campb.  605. 

{q)  Per  Parke,  B.,  Doe  d.  Gilbert  v. 
Ross,  7  M.  &  W.  102.  In  that  case  on 
the  trial  of  an  ejectment  by  tlie  same 
lessors  of  the  plaintiff  a^nst  a  different 
defendant,  a  deed  was  given  in  evidence 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  and  it  was 
held  that  the  shorthand  writer's  notes  of 
the  contents  of  the  deed  were  admissible 
in  evidence,  although  there  was  an  at- 
tested copy,  which  being  unstamped  was 
rejected.      In  Brown  v.  Woodman,  6  C. 


k  P.  206,  Parke,  J.,  held  that  parol  evi- 
dence of  the  contents  of  a  letter  was  ad- 
missible, although  a  copy  of  the  letter 
existed.  See  Doe  d.  Morse  v,  Williams, 
C.  k  M.  615.  In  HaU  v.  Ball,  8  M.  ft 
Gr.  242,  in  trover  for  an  expired  lease  by 
the  lessor,  the  lease  or  counterpart  exe- 
cuted by  the  lessor  not  beinj[  produced 
by  the  defendant  upon  notice,  it  was  held 
that  the  lessor  mignt  give  parol  evidence 
of  the  contents  without  producing  the 
coimterpart  executed  by  the  lessee.  And 
see  Newton  f .  Chaplin,  10  C.  B.  356. 

(r)  Simpson  r.  Thornton,  2  M.  k  Rob. 
433,  Maule,  J. 

(»)  Ansell  V.  Baker,  8  C.  &  K.  145. 
This  decision,  perhaps,  rather  rests  on 
the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  had  ad- 
mitted the  existence  of  such  a  deed,  and 
that  such  admission  was  evidence  against 
him  independently  of  the  notice  to  pro- 
duce ;  still  it  was  an  admission  of  the 
correctness  of  the  copy. 

(0  Volant  x\  Soyer,  13  C.  B.  281. 

\u)  Liebman  v,  Pooley,  1  Stark.  N.  P. 
C.  167,  by  Lord  Ellenborough.  But  a 
copy  of  the  original  copy  of  a  letter  is 
not  good  seconcutry  evidence,  ibid. 

(v)  Rex  r.  Chadwick,  6  C.  &  P.  181, 
Tindal,  C.  J. 
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a  certificate  of  register,  and  a  pi'oper  ground  for  the  reception  of 

secondary  evidence  had  been  laid  ;  Lord  Ellenborough  held,  that 

an  entry  in  the  register-book  at  the  custom-house,  stating  that  the 

certificate  had  been  granted  on  an  affidavit  of  the  defendant  that 

he  was  owner,  was  not  admissible  as  secondary  evidence.     The 

collector's  clerk,  or  some  person  who  had  seen  the  affidavit,  and 

knew  that  it  was  made  by  the  defendant,  ought  to  have  been 

called,  (w)    Where  there  are  two  parts  of  a  written  agreement,  Of  lost  agwe- 

both  executed  at  the  same  time,  the  one  stamped  and  the  other  "^  ^^  ^^ 

unstamped,  the  unstamped  part,  upon  being  proved  to  be  correct  counterpart. 

by  a  witness,  is  admissible  as  secondary  evidence  of  the  contents 

of  the  stamped  part,  (x)    So  where  there  was  a  properly  stamped 

agreement  under  seal,  and  a  counterpart  of  it  unstamped,  and 

the  plaintiff  proved  the  loss  of  the  deed  itself,  and  proposed  to 

read  a  draft  copy  in  evidence,  it  was  held  that  the  unstamped 

counterpart,  which  was  produced  after  notice  by  the  defendant 

might  be  read  as  secondary  evidence  of  the  contents  of  the  lost 

deed,  (y) 

There  are  some  particular  cases,  where  the  rule  that  the  best  Gases  where 
possible  evidence  must  be  produced  has  been  relaxed.     Where  it  ^^^^^  ^  ^' 
IS  necessary  to  prove  an  entry  in  a  public  book,  the  original  book  p  ,  ..*  ^^. 
need  not  be  shown  ;  but  from  a  principle  of  general  convenience, 
an  examined  copy  will  be  admitted,  (z)    The  post-office  marks  in  Post-office 
town  or  country,  proved  to  be  such,  are  evidence  that  the  letters,  marks. 
on  which  they  are,  were  in  the  office  to  which  those  marks  belong 
at  the  dates  those  marks  specify ;  (a)  but  a  mark  of  double  postage 
on  such  a  letter  is  not  in  itself  evidence  that  the  letter  contained 
an  enclosure,  (6)  and  it  has  been  held  that  the  post-mark  is  not 
evidence  for  the  purpose  of  proving  that  the  letter  was  put  into 
the  post-office  at  the  place  mentioned  by  such  post-mark,  (c)    The 
muster-books  of  the  King's  ships,  documented  in  the  navy  office.  Muster-books. 
to  which  returns  are  regularly  made,  by  the  commanded,  of  the 
names,  &c.,  of  their  respective  crews,  may  be  admitted  as  evidence 
of  the  persons  therein  named  having  served  on  board  the  several 
ships  in  the  capacity  there  mentioned,  (d)     So  in  the  case  of  all  Persons  acting 
peace  officers,  justices  of  the  peace,  constables,  &c.,  it  is  sufficient  to  *"  *  pJ^^*^ 
prove  that  they  acted  in  those  characters,  without  producing  their 
appointments  ;  (e)  and  that  even  in  a  case  of  murder.  (/)     A  witness  On  the  voh 
may  be  examined  on  the  voire  dire  as  to  the  contents  of  a  written  ^"'^' 
instrument,  without  notice  having  been  given  to  produce  it.  (g) 
And  where  a  witness  is  cross-examined  for  the  purpose  of  im-  ^^  ^^T. 

».        ,.  J..  ,  .^.         .  ^.'  11         J    examination 

peachmg  his  credit,  such  cross-exammation  is  sometimes  allowed  to  impeach  a 

(w)  Teed  v.  Martin,  4  Carapb.  90. 

(a;)  Waller  v.  Horsfall,  1  Campb.  601. 

(y)  Munn  v.  Godbold,  3  Ring.  292. 
See  also  Garnons  v.  Swift,  1  Taunt. 
607. 

(s)  1  PhiL  Ev.  482. 

(a)  Rex  V.  Plomer,  Russ.  k  Ry.  264. 
AtiU,  p.  220. 

(b)  Ibid. 
(<;)  Rex  v.  Watson,   1    Campb.  215. 

Ante,  p.  222,  and  Fletcher  v.  Braddyll, 
8  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  64. 

(d)  Ante,  vol.  2,  p.  803,  Rhodes's  case, 
1  Leach,  24.  And  see  Aickles's  case,  1 
Leach,  890,  where  it  was  held  that  the 


voire 


daily  book  of  a  prison  is  good  evidence 
to  prove  the  time  of  a  prisoner's  dis- 
charge. 

{e)  1  Phil.  Ev.  432.     Ante,  p.  827. 

(/)  Bv  Biiller,  J.,  in  Berryman  r. 
Wise,  4  'P.  R.  366. 

{g)  Howell  v.  Locke,  2  Campb.  15. 
*  An  examination  on  the  voire  dire  is  for 
the  purpose  of  establishing  something  of 
whicn  the  court  is  to  be  the  iudge  and  not 
the  jury  ;  it  may  well  be,  tlierefore,  that 
the  rule  there  is  not  bo  exclusive  as  in  the 
case  of  an  examination  going  to  a  jury.' 
Per  Maule,  J.,  MacdonneU  r.  Evans,  11 
C.  B.  930. 
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to  be  conducted  without  regard  to  the  rule  under  consideration. 
Ajb  to  questioning  a  witness  whether  he  has  been  convicted  of  a 
felony  or  misdemeanor,  without  producing  the  conviction,  see  'post 
As  to  asking  a  witness  on  cross-examination, 'for  the  purpose 
of  trying  his  credit  and  veracity,  whether  he  has  not  given  an 
account  in  writing  different  from  his  present  testimony,  without 
producing  the  writing  itself,  see  post.  It  seems  that  the  general 
rule,  that  the  best  evidence  is  to  be  produced  which  the  nature  of 
the  thing  admits,  is  to  be  understood  as  applying  only  to  the  proof 
of  the  issue,  or  of  some  fact  material  to  the  issue,  [^j) 

Whatever  a  party  says,  or  his  acts  amounting  to  admissions,  are 
evidence  against  himself,  though  such  admissions  may  involve 
what  must  necessarily  be  contained  in  some  deed  or  writing.  (A;) 
The  reason  why  such  parol  statements  are  admissible,  without 
notice  to  produce,  or  accounting  for  the  absence  of  the  written 
instrument,  is  that  they  are  not  open  to  the  same  objection  which 
belongs  to  parol  evidence  from  other  sources  where  the  written 
evidence  might  have  been  produced,  for  such  evidence  is  excluded 
from  the  presumption  of  its  untruth,  arising  from  the  very  nature 
of  the  case,  where  better  evidence  is  withheld ;  whereas,  what  a 
party  himself  admits  to  be  true,  may  reasonably  be  presumed  to 
be  so.  if)  And  such  an  admission  is  legal  evidence,  not  as 
secondary  evidence  of  the  contents  of  a  written  instrument,  but  as 
original  evidence,  (m)  And  the  principle  is  the  same,  "whether  the 
admission  is  by  words  or  by  acts :  and  a  man  may  by  his  acts  make 
an  admission  as  clearly  and  as  much  in  detail  as  he  possibly  could 
by  words,  in) 

If  the  fact  of  the  occupation  of  land  is  alone  in  issue,  without 
respect  to  the  terms  of  the  tenancy,  this  fact  may  be  proved  by  any 
competent  oral  testimony,  such  as  payment  of  rent,  notwithstanding 
it  appears  that  the  occupancy  was  under  an  agreement  in  writing ; 
for  here  the  writing  is  only  collateral  to  the  fact  in  question,  (o) 
But  if  any  of  the  terms  of  the  tenancy,  as,  for  example,  who  is  the 
lessor,  or  what  is  the  rent,  or  what  rent  is  due,  (p)  are  in  issue,  and 
it  appears  that  there  was  a  written  contract  for  the  tenancy,  such 
contract  must  be  produced  (g)  But  the  statements  made  by  a 
tenant  of  the  terms  upon  which  he  is  actually  holding  the  premises, 
are  admissible  against  him  in  order  to  prove  the  terms  of  his 
tenancy,  though  the  tenancy  was  created  by  adopting  the  terms 
of  a  former  demise  in  writing.  (?•) 

So  the  fact  that  a  person  is  employed  as  a  servant  under  a 
written  agreement  may  be  proved  without  its  production,  but  not 
the  terms  of  it,  («) 

(^')  Ibid.  801,  7th  ed.  See  Henman  t'. 
I^tor,  31  L.  J.  C.  P.  866. 

(i)  Per  Parke,  B.,  Slatterie  v,  Pooley, 
6  M.  &  W.  m^.  Tupwr  V,  Folkes,  9 
C.  B.  (N.  S.)  797. 

(/)  Per  Parke,  B.,  Slatterie  v.  Pooley. 
Erie  V.  Picken,  6  C.  &  P.  642,  Parke,  B. 

(m)  Per  Patteson,  J.,  Reg.  r.  Basing- 
stoke, 14  Q.  B.  611. 

(»)  Per  Coleridge,  J.,  ibid.  In  this 
case  it  was  held  that  the  payment  of 
relief  to  a  pauper  whilst  resident  in  one 
parish  by  the  overseers  of  another  parish 
for  several  years,  afler  a  threat  by  the 


overseers  of  the  former  parish  to  remove 
the  pauper,  unless  a  certificate  was  ob- 
tained, was  an  admission  that  a  certificate 
had  been  obtained. 

(o)  GreenL  Ev.  100.  Rex  r.  The  Holy 
Trinity,  Kingston-upon-HuU,  7  B.  &  C. 
611  ;  1  M.  &  K.  444. 

( jf)  Augustien  f>.  Challis,  1  Exch.  R. 
279. 

(q)  Rex  V.  Rawden,  8  B.  &  C.  708. 
Rex  V,  Merthyr  Tidvil,  1  B.  &  Ad.  29. 
Doe  r.  Harvey,  8  Bing.  R.  239. 

(r)  Howard  v.  Smith,  3  M.  &  Gr.  255. 

(.9)  Beg.   r.  Duffield,   6   Cox,    C.    C. 
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Inscriptions  on  walls,  and  fixed  tables,  mural  monuments,  grave-  inscriptions 
stones,  surveyors'  marks  on  boundary  trees,  as  they  cannot  be  onwaUa,  &c. 
conveniently  produced  in  court,  may  be  proved  by  secondary 
evidence,  (t)  Such  exceptions  are  in  cases  where  the  material  on 
which  the  document  is  written  is  not  easily  removed ;  as  in  the 
case  of  things  fixed  to  the  ground  or  to  the  freehold,  for  the  law 
does  not  expect  a  man  to  break  up  his  freehold  for  the  purpose  of 
biinging  a  notice  into  court.  But  that  ground  of  exception  does 
not  apply  to  the  case  of  a  notice  painted  on  a  board,  fastened  by 
a  string  to  a  nail  in  a  wall,  as  there  could  be  no  difficulty  or  incon- 
venience in  removing  the  board  from  the  nail  on  which  it  was 
hung,  and  producing  it  in  court  (u)  Where  on  an  indictment  for 
murder,  the  point  was  very  much  argued  whether  the  inscription 
on  a  coffin-plate  could  be  given  in  evidence  without  producing  the 
coffin-plate  itself,  Maule,  J.,  held  that  it  could  not,  because  the 
presumption  was  that  it  was  in  existence,  (y). 

On  an  indictment  for  bigamy,  it  has  been  held  that  a  photograph  Photograph, 
taken  from  the  prisoner,  who  said  it  was  that  of  her  first  husband, 
might  be  shown  to  a  witness,  and  he  might  be  asked  whether  it 
represented  the  man,  whom  he  had  seen  married,  (w) 


Sec.  III. 

Of  Hearsay  Evidence, 

There  is  no  rule  in  the  law  of  evidence  more  important  or  more  General  rule 
frequently  applied  than  the  general  one,  that  hearsay  evidence  of  *^?*  hearsay 
a  fact  is  not  admissible.     If  any  fact  is  to  be  substantiated  against  S^ldmissible. 
a  person,  it  ought  to  be  proved  in  his  presence  by  the  testimony  of 
a  witness  sworn  to  speak  the  truth  ;  and  the  reason  of  the  rule  is, 
that  evidence  ought  to  be  given  under  the  sanction  of  an  oath,  and 
that  the  person  who  is  to  be  affected  by  the  evidence  may  have  an 
opportunity  of  interrogating  the  witness  as  to  his  means  of  know- 
ledge, and  concerning  all  the  particulars  of  his  statement,  {x) 

And  the  same  rule  applies  to  the  written  statements  of  either  And  so  also 
living  or  deceased  persons.  Where,  therefore,  after  the  death  of  *"  ^^tten 
one  Stuart,  a  tin  case  containing  papers  was  delivered  by  a  ser- 
vant to  their  master ;  and  one  of  these  papers  was  indorsed  in 
Stuart's  handwriting,  '  My  own  private  affairs,'  and  it  contained  a 
paper  purporting  to  be  a  certificate  of  the  minister  and  elders  of 
the  kirk  session  at  Canongate  in  Edinburgh,  and  given  by  them  to 
Stuart.  It  was  usual  for  the  minister  and  elders  of  the  kirk  ses- 
sion, when  a  person  left  the  congregation  to  give  a  certificate  to  en- 
able him  to  be  admitted  into  any  other  congregation.  A  book  con- 
taining the  minutes  of  the  kirk  session  of  their  transactions  was  also 


statements. 


404.  Reg.  V,  Rowlands,  5  Cox,  C.  C. 
415  (6). 

{t)  Greenl.  Ev.  106,  citing  Doe  d. 
Coyle  V,  Cole,  6  C.  &  P.  359,  Patteson, 
J.     Rex  V.  Fursey,  6  C.  &  P.  81. 

(u)  Jones  V,  Tarleton,  1  Dowl.  P.  R. 
(N.  S.)  625,  9  M.  &  W.  675. 

(r)  Anonymous,  stated  by  Maule,  J., 
in  Reg.  v.  Hinley,  1  Cox,  C.  C.  12. 

(w)  R^.  V,  Tolson,  4  F.  &  F.  103. 
Willes,  J.,  i?ho  said,  'The  photograph 


was  admissible,  because  it  is  only  a  visible 
representation  of  the  image  or  impression 
made  upon  the  minds  of  the  witnesses  by 
the  sight  of  the  person,  or  the  object  it 
represents ;  and,  therefore,  is  in  reality 
onl^  another  species  of  the  evidence, 
which  persons  give  of  identity  when  they 
speak  merely  from  memory.* 

(x)  1  PhiL  Ev.  229,  7th  ed. ;  206,  9th 
cd. 
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produced,and  the  session  clerk  of  Canongate  was  called  to  provethat 
he  had  learnt  the  handwriting  of  the  parties  who  had  signed  the 
certificate  by  looking  at  the  minutes  in  the  book.  It  was  objected 
that  the  witness  could  not  be  permitted  to  look  at  the  book  in 
order  to  become  acquainted  with  the  handwriting  therein ;  2nd, 
that  the  book  itself  was  not  evidence,  and  could  not  be  used  for 
any  puipose  ;  3rd,  that  the  certificate  itself  would  not  be  evidence 
even  if  the  signatures  to  it  were  proved  ;  4th,  that  as  the  servant 
who  delivered  the  papers  to  the  master  was.  not  called,  there  was 
no  proof  that  the  certificate  had  ever  been  in  Stuart's  possession  ; 
5th,  that  the  indorsement  on  the  paper  containing  it  was  inad- 
missible, and  that  all  it  showed  was  that  one  paper  had  once 
been  in  his  presence ;  and  it  was  held  that  the  ceitificate  was 
inadmssible.  {y) 

There  are,  however,  certain  instances,  which  it  will  be  the  object 
of  this  section  to  point  out,  where  hearsay  evidence  is  admissible, 
because  either  the  objection  does  not  apply,  or  from  the  necessity 
of  the  case  the  rule  is  relaxed. 

Many  things  which  pass  in  words  only  are  really  acts,  and  are 
therefore  admissible.  Such  are  all  contracts  by  parol.  So  is  a 
claim  to  land  or  goods,  {z)  So  directions  given  by  words  are 
admissible,  (a) 

When  hearsay  is  introduced,  not  as  a  medium  of  proof  in  order 
to  establish  a  distinct  fact,  but  as  being  in  itself  a  part  of  the 
transaction  in  question,  it  is  then  admissible  ;  for  to  exclude  it 
might  be  to  exclude  the  only  evidence  of  which  the  nature  of  the 
case  is  capable.  (&)  Thus  in  Lord  George  Oordo7i*8  case,  on  a 
prosecution  for  high  treason,  it  was  held  that  the  ciy  of  the  mob 
might  be  received  in  evidence  as  part  of  the  transaction,  (c)  And, 
generally  speaking,  declarations  accompanying  acts  are  admissible 
in  evidence  as  showing  the  nature,  character,  and  object  of  such 
acts,  (d)  Thus,  where  a  person  entei-s  into  land  in  order  to  take 
advantage  of  a  forfeiture,  to  foreclose  a  mortgage,  to  defeat  a 
disseisin,  or  the  like ;  (e)  or  changes  his  actual  residence,  or  is  upon 
a  journey,  or  leaves  his  home,  or  returns  thither,  or  remains 
abroad,  or  secretes  himself,  or,  in  fine,  does  any  other  act  material 
to  be  understood  ;  his  declarations  made  at  the  time  of  the  trans- 
action, and  expressive  of  its  character,  motive,  or  object,  are  re- 
garded a^  '  verbal  acts  indicating  a  present  purpose  and  intention/ 
and  are  therefore  admitted  in  proof  like  any  other  material  facts. 
They  are  part  of  the  res  gestce,  (/)     Thus,  where  a  constable,  who 


(y)  Beg.  V.  Baiber,  1  C.  &  K.  434. 
Gurney,  B.,  Williams,  J.,  and  Maule,  J. 
Tlie  statement  in  the  text  is  more  accu- 
rate than  that  in  C.  &  K.  The  judges 
did  not  intimate  the  ground  on  which  tlic 
certificate  was  inadmis^siblo. 

(z)  Foi-d  t'.  KUiott,  4  Kxch.  R.  78. 
Rolfe,  B.,  'A  claim  may  be  manifested 
by  words  as  well  as  acts.  Whether  it 
be  by  words  or  otherwise  seems  to  me  to 
be  perfectly  immaterial.*  Alderson,  B., 
*  If  I  were  to  say  *'Tako  these  goods 
away,"  and  put  them  into  your  hand, 
that  would  clearly  be  an  act. ' 

(a)  Reg.  V.  WUkins,  4  Cox,  C.  C.  92, 
where  Erie  held  that  a  witness  might 


prove  that  he  made  inquiries,  and  in  con- 
sequence of  directions  given  him  in 
answer  to  those  inqiuries  he  followed  the 
prisoners  until  he  apprehended  them. 

{b)  Rose.  Ev.  30. 

(c)  21  How.  St.  Tr.  635. 

(rf)  1  Stark.  Ev.  61,  87,  88,  89. 

(c)  Co.  Litt.  49  b,  245  b.  Robinson  r. 
Swett,  3  Greenl.  316.  8  Bl.  Com.  174, 
175. 

(/)  Oreenl.  Ev.  120,  citing  Bateman  r. 
Bailey,  5  T.  R  612.  Rawson  v.  Haigb, 
2  Bingh.  R.  99.  Newman  r.  Sti^tch, 
M.  &  M.  388.  Ridley  v.  Gyde,  9  Bin|r. 
349.  Smith  i-.  Cramer,  1  Bing.  N.  C. 
585.    Gorham  r.  Canton,  6  Greenl.  296. 
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was  indicted  for  a  forcible  entry  into  a  house,  had  searched  the 
house,  having  a  warrant  in  his  hand.  Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.,  held 
that  what  he  said  at  the  time  as  to  who  he  was  searching  for,  was 
admissible,  although  the  question  was  asked  by  his  counsel,  and 
the  answer  might  be  in  his  favour.  (/)  But  where  the  prisoner, 
who  was  indicted  for  burning  a  bible,  had  employed  some  boys  to 
take  books  to  a  place  where  they  were  burnt  by  his  direction,  it 
was  held  that  what  a  person,  who  first  appeared  when  the  burning 
was  going  on,  said  at  the  time  he  tore  up  a  book  and  threw  it 
into  the  fire  was  not  admissible,  as  there  was  no  common  object 
proved  between  him  and  the  prisoner,  {g) 

Upon  an  indictment  for  the  murder  of  Harriet  Louisa  Lane,  a 
witness,  named  Ellen  Willmore,  was  called.  The  witness  was  the 
person  who  had  last  seen  Harriet  Louisa  Lane  on  the  afternoon  of 
the  11th  of  September,  1874,  when  the  latter  left  her  lodgings  at 
3,  Sydney  Square,  Mile  End.  After  that  date  Harriet  Louisa  Lane 
was  not  seen  again  alive,  and  that  was  the  date  fixed  upon  by  the 
prosecution  as  the  time  when  the  murder  was  perpetrated.  The 
witness,  having  described  what  occurred  at  the  partmg  between  her 
and  Harriet  Louisa  Lane  on  that  afternoon,  was  asked  whether 
Harriet  Louisa  Lane,  at  the  time  of  her  departure  from  the  house, 
made  a  statement  to  her.  In  answer  to  an  objection  made  by  the 
prisoner's  counsel  to  a  question  which  he  anticipated  would  follow 
upon  this,  Cockburn,  C.  J.,  said^ '  All  that  is  proposed  to  ask  now 
is  the  question,  "When  going  away  did  she  make  a  statement ?  " 
That  question  can  be  put,  but  not  the  question,  "  What  statement 
did  she  make  ? ''  The  question  at  present  only  goes  to  the  extent 
of  ascertaining  whether  a  statement  was  made,  and  there  it  stops  ; 
but  I  agree  that  if  it  went  further,  to  the  extent  of  inquiring  what 
was  the  statement,  it  would  be  inadmissible.  You  are  constantly 
meeting  with  such  a  question,  '*  Did  so-and-so  make  a  statement 
to  you,  and,  in  consequence  of  that  communication,  did  you  do  any- 
thing?" The  fact  that  some  statement  was  made  is  undoubtedly 
admissible.'  The  Attorney-General,  who  appeared  for  the  prose- 
cution, then  said,  'The  woman  is  leaving  her  house  when  she 
makes  a  statement,  which  is  a  declaration  of  intention,  and  it  is 
submitted  that  that  is  a  statement  accompanying  an  act.  It  is 
part  of  the  act  of  leaving,  and  on  that  gi'ound  it  is  proposed  to  ask 
the  question  to  which  objection  has  been  made.  Cockburn,  C.  J., 
'  It  was  no  part  of  the  act  of  leaving,  but  only  an  incidental 
remark.  It  was  only  a  statement  of  intention,  which  might  or 
might  not  have  been  carried  out.  She  would  have  gone  away 
under  any  circumstances.  You  may  get  the  fact  that  on  leaving 
she  made  a  statement,  but  you  must  not  go  beyond  it.'  {gg) 
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Fellowcs  r.  Williamson,  M.  &  M.  306. 
Vacher  v.  Cocks,  M.  k  M.  863,  1  B.  & 
Ad.  145. 

(/)  Eex  V.  Smyth,  5  C.  &  P.  201. 
And  see  1  Stark.  Ev.  62,  850,  851.  Wal- 
ters V,  Lewis,  7  C.  &  P.  844.  Wiiere  an 
agent  paid  money  into  a  bank,  Littledale, 
J.,  held  that  what  he  said  about  the  money 
at  the  time  he  paid  the  money  into  the 
bank  was  admissible.  Be^.  v.  Hall,  8  C. 
&P.  858.  The  learned  judge  admitted 
the  eridence,  on  the  ground  that  it  was 
a  declaration  by  an  agent  acting  within 


the  scope  of  his  authority ;  but  it  seems 
equally  admissible,  as  a  declaration  ac- 
companying the  act  of  payment,  and  ex- 
planatory of  the  purpose  of  the  payment. 
C.  S.  G.  See  K.  v.  Edwards,  12  Cox,  C. 
C.  230. 

io)  Keg.  V.  Petcherini,  7  Cox,  C.  C. 
78,  Crampton,  J.,  and  Greene,  B.  It 
seems  clear  tliat  the  acts  of  the  person 
were  inadmissible  on  the  same  ground. 

{gg)  R.  V.  Wainwright,  13  Cox,  C.  C. 
171,  Cockburn,  C.  J.  A  similar  objec- 
tion to  the  above  was  taken  to  ccitaia 


^ 
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In  an  action  by  a  husband  and  wife  for  wounding  tbe  wife,  Lord 
C.  J.  Holt  allowed  what  the  wife  said  immediately  upon  the  hurt 
received,  and  before  she  had  time  to  devise  anything  for  her  own 
advantage,  to  be  given  in  evidence  as  part  of  the  res  gestce,  (h)  So 
on  an  indictment  for  manslaughter,  in  killing  a  party  by  driving  a 
cabriolet  over  him,  it  has  been  held  that  a  statement  made  by  the 
deceased  immediately  after  the  accident,  as  to  the  cause  of  the 
accident,  is  admissible.  ({)  And  Lawrence,  J.,  said,  in  At^eaon  v. 
Lord  Kinnaivd,  (j)  that  it  is  in  every  day's  experience,  in  actions 
of  assault,  that  what  a  man  has  said  of  himself  to  his  surgeon  is 
evidence  to.  show  what  he  suffered  by  the  assault.  Inquiries  of 
patients  by  medical  men,  with  the  answers  to  them,  are  evidence 
of  the  state  of  health  of  the  patients  at  the  time  ;  and  what  were 
the  symptoms,  what  the  conduct  of  the  party  themselves  at  the 
time,  are  always  received  in  evidence  upon  such  inquiries,  and 
must  be  resorted  to  from  the  very  nature  of  the  thing,  (k)  So  a  con- 
versation as  to  the  state  of  the  health  of  a  deceased  person,  between 
him  and  a  witness,  is  admissible  to  prove  that  he  was  in  good 
health  at  the  time,  (l)  So  on  a  prosecution  for  robbery,  it  has 
been  held,  that  the  fact  of  the  party  robled  making  a  complaint 
to  a  constable  shortly  after  the  robbery,  and  meutioning  the  name 
of  a  person,  as  the  name  of  one  of  the  persons  who  had  robbed 
him  is  admissible,  but  not  the  name  so  mentioned,  (m)    So  on  a 


evidence  of  a  like  kind  preferred  on  be- 
half of  the  prosecution  in  the  case  of  Beg. 
V.  Pook,  tned  before  Lord  Chief  Justice 
Boyill,  at  the  Old  Bailey  Sessions,  on 
the  15th  of  July,  1871»  and  reported  in 
the  Sessions  Paper  of  that  date.  There 
the  prisoner  was  chai^d  with  the  wilful 
muicler  of  Jane  Maria  Clonaen.  The 
murder  was  committed  on  the  night  of 
the  25th  or  the  morning  of  the  26th  of 
April,  1871,  at  Eltham.  The  deceased 
was  discovered  in  a  dying  state  in  Kid- 
brooke  Lane.  She  had  lived  in  the 
prisoner's  family,  and  suspicion  attached 
to  him.  One  of  the  witnesses,  Fanny 
Hamilton,  who  was  called  by  the  pose- 
cution,  proved  that  for  ten  days  pnor  to 
the  25th  of  April  the  deceased  had  lodged 
in  her  house,  that  on  the  evening  of  that 
day  she  went  out  in  her  company,  and 
that  after  walking  about  for  some  time 
they  parted,  when  the  deceased  told  her 
where  she  was  going.  It  was  'proposed 
by  the  counsel  for  the  prosecution  to  ask 
the  question,  '  What  did  she  say  to  you  ?' 
To  this  the  counsel  for  the  prisoner 
objected,  on  the  gjround  that  whatever 
was  said  was  said  in  the  prisoner's  ab- 
sence, and  he  had  no  means  of  cross- 
examining  upon  it.  It  was  thereupon  con- 
tended by  the  counsel  for  the  prosecution 
that  it  was  a  declaration  so  far  accom- 
panying the  act  itself  as  to  render  it  paii; 
of  the  res  gesUCy  and  he  cited  in  support 
of  his  contention  the  case  of  Hardley  v. 
Carter,  reported,  8  New  Hampshire  Ke- 
porto,  American  Reports;  and  at  the 
termination  of  the  argument  the  Lord 
Oiief  Justice  refused  to  permit  the  ques- 


tion to  be  put     See  18  Cox,  C.  C.  172, 
note. 

(Ji)  Thompson  v.  Trevanion,  Skin. 
402,  cited  by  Lord  Ellenborough,  C.  J., 
in  Aveson  v.  Lord  Einnaird,  6  East, 
193 

(i)  Bex  V.  Foster,  6  C.  &  P.  825, 
Park,  J.  A.  J.,  Patteson,  J.,  and  Gur- 
ney,  B. 

(;)  6  East,  193.     1  Phil.  Ev.  191. 

{k)  By  Lord  EUenborough,  C.  J.,  6 
East,  195.  '  When  a  patient  enters  into 
a  history  of  his  complaint,  and  relates 
some  earlier  symptoms  experienced  at  a 
former  period,  he  is  giving  a  narrative 
from  memory  rather  than  yielding  to  the 
impressions  forced  upon  him  by  his  situa- 
tion ;  and  it  would  seem,  upon  principle, 
that  what  he  (so)  says  ought  not  to  be 
received  in  evidence.*  1  rhil.  Ev.  191. 
And  'although  it  is  now  settled  that 
what  a  patient  says  to  a  medical  man 
about  his  sufferings  is  receivable  in  evi- 
dence, it  should  seem  that  a  statement  by 
him  respecting  the  particular  cause  of  his 
sufferings  (as,  for  example,  the  circum- 
stance of  an  assault  which  he  had  re- 
ceived) would  be  open  to  greater  objec- 
tion.'  *1  Phil.  Ev.  192. 

(0  Reg.  V.  Johnson,  2  C.  &  E.  354. 
A  complaint  by  a  deceased  child  of  being 
hungry,  made  in  the  absence  of  .the  pri- 
soners, was  admitted  in  evidence.  E.  r. 
Conde,  10  Cox,  C.  0.  547.  This  was 
an  indictment  for  withholding  necessary 
food  from  a  child  whereby  he  died. 

(vi)  Rex  r.  Wink,  6  C.  &  P.  897, 
Patteson,  J.  It  was  also  held  that  Iho 
constable  might  be  asked  whether  in  con- 
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prosecution  for  a  rape,  it  has  been  held  that  the  prosecutor  may 
prove  that  the  woman  made  a  complaint  recently  after  the  in- 
jury :  {v)  80  it  has  also  been  considered  allowable,  on  an  indictment 
for  an  assault  on  an  infant  of  five  years  old,  with  intent  to  ravish 
her,  to  give  evidence  of  the  child's  having  complained  of  the  injury 
recently  after  it  was  received,  (o)  But  the  particulars  of  such  a 
complaint  are  not  admissible  in  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  prose- 
cution, (p)  It  is  not,  therefore,  competent,  on  the  part  of  the 
prosecution,  to  ask  what  name  the  prosecutrix  mentioned  at  the 
time  she  made  such  a  complaint,  {q)  And  although  what  the 
prosecutrix  said  at  the  time  of  the  committing  the  offence  would 
be  receivable  in  evidence,  on  the  ground  that  the  prisoner  was 
present,  and  the  violence  going  on,  yet,  if  the  violence  was  over, 
and  the  prisoner  had  departed,  and  the  prosecutrix  had  gone  on 
running  away,  crying  out  the  name  of  the  person,  it  would  not  be 
evidence,  (r) 

The  fact  of  the  prosecutrix  having  made  a  complaint  is  only 
admissible  for  the  puipose  of  confirming  her  testimony ;  in  case, 
therefore,  of  her  death,  or  absence  from  any  cause,  neither  the 
particulars  of  the  complaint,  nor  the  fact  of  such  complaint  having 
been  made,  are  admissible  in  evidence,  {s) 

On  a  charge  of  larceny,  where  the  proof  against  the  prisoner  is, 
that  the  stolen  property  was  found  in  his  possession,  it  would  be 
competent  to  show,  on  behalf  of  the  prisoner,  that  a  third  person 
left  the  property  in  his  care,  saying  he  would  caU  for  it  again 
afterwards;  for  it  is  material  in  such  a  case  to  inquire  under 
what  circumstances  the  prisoner  first  had  possession  of  the  pro- 
perty, {t)  ... 

Where  a  witness  had  had  a  conversation  with  a  prisoner  about  Conversation 
arsenic,  but  could  not  fix  the  time  when  this  happened,  it  was  5^"^*^^**^ 
held  that  an  observation  respecting  this  conversation   made  by  ' 

the  witness  after  the  prisoner  left  to  a  person  in  the  shop  at  the 
time,  might  be  proved  by  that  person,  in  order  to  fix  the  time 
when  the  conversation  took  place,  (u)     Where  a  prosecutor  had 


sequence  of  the  prosecutor  mentioning  a 
name  to  him,  he  went  in  search  of  any 
person,  and  who  that  person  was  ;  but  in 
Keg.  v.  Osborne,  C.  k  M.  622,  this  point 
was  questioned  by  Cresswell,  J.,  who 
said,  '  It  seems  to  me  to  be  rather  too  re- 
fined a  distinction  to  prevent  the  name 
from  being  mentioned,  and  yet  to  permit 
it  to  be  asked  whether  in  consequence  of 
what  was  said  the  witness  apprenende<l  a 
particular  person.  I  think  you  ought 
not  to  go  so  far  as  that.'  But  where,  on 
a  trial  for  murder,  it  was  proved  that  a 
shout  was  heard,  and  a  witness  went  out. 
of  her  house  and  saw  the  deceased,  who 
seemed  very  weak  and  injured,  and  the 
moment  she  came  up  to  him  she  asked 
him  what  was  the  matter;  Monahan, 
C.  J.,  held  that  the  witness  might  add, 
'he  said  he  was  robbed  by  the  man  who 
walked  with  him  from  the  cross  roads,* 
on  the  ground  that  this  was  part  of  the 
rci  gesUB,  Reg.  v.  Lunny,  6  Ck)x,  C.  C. 
477.  This  case  deserves  reconsideration. 
See  YoL  1,  p.  867. 

TOL.  III. 


(w)  Rex  V.  Clarke,  2  Stark.  N.  P.  C. 
242.  Such  evidence  is  now  considered 
quite  essential  in  order  to  support  the 
statement  of  the  prosecutrix.     C.  S.  G. 

(o)  1  East,  P.  C.  c.  10,  s.  5,  p.  444. 
Vol.  1,  p.  874. 

(p)  1  Phil.  Ev.  193,  vol.  1,  p.  867, 
note  (c). 

(q)  Reg.  V.  Osbom,  C.  &  M.  622, 
Cresswell,  J.  But  the  counsel  for  the 
prisoner  may,  if  he  thinks  fit,  ask  the 
prosecutrix  as  to  the  terms  of  the  com- 
plaint, and  if  he  does  so,  the  counsel  for 
tiie  prosecution  has  a  right  to  examine 
as  to  all  that  was  said  by  her  in  the  same 
conversation.  C.  S.  G. 

(r)  Per  Cresswell,  J.,  Reg.  v.  Osborne, 
swpra. 

{8)  Reg.  V.  Megson,  9  C.  &  P.  420, 
Rolfe,  B.  R^.  V.  Outtridge,  9  C.  &  P. 
471.  Parke,  B.,  vol.  1,  p.  868  ;  1  Phil. 
Ev.  193. 

(0  1  Phil.  Ev.  284,  7th  ed. 

(u)  Reg.  V.  Richardson,  1  Cox,  C.  C. 
361.  LordDenman,  C.  J.,andAlder8on,B. 
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Testimony  of 
a  deceased 
witness  at  a 
former  trial. 


Depositions. 


Dying  declara- 
tions in  cases 
of  homicide. 


The  declara- 
tions mnst  be 
made  nnder  a 
sense  of  im- 
pending death. 


for  three  days  concealed  a  burglary  committed  in  his  house,  fear- 
ing the  vengeance  of  the  prisoners  ;  Erie,  J.,  held  that  his  wife 
might  prove  that  'he  told  me  not  to  tell  of  it ;  he  said  he  was 
out  late  at  night  with  his  horses,  and  should  not  be  safe ;'  for 
conversations  that  explain  a  man's  conduct  are  admissible  in 
evidence,  {v) 

If  there  had  been  a  previous  criminal  prosecution  between  the 
same  parties,  and  the  point  in  issue  was  the  same,  the  testimony 
of  a  deceased  witness  given  upon  oath  at  the  former  trial  is  ad- 
missible on  the  subsequent  trial,  and  may  be  proved  by  one  who 
heard  him  give  evidence  ;  (w)  but  the  .witness  must  speak  to  the 
very  words,  and  not  merely  swear  to  the  eflfect  of  them,  (a;)  '  He 
ought,'  said  Lord  Kenyon,  '  to  recollect  the  very  words ;  for  the 
jury  alone  can  judge  of  the  eflfect  of  words.'  {y)  In  what  cases 
the  depositions  of  a  witness  before  a  committing  ma£;istrate  may 
be  read  in  evidence  at  the  trial,  will  be  hereafter  considered. 

Besides  the  usual  evidence  of  guilt  in  general  in  cases  of  felony, 
there  is  one  kind  of  evidence  peculiar  to  the  case  of  homicide, 
which  is  the  declaration  of  the  deceased  after  the  mortal  blow  as 
to  the  fact  itself,  and  the  party  by  whom  it  was  committed,  (z) 
The  general  principle  on  which  this  species  of  evidence  is  admitted 
is,  that  they  are  declarations  made  in  extremity,  when  the  party  is 
at  the  point  of  death,  and  when  every  hope  in  this  world  is  gone ; 
when  every  motive  to  falsehood  is  silenced,  and  the  mind  is  in- 
duced by  the  most  powerful  considerations  to  speak  the  truth ;  a 
situation  so  solemn,  and  so  awful,  is  considered  by  the  law  as 
creating  an  obligation  equal  to  that  which  is  imposed  by  a  positive 
oath  administered  in  a  court  of  justice,  (a)  It  is  therefore  evident 
that  declarations,  though  proved  to  have  been  made  by  a  person 
in  a  dying  state,  are  not  admissible,  unless  it  also  appears  that  the 
deceased  himself  apprehended  that  he  was  in  such  a  state  of  mor- 
tality as  would  inevitably  oblige  him  soon  to  answer  before  his 
Maker  for  the  truth  or  falsehood  of  his  assertions.  (&)  'It  is 
essential  to  the  admissibility  of  these  declarations,  and  is  a  pre- 
liminary fact  to  be  proved  by  the  party  oflTering  them  in  evidence, 
that  they  were  iridde  under  a  sense  of  impcTidiTig  death]  (c)  but 


(v)  Keg.  V.  Glandfield,  2  Coz,  C.  C.  48. 

[w)  Bex  V.  Carpenter,  2  Show.  47  ;  2 
Hawk.  P.  C.  c.  46,  s.  29 ;  1  Phil.  Ev. 
887  ;  and  Mr.  Starkie's  note  to  Bex  i;. 
Smith,  in  the  second  yolume  of  his  Be- 
ports,  p.  211. 

{x)  Lord  Palmerston's  case,  dted  by 
Lord  Kenyon  in  Bex  v,  JoUiffe,  4  T.  B. 
290. 

(y)  Ennis  v.  Donisthome,  MS.  1  Phil. 
Ev.  281,  7tii  ed.  By  this  it  is  conceived 
his  lordship  meant,  not  that  the  witness's 
testimony  wonld  go  for  nothing,  unless  he 
coidd  swear  positively  they  were  the  very 
words  used  by  the  deceased,  and  no 
other ;  but  that  the  present  witness  on^ht 
to  say,  '  To  the  best  of  my  recollection 
these  were  the  very  words  used.' 

(z)  1  East,  P.  C.  c.  6,  s.  124,  p.  858. 

(a)  Per  Eyre,  C.  B.,  in  Woodcock's 
case,  1  Leach,  600. 

(6)  Per  Eyre,  C  B.,  ibid. 


(c)  B.  V.  Forester,  10  Cox.  C.  C.  868, 
4  F.  &  F.  857.  Smith's  case,  1  Lew.  81. 
Ashton's  case,  2  Lew.  147.  Minton's 
case,  1  M'Nally,  Gr.  886.  B.  v,  Howell, 
1  Den.  C.  C.  1  ;  1  C.  &  K  689,  where  per 
Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  'We  all  think  tha 
case  beyond  all  doubt  Danger  existed. 
The  deceased  clearly  thou^t  he  was 
dying,  and  had  no  hope  of  recovery. 
There  is  no  ^und  for  holding  his  de- 
claration inaomissible.     B.  v.  Thomas, 

1  Cox,  C.  C.  52.  K  V.  Peel,  2  F.  &  F.  21, 
where  per  Willes,  J.,  *  It  must  be  proved 
that  the  man  was  dying,  and  there  must 
be  a  settled  hopeless  expectation  of  death 
in  the  declarant.  There  does  appear 
to  have  been  such  an  expectation  in  this 
case,  and  I  shall  therefore  admit  the  de- 
claration. B.  V.  Brooks,  1  Cox,  C.  C.  6. 
B.  V.  Taylor,  8  Cox,  C.  C.  84.  B.  v. 
Mooney,  6  Cox,  C.  C.  818.  B.  o.  Cleaiy, 

2  F.  &  F.  860. 
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it  is  not  necessary  that  they  should  be  stated  at  the  time  to  be  so 
made ;  it  is  enough  if  it  satisfactorily  appears^  in  any  mode,  that 
they  were  made  under  that  sanction,  whether  it  be  directly  proved 
by  the  express  language  of  the  declarant,  or  be  inferred  from  his 
evident  danger^  or  the  opinions  of  the  medical  or  other  attendants, 
stated  to  him,  or  from  his  conduct,  or  other  circumstances  (d)  of 
the  case ;  all  of  which  are  resorted  to  in  order  to  ascertain  the 
state  of  the  declarant's  mind.  The  length  of  time  which  elapsed 
between  the  declaration  and  the  death  of  the  declarant  furnishes 
no  rule  for  the  admission  or  rejection  of  the  evidence,  though,  in 
the  absence  of  better  testimony,  it  may  serve  as  one  of  the  expo- 
nents of  the  deceased's  belief  that  his  dissolution  was  or  was  not 
impending.  It  is  the  vmpresaion  of  almost  immediate  dissolution, 
and  not  the  rapid  succession  of  death  in  point  of  fact,  that  renders 
the  testimony  admissible.  Therefore,  where  it  appears  that  the 
deceased,  at  the  time  of  the  declaration,  had  any  expectation  or 
hope  of  recovery,  however  slight  it  may  have  been,  and  though 
death  actually  ensued  in  an  hour  aftei'wards,  the  declaration  is 
inadmissible.'  (e) 

Any  hope  of  recovery,  however  slight,  existing  in  the  mind  at  Any  hope  o£ 
the  time  of  the  declarations  made,  will  render  the  declarations  recovery 

1     .     .VI      / /*\  renaen  a  de- 

inadmiSSlble.  (/;  daration  inad- 

In  Bex  V.  Van  Butchell,  (p)  Hullock,  B.,  said,  '  The  principle  mi&aibie. 
on  which  declarations  in  articuZo  mortis  are  admitted  in  evidence, 
is,  that  they  are  made  under  an  impression  of  almost  immediate 
dissolution.  A  man  may  receive  an  injury  from  which  he  may 
think  that  he  shall  ultimately  "  never  recover,"  but  still  that  would 
not  be  sufficient  to  dispense  with  an  oath.  I  must  reject  the 
evidence.' 

On  a  trial  for  mtlrder,  it  appeared  that  the  declaration  of  the 
murdered  woman  was  taken  by  the  magistrate's  clerk  on  the  night 
of  the  17th  of  October.  She  was  then  breathing  with  considerable 
difficulty.  She  had  been  thrown  into  a  river  the  night  before,  but 
was  rescued  in  an  exhausted  condition.  She  continued  ill  and  in 
great  danger,  and  during  the  day  had  desired  that  some  one  should 
pray  with  her.  In  answer  to  the  magistrate's  clerk  she  said  she 
thought  she  was  likely  to  die.  She  was  sworn,  and  before  her  de- 
claration was  completed,  in  answer  again  to  the  magistrate's  clerk, 
she  said  that  she  had  the  fear  of  death  before  her,  and  had  no  pre^ 


(d)  B.   V.   Bonner,   6  C.    &  P.    886, 
John's  caae,  post,  358. 

(«)  Greenl.  Ev.  189.     1  Phil.  Ev.  286. 
In  Woodcock's  case,  1  Leach,  500,  the 
declarations  were  made  forty-ei^ht  hours 
before  the  death.    In  Tinklers  case,  1 
East,    P.  C.   854,   some  of  them  were 
made  ten  days  before  the  death.     In  Bex 
r.  Mosley,  R.  &  M.  C.  C.  R.  97,  they 
were  nide  eleven  days  before  the  death. 
In    Rex  V.   Bonner,    6    C.    &  P.  886, 
they  were  made  three  days  before  death  ; 
and  were  all  receiyed.     In  Bex  t;.  Van 
Butchell,  if^ra,  they  were  made  seven 
days   before   the    death  and   rejected. 
See  R.  V.  Bemadotti,  11  Cox,  C.  C.  816. 
In  Craven's  case,  1  Lew.  77,  a  person 
who  had  been  confined  to  his  bed  for 
weeks,  said  to  the  sni^^on,  '  I  am  afraid. 


doctor,  I  shall  never  get  better,'  and 
shortly  afterwards  died.  Hullock,  B., 
held  that  an  account  given  by  the  de- 
ceased to  the  doctor  after  this  declaration 
was  receivable  as  a  dying  declaration, 
although  several  weeks  before  his  death, 
and  stated  that  the  subject  had  been 
lately  before  the  judges,  and  his  mind 
was  made  up  about  it 

(/)  R.  V.  Welboum,  1  East,  P.  C.  c.  5, 
s.  124,  p.  858.  Rex  v.  Crockett,  4  C.  & 
P.  544.  Rex  v.  Christie,  Can*.  Supp. 
202.  R.  «.  Hayward,  6  C.  &  P.  167. 
"Wilson's  case,  1  Lewin,  78.  Errington's 
case,  2  Lew.  148.  Simpson's  case,  1  Lew. 
78.  R.  r.  Spilsbunr,  7  C.  &  P.  187.  R. 
V.  Megson,  9  C.  &  P.  418.  R.  v.  Fagent, 
7  C.  &  P.  288. 

{g)  3  C.  &  P.  629. 
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sent  hope  of  recovery.  The  declaration  was  put  into  writing  and 
read  over  to  her,  and  she  was  asked  to  correct  any  mistake ;  it  was 
written  down  :  '  I  have  made  the  above  statement  with  the  fear  of 
death  before  me,  and  with  no  hope  of  my  recovery.'  She  then  said, 

*  No  hope  at  present  of  my  recovery.'  The  clerk  thereupon  inserted 
the  words  '  at  present.'  She  died  the  next  morning.  The  declara- 
tion was  admitted  in  evidence  at  the  trial  Held,  that,  under  the 
above  circumstances,  the  declaration  so  taken  was  inadmissible, 
inasmuch  as  the  conduct  and  acts  of  the  deceased  rendered  it  at 
least  doubtful  whether  she  was  under  an  unqualified  belief  that 
death  was  immediately  impending  and  absolutely  devoid  of  hope  of 
recovery ;  and  the  conviction  Was  quashed.  (A) 

Where  a  constable  proved  that  from  appearances  I  should  judge 
that  the  deceased  was  dying.    He  was  making  his  statement  to  me 
about  a  quainter  of  an  hour.      I  believe  he  knew  he  was  dying.     I 
cannot  recollect  that  he  said  anything  about  dying  before  he  began 
his  statement.    As  he  finished,  he  said, '  Oh  God  !  I  am  going  fast; 
I  am  too  far  gone  to  say  any  more.'  The  deceased  died  a  few  hours 
afterwards   of  a  wound    in   the   abdomen  that   penetrated   the 
stomacL     Cresswell,  J.,  having  consulted  Williams,  J.,  said,  *  My 
brother  Williams  confirms  the  doubts  I  had  on  this  subject ;  that 
it  being  possible  the   man  did  not  discover  the   extent  of  his 
weakness  till  he  had  made  the  statement,  and  that  it  was  only 
after  he  had  made  it  he  for  the  first  time  discovered  that  he  was 
going  fast ;  there  is  not,  consequently,  that  clear  ascertainment  of 
his  consciousness  of  his  state,  before  he  made  it,  to  render  it  ad- 
missible, (i) 
There  need  not       III  order  to  render  a  statement  admissible  as  a  dying  declara- 
be  an  appro-     tion,  it  is  necessary  that  the  person  who  makes  it  should  be  under 
dwSb***  ^         ^^  apprehension  of  death  ;  but  there  is  no  necessity  that  such 
certain  num-      apprehension  should  be  of  death  in  a  certain  number  of  hours  or 
ber^fdaysor    days.     The  question  turns   rather  on  the  state  of  the  person's 

mind  at  the  tirde  of  making  the  declaration  than  upon  the  intei*val 
between  the  declaration  and  the  death,  (k)  Where,  therefore,  the 
deceased  made  a  declaration  on  the  23rd  of  October,  concluding, 

*  I  have  made  this  statement  believing  I  shall  not  recover,'  and  at 
that  time  the  deceased  was  in  a  state,  from  the  injuries  that  he  had 
received,  from  which  it  was  impossible  that  he  could  recover.  His 
spine  was  broken,  so  that  death  must  speedily  follow,  and  he  died 
on  the  3rd  of  November ;  and  the  doubt  as  to  the  admissibility 
of  the  declaration  was  raised  by  a  witness,  who  proved  that,  shortly 
before  the  deceased  made  the  statement,  he  asked  him  how  he 
was,  and  the  deceased  answered,  *  I  have  seen  the  surgeon  to-day, 
and  he  has  given  me  some  little  hope  that  I  am  better ;  but  I  do 
not  myself  think  I  shall  ultvtnately  recover ;'  and  that  before  he 
left  the  room,  on  the  same  occasion,  the  deceased  said  that  he 
could  not  recover ;  but  it  was  held  on  a  case  reserved,  that  the 

(h)  R.  t?.  Jenkins,  38  L.  J.  M.  C.  82,  (i)  Reg.   v,  Nicolaa,  0  Cox,  C.  C.  120. 

€t    Tper  Kelly,   C.    B.     The  judge  must  The  statement  was,  however,  afterwards 

be  perfectly  satisfied  beyond  a  reason-  received,   the  counsel  for  the  prisoner 

able  doubt  that  the  declarant  was  under  withdrawing  his  objection  to  it. 

the    belief  that    no  hope    of  recovery  {k)  Per  Pollock,  C.  B.,  Reg.  v,  Beaney, 

existed.  K.   v.   Qualter,  6  Cox,   C.    C.  infra, 
857. 


hours. 
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declaration  had  been  properly  admitted.  The  deceased  was  so 
injured,  his  status  was  such  that  he  could  not  possibly  recover, 
and  his  own  opinion  was  that  he  could  not  recover ;  and  in  a  case 
like  this,  where  there  was  an  injury  to  the  spine,  he  was  probably 
a  more  competent  judge  of  his  state  than  the  doctor,  he  had  no 
hope,  though  the  doctor  had  held  out  hopes,  and  before  the  wit- 
ness left  the  room  he  said  that  he  could  not  recover.  That  was 
his  own  opinion  of  his  c&se,  and  the  impression  on  his  mind  was 
that  death  was  impending.  (I) 

It  is  not  necessary  that  the  deceased  should  express  any  appre-  The  deceased 
hension  of  danger ;  for  his  consciousness  of  approaching  death  may  p^ "ppre-" 
be  inferred,  not  only  from  his  declaring  that  he  knows  his  danger,  hension  of 
but  from  the  nature  of  the  wound,  or  state  of  illness  or  other  cir-  danger, 
cumstances  of  the  case.   And  if  it  may  reasonably  be  infen*ed  from 
the  nature  of  the  wound,  the  state  of  illness  and  other  circum- 
stances, that  the  deceased  was  sensible  of  his  danger,  his  declara- 
tions are  admissible,  (m) 

A  surgeon  found  a  transverse  wound  across  the  throat  of  the  de-  Qaestions  as 
ceased,  which  had  passed  through  the  trachea,  and  the  point  of  the  a^^wluon* 
instrument  had  reached  the  vertebrae.     Three  days  afterwards  she  was  spon- 
stated  to  the  suigeon  that  she  did  not  think  she  should  recover,  taneons  and 
He  considered  her  in  danger,  but  had  a  hope  she  would  recover.  ^^L!f*w 

mi  1  iiiiiiii  !•  pression  tnat 

To  the  nurse  who  attended  her,  she  had  repeated  several  times,  no  hope  of 
both  before  and  after  the  surgeon  had  seen  her,  that  she  should  die.  recovery 
The  nurse  told  her  she  thought  she  would  get  better.  She  said  she  ®^*®*®^- 
thought  she  would,  if  the  surgeon  could  see  in  her  throat  as  he 
could  see  on  her  hands.  This  she  said  many  times,  and  all  day  she 
said  she  should  get  better  if  it  was  not  for  her  throat.  The  surgeon 
spoke  cheerfully  to  her,  and  she  appeared  cheerful  after  that,  and 
in  better  spirits.  She  got  a  little  better,  and  was  easier  after  the 
surgeon  dressed  the  wounds.  A  magistrate  saw  her,  and  told  her 
of  her  condition,  and  that  she  was  in  very  great  danger.  Ho  re- 
peated two  or  three  times,  in  various  forms,  something  of  the  same 
kind — ^that  she  was  likely  to  die  ;  that  she  might  die ;  and  added, 
'  I  hope  it  may  please  Almighty  Gkxi  to  bring  you  round,  but  I  be- 
lieve you  are  in  great  danger.  I  think  it  very  possible  this  will  end 
fatally  with  you.  I  am  come  to  hear  you,  and  whatever  you  say, 
should  you  die,  will  be  produced  in  evidence  on  the  trial  of  the 
prisoner.  You  must  therefore  tell  me  the  truth,  and  nothing  but 
the  truth,  without  any  fear  or  reserve.'  She  said  nothing.  He 
then  said, '  It  would  be  a  veiy  sad  and  awful  thing  for  you  to  go 
into  the  presence  of  your  Maker,  having  told  me  anything,  in  your 
present  situation,  which  is  false.'  From  her  not  having  said  any- 
thing to  him,  he  told  her  he  should  administer  an  oath  to  her, 


(t)  Reg.  V.  Beanej,  D.  &  B.  151. 
Wi^tman,  J.,  said, '  The  statement  must 
have  been  made  under  an  impression 
upon  the  mind  of  the  person  making  it 
that  his  death  was  about  to  happen 
shortly,  or,  to  use  the  expression  found 
in  tbe  books,  that  his  death  was  impend- 
ing :  that,  however,  is  a  relative  term, 
and  does  not,  of  course,  import  merely 
an  expectation  that  the  sufferer  would 
die  at  some  time — ^for  that  is  the  debt 
which  we  all  owe  to  nature — but  it  means 


an  expectation  that  he  is  about  to  die 
shortly  of  the  disease  or  injuries  under 
which  he  is  then  suffering ;  that,  in 
other  words,  he  is  without  a  reasonable 
or  any  hope  of  recovery.*  7  Cox,  C.  C. 
209. 

(m)  John's  case,  1  East,  P.  C.  c.  5, 
s.  124,  p.  357,  bv  the  decision  of  all  the 
judges  in  1790.  Woodcock's  case,  1  Leach, 
500.  Dingler's  case,  2  Leach,  561.  Rex 
r.  Bonner,  6  C.  &  P.  886,  Patteson,  J. 
Reg.  V.  Perkins,  2  Moo.  C.  C.  R.  135. 
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which  he  did,  and  by  means  of  questions  to  her  he  got  her  to  tell 
him,  and  what  she  said  was  reduced  into  writing,  and  read  over  to 
her ;  and  he  then  said  to  her,  *  Now  that  is  perfectly  true,  and  the 
whole  truth  ? '  and  she  said  '  It  is.'  She  then  put  her  mark  to  it. 
It  was  objected  that  this  declaration  was  not  made  spontaneously, 
and  not  under  a  sense  of  immediate  and  impending  death ; 
but  it  was  held  that  it  must  be  taken  on  the  whole  that  the 
statement  was  spontaneous,  and  that,  looking  at  her  state,  and  at 
her  expressions,  there  was  not  the  slightest  hope  in  her  mind  of 
recovery,  (n) 

The  decision  of  points  of  this  kind  must  always  rest  on  the  cir- 
cumstances of  each  individual  case,  (o)  It  is  therefore  unneces- 
sary to  refer  at  length  to  the  numerous  cases  reported  on  this 
subject. 

AH  the  judges  agreed  at  a  conference  in  Easter  Term,  1790,  that 
it  ought  not  to  be  left  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  deceased 
thought  he  was  dying  or  not ;  for  that  must  be  decided  by  the 
judge  before  he  receives  the  evidence,  (g)  And  where  on  a  trial 
for  murder  in  Ireland  a  dying  declaration  was  tendered  in  evidence, 
and  the  judge  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  deceased  knew 
when  he  made  it  that  he  was  at  the  point  of  death,  the  question  as 
to  the  propriety  of  the  course  adopted  in  that  case  was  sent  over 
for  the  opinion  of  the  English  judges,  who  answered  that  the 
course  taken  was  not  the  right  one,  and  that  the  judge  ought  to 
have  decided  the  question  himself,  (r)  And  such  has  been  the 
uniform  practice  in  all  the  recent  cases. 

The  circumstances,  under  which  the  declarations  were  made,  are 
to  be  shown  to  the  judge,  and  he  will  hear  all  that  the  deceased 
has  said  relative  to  his  situation,  and  will  inquire  into  the  state  of 
illness  in  which  he  was  ;  the  opinions  of  medical  and  other  persons 
a^  to  his  state,  and  whether  they  were  made  known  to  the  de- 
ceased ;  the  conduct  of  the  deceased  in  settling  his  affairs ;  in 
making  his  will ;  giving  directions  as  to  his  funeral  or  family ;  and 
whether  he  had  recourse  to  those  consolations  and  rites  of  religion, 
which  are  appropriate  to  the  last  sad  hours  of  departing  mortality; 
in  a  word,  into  every  fact  and  circumstance  which  may  tend  to 
throw  light  upon  the  state  of  mind  of  the  deceased  at  the  time 
when  the  decWation  was  made,  in  order  the  better  to  enable  him 
to  arrive  at  a  satisfactory  determination  as  to  whether  the  evidence 
be  admissible  or  not.  (s) 

It  is  a  general  rule  that  dying  declarations,  although  made  with 
a  full  consciousness  of  approaching  death,  are  only  admissible  in 
evidence  where  the  death  of  the  deceased  is  the  subject  of  the 
charge,  and  the  circumstances  of  the  death  the  subject  of  the  dying 


(tC)  Reg.  V.  WTiitworth,  1  F.  &  F.  882. 
Watson,  S.,  who  refused  to  reserve  the 
point,  and  the  prisoner  wa8  executed. 

(o)  Bee.  V.  Ualmas,  1  Cox,  C.  C.  95, 
Gumey,  B.,  and  Williams,  J.  It  was  also 
held  that  a  conversation  was  evidence 
for  the  purpose  of  showing  the  condition 
of  the  deceased  when  she  made  the  de- 
claration. 

(q)  John's  case,  1  East,  P.  C.  c.  6,  s. 
124,  p.  857.     Welboum's  case,  ibid.  858, 


S.  P.,  resolved  by  all  the  judges  in  Mich. 
Term,  1792.  Rex  v.  Hucks,  1  Stark. 
N.  P.  C.  623.  R.  V,  Smith,  10  Cox,  C.  C. 
82,  what  the  declaration  is,  is  for  the 
jury,  S.  C.  per  Channell,  B. 

(r)  Major  Campbell's  case,  as  stated  by 
Parke,  B.,  in  11  M.  &  W.  486. 

{s)  See  Rex  v.  Van  Bntchell,  anU,  p. 
855,  per  Bolland,  B.  Rex  v.  Spilsbury, 
7  C.  &  P.  187,  per  Coleridge,  J. 
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declai-atioD.  (f)     In  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Hutchinson,  (u)  tried  before  charge,  and 
Bayley,  J.,  the  prisoner  was  indicted  for  administering  savin  to  a  ^^^^e 
woman  pregnant,  but  not  quick  with  child,  with  intent  to  procure  death  the  sub- 
abortion.    The  woman  was  dead,  and  for  the  prosecution,  evidence  i««t  ^  *he  de- 
of  her  dying  declaration  upon  the  subject  was  tendered.     The  ®^*™**^'^- 
learned  judge  rejected  the  evidence,  observing  that,  although  the 
declaration  might  relate  to  the  cause  of  the  death,  still  such  de- 
clarations were  admissible  in  those  cases  alone  where  the  death  of 
the  party  was  the  subject  of  inquiry.     And  so  where  the  prisoner 
was  indicted  for  using  instruments  to  procure  the  miscarriage  of  a 
woman,  her  dying  declaration  was  held  inadmissible,  (v) 

But  where  two  persons  died  from  the  same  act  of  poisoning,  the  Declaration  of 
declaration  of  one  was  held  admissible  on  the  trial  of  the  prisoner  ^^^  o*  *^o. 
for  the  murder  of  the  other.  On  an  indictment  for  poisoning  King,  ^J^^e  nime 
it  appeared  that  the  poison  was  administered  in  a  cake,  which  the  act 
deceased  ate  for  breakfast;  immediately  after  which  he  was  taken 
ill,  and  his  maid  servant,  who  was  present,  and  had  made  the  cake, 
said  that  she  was  not  afraid  of  it,  and  thereupon  ate  of  it,  and  was 
in  consequence  poisoned  and  died.  Her  dying  declarations  (made 
after  she  knew  of  her  master's  death,  and  was  conscious  of  her  own 
approaching  death)  as  to  the  manner  in  which  she  had  made  the 
cake,  and  that  she  had  put  nothing  bad  in  it,  and  that  the  prisoner 
was  pi^esent  eating  his  breakfast  at  one  end  of  the  table  while  she 
was  making  the  cake  at  the  other  end  of  it,  were  tendered  in  evi- 
dence, and  objected  to,  on  the  ground  that  the  only  person  whose 
dying  declarations  could  be  received  in  evidence  was  the  person 
whose  death  formed  the  subject  of  inquiiy  at  the  trial ;  and  the 
preceding  case  was  relied  upon.  But  Coltman,  J.,  after  consulting 
Parke,  B.,  expressed  himself  of  opinion  that,  as  it  was  all  one 
transaction,  the  declarations  were  admissible,  and  accordingly 
allowed  them  to  go  to  the  jury ;  but  he  said  he  would  reserve  the 
point  for  the  opinion  of  the  judges,  (ic;) 

The  declarations  of  the  deceased  are  admissible  only  as  to  those   Declarations 
things  to  which  he  would  have  been  competent  to  testify,  if  sworn   only  evidence 
in  the  case.     They  must,  therefore,  in  general  speak  to  facts  only,  °*  ^**^' 
and  not  to  mere  matters  of  opinion,  and  must  be  confined  to  what 
is  relevant  to  the  issue,  (x) 

The  dying  declaration  of  an  accomplice  is  admissible  ;  (y)  but  of  an  accom- 
this  can  only  happen  where  the  prisoner  is  charged  with  assist-  piic«  • 
ing  in  the  self-destruction  of  the  accomplice :  for  it  has  already 
appeared  that  dying  declarations  are  never  admissible,   except 
where  the  death  of  the  person  who  made  them  is  the  subject  of 
the  indictment. 


(0  By  Abbot,  C.  J.,  Rex  v.  Mead, 
2  B.  ft  C.  605.  In  trials  for  robbery  the 
dying  declarations  of  the  party  robbed 
were  held  inadmissible  by  &yley,  J.,  on 
the  Northern  Spring  Circnit,  1822,  and 
by  Best,  J.,  on  the  Midland  Spring  Cir- 
cuit, 1822.  And  in  Rex  v.  Lloyd,  4  C.  ft 
P.  283,  by  Bolland,  B.,  and  in  rape. 
Reg.  V.  Newton,  1  F.  ft  F.  641,  by  Hill, 
J.  Dnunmond^s  case,  1  Leach,  837, 
where  it  was  raled  that  the  dying  declara- 
tion of  a  convict  at  the^  moment  of  exe- 
cution was  not  evidence.  See  the  ob- 
servations of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in 


Stobartv.  Dryden,  1  M.  ft  W.  616,  whichi 
render  it  at  least  very  doubtful  whether 
dyinff  declarations  would  at  the  present 
day  be  admissible  in  any  civil  suit.  1 
PhiL  Ev.  280. 

(j*)  2  B.  ft  C.  608,  in  note  to  Rex  v. 
Mead. 

(v)  Reg.  9.  Hind,  Bell,  C.  C.  253. 

(w)  Rex  V,  Baker,  2  M.  ft  Rob.  53. 
The  prisoner  was  acquitted. 

(x)  Greenl.  Ev.  190.  1  Phil.  Ev.  291. 
Rex  V.  Sellers,  Carr.  Supp.  233. 

(y)  Tinkler's  case,  1  East,  P.  C.  354. 
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It  IS  no  objection  to  the  admission  of  a  dying  declaration,  that 
the  deceased  made  a  subsequent  statement  to  a  magistrate,  which 
was  taken  down  in  writing,  and  is  not  produced.  Where  three 
several  declarations  had  been  made  by  the  deceased  in  the  course 
of  the  same  day  at  the  successive  intervals  of  an  hour  each  ;  the 
second  had  been  made  before  a  magistrate,  and  reduced  into  writing, 
but  the  others  had  not;  the  original  written  statement,  taken 
before  a  magistrate,  was  not  produced,  and  a  copy  of  it  was  rejected. 
A  question  then  arose,  whether  the  fii«t  and  third  declarations 
could  be  received ;  and  Pratt,  C.  J.,  was  of  opinion  that  they  could 
not,  since  he  considered  all  three  statements  as  parts  of  the  same 
narrative,  of  which  the  written  examination  was  the  best  proof: 
but  the  other  judges  held  that  the  three  declarations  were  three 
distinct  facts,  and  that  the  inability  to  prove  the  second  did  not 
exclude  the  first  and  third  ;  and  evidence  of  those  declarations  was 
accordingly  admitted,  {z) 

But  if  the  statement  of  the  deceased  was  committed  to  writing, 
and  signed  by  him  at  the  time  it  was  made,  it  has  been  held  es- 
sential that  the  writing  should  be  produced  if  existing,  and  that 
neither  a  copy  nor  parol  evidence  of  the  declaration  could  be 
admitted  to  supply  the  omission,  (a)  But  the  decisions  on  this 
point  are  altogether  unsatisfactory  ;  for  there  is  no  authority,  by 
Act  of  Parliament  or  otherwise,  for  taking  a  dying  declaration  in 
writing,  and  the  words  uttered  by  the  deceased  are  just  as  much 
primary  evidence  as  any  wi'iting  in  which  they  may  be  incorpo- 
rated. (6) 

If  the  statement  of  the  deceased  has  been  taken  on  oath  before 
a  magistrate,  but  is  inadmissible  as  a  deposition,  in  consequence  of 
the  prisoner  not  having  been  present  when  it  was  taken,  or  for 
any  other  reason,  (c)  it  is  admissible  as  a  declaration  in  articuLo 
mm^tis,  if  taken  under  such  circumstances  as  would  render  such  a 
declaration  receivable  in  evidence,  (d)  And  evidence  is  admissible 
to  prove  that  the  deposition  was  taken  at  a  time  when  the  deceased 
was  aware  of  the  near  approach  of  death,  although  the  deposition 
contains  no  statement  to  show  that  the  deceased  made  it  in  con- 
templation of  death,  (e) 

It  is  not  necessary  that  the  examination  of  the  deceased  should 
be  conducted  after  the  manner  of  intenogating  a  witness  in  the 
case  ;  though  any  departure  from  the  mode  may  aflFect  the  value 
and  credibility  of  the  declarations.  Therefore,  it  is  no  objection 
to  their  admissibility  that  they  were  made  in  answer  to  leading 
questions,  or  obtained  by  pressing  and    earnest  solicitation.  (/) 


(z)  Rex  f>.  Reason,  1  Str.  499.  6  St. 
Tr.  602.  2  Stark.  Evid.  366.  According 
to  the  report  in  the  State  Trials,  the  chief 
justice  and  Mr.  J.  Powys  deemed  the  evi- 
dence inadmissible.  At  all  events,  it  ap- 
pears the  evidence  was  received.  Sir  J. 
Strange  was  one  of  the  counsel  in  the 
cause. 

(a)  Rex  V.  Gay,  7  C.  &  F.  230,  Greenl. 
Ev.  199.  Trowter's  case,  12  Vin.  Abr. 
118,  119.  Leach  v.  Simpson,  in  Scac. 
.^'asch.  1839,  1  Law  &  Eq.  Rep.  68. 
^  {b)  Rex  V.  Reason,  supra,  seems  at  va- 
riance with  these  cases,  and  see  Robinson 
V,  Vaughton,  8  C.  &  P.  262,  and  other 


cases,  anUf  p.  829,  and  post,  as  to  the 
grounds  on  which  depositions  are  admis- 
sible. See  Rex  v.  Bell,  6  C.  &  P.  162, 
post,  and  the  judgment  in  Reg.  r.  Chris- 
topher, 1  Den.  C.  C.  636. 

(c)  Reg.  V.  Clarke,  2  F.  &  F.  2. 

\d)  Rex  V,  Dingier,  2  Leach,  661.  Rex 
V.  Callaghan,  M'STallyEv.  386,  Rosc.Cr. 
Ev.  33. 

(c)  Reg.  V.  Hunt,  2  Cox,  C.  C.  289. 
Pollock,  C.  B.,  after  consulting  Coleridge, 

V. 

(/)  GreenL  Ev.  190,  citing  Rex  v, 
Fagent,  infra.  Commonwealth  v.  Yass, 
8  Leigh,  R.  786.     Rex  v.  Reason,  1  Str. 
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Where  a  sui^geon,  in  a  case  of  murder,  was  called  to  prove  a  dying 
declaration,  and  stated  that  he  put  questions  to  the  deceased  for 
the  purpose  of  ascertaining  whether  it  would  be  necessary  for  a 
magistrate  to  come  to  her  house  to  take  her  examination,  and  it 
was  objected  that  the  statement  being  in  answer  to  questions,  and 
not  a  connected  continuous  statement  flowing  fi'om  herself,  could 
not  be  received ;  it  was  held  that  the  declaration  was  admis- 
sible, (gr) 

But  whatever  the  statement  may  be,  it  must  be  complete  in 
itself;  for  if  the  declarations  appear  to  have  been  intended  by  the 
dying  man  to  be  connected  with  and  qualified  by  other  statements^ 
which  he  is  prevented  by  any  cause  from  making,  they  wiU  not  be 
received.  (Ji) 

The  dying  declarations  of  the  deceased  are  not  only  admissible  ^^  &vpur  of 
against  a  prisoner,  but  also  in  his  favour,  (i)  ^®  prisoner. 

As  the  declarations  of  a  dying  man  are  admitted,  on  a  supposi-  Pna>»«r  in  lus 
tion  that  in  his  awful  situation  on  the  confines  of  a  future  world  ghow  tle^te 
he  had   no  motives  to  misrepresent,  but,  on   the   contrary,  the  of  mind  or 
strongest  motives  to  speak  without  disguise  and  without  malice,  *^^*'?f|^°^ 
it  necessarily  follows,  that  the  party  against  whom  they  are  pro-     ® 
duced  in  evidence  may  enter  into  the  particulars  of  his  state  of 
mind  and  of  his  behaviour  in  his  last  moments,  or  may  be  allowed 
to  show  that  the  deceased  was  not  of  such  a  character  &s  was 
likely  to  be  impressed  by  a  religious  sense  of  his  approaching  dis- 
solution. {}) 

K  a  child  be  too  young  to  be  capable  of  having  an  idea  of  a  IXedarations 
futiu-e  state,  his  declarations  are  inadmissible,  (k)  ^^  *  ^^^• 

But  if  a  child  be  of  intelligent  mind,  and  fully  comprehends  the 
nature  of  an  oath,  and  the  consequences,  in  a  future  state,  of  telling 
a  falsehood,  his  declarations,  made  under  the  apprehension  and 
expectation  of  immediate  death,  are  admissible  in  evidence.  (Q 

with  respect  to  the  effect  of  dying  declarations,  it  is  to  be  ob-  Of  the  effect 


499.  Rex  v.  Woodcock,  2  Leach,  561, 
and  see  Rex  v.  Welbonrn,  ante,  p.  S58. 
R  V.  Smith,  L.  &  C.  607  ;  R.  v.  Steele, 
12  Cox,  C.  C.  168. 

(g)  Rex  V,   Fagent,  7  C.  &  P.    288, 
Gaselee,  J. 

(h)  Greenl.  £y.  190,  citing  Common- 
wealth V.  Yass,  3  Leigh,  R.  797. 

(t)  Rexv.  Scaife,  1  M.  &  Rob.  551. 
See  Drammond's  caae,  cmU,  p.  859.  The 
ground  upon  which  dying  declarations  are 
admissible  being  that  they  are  tantamount 
to  statements  made  upon  oath  in  the  pre- 
sence of.  the  prisoner,  and  such  statements 
being  clearly  admissible  if  in  favour  of 
the  prisoner,  there  seems  no  reason  to 
doubt  the  propriety  of  admitting  a  dying 
declaration  which  is  in  favour  of  the 
prisoner.  Indeed  almost  every  case  of 
manslaughter,  in  which  such  declarations 
have  been  admitted,  is  an  authority  to 
that  effect,  as  the  primd  fade  presump- 
tion is,  that  the  prisoner  had  murdered 
the  deceased.  And,  moreover,  a  declara^ 
tion  in  &vour  of  a  prisoner  must  ever  be 
taken  to  be  more  likely  to  be  true  ;  as  it 
is  not  probable  that  a  person  should  make 


a  statement  favourable  to  the  person  who 
has  inflicted  a  mortal  injury  upon  him, 
but  rather  the  contrary.     C.  S.  G. 

(J)  1  Phil.  Ev.  289.  In  Reg.  v.  Ma- 
carthy,  Gloucester  Sum.  Ass.  1842,  the 
case  on  the  part  of  the  prosecution  was 
that  the  prisoner  had  assaulted  the  de- 
ceased, and  that  the  deceased  foUowed  the 
prisoner  along  several  streets  for  the  pur- 
pose of  giving  him  into  the  custody  of 
the  police  ;  and  Erskine,  J.,  permitted 
the  counsel  for  the  prisoner  to  cross-exa- 
mine the  witnesses  for  the  prosecution  as 
to  tiie  bad  character  of  the  deceased,  in 
order  to  show  that  the  prisoner  might 
have  had  a  reasonable  fipround  for  sup- 
posing that  the  deceased  followed  him  for 
the  purpose  of  robbing  him.     C.  S.  G. 

(At)  Rex  v.  Pike,  3  C.  &  P.  598.  Park, 
J.  A.  J.,  after  consulting  Parke,  J.  The 
child  in  the  case  was  four  years  old,  and 
it  was  held  that  his  declaration  was  inad- 
missible. 

(Z)  Reg.  V,  Perkins,  2  Moo.  C.  C.  R. 
135.  9  C.  &  P.  395,  S.  C.  In  this 
cose  the  child  was  more  than  ten  years 
old. 
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served  that,  though  such  declarations,  when  deliberately  made, 
under  a  solemn  and  religious  sense  of  impending  dissolution,  and 
concerning  circumstances  in  respect  of  which  the  deceased  was  not 
likely  to  have  been  mistaken,  are  entitled  to  great  weight  (m)  if 
clearly  and  distinctly  proved,  yet  it  is  always  to  be  recollected  that 
the  accused  has  not  had  the  opportunity  of  cross-examination — a 
.power  quite  as  essential  to  the  eliciting  of  tlie  whole  truth,  as  the 
obligation  of  an  oath  can  be,  and  without  which  no  statement  made 
on  oath,  however  solemnly  administered,  is  admissible  under  any 
other  circumstances  ;  and  that  where  the  deceased  had  not  a  deep 
and  strong  sense  of  accountability  to  his  Maker,  and  an  enlightened 
conscience,  the  passion  of  anger  and  feelings  of  revenge  may,  as 
they  have  not  unfrequently  been  found  to  do,  affect  the  truth  and 
accuracy  of  his  statements,  especially  as  the  salutary  and  restraining 
fear  of  punishment  for  perjury  is,  in  such  cases,  withdrawn.  And 
it  is  further  to  be  considered  that  the  particulars  to  which  the  de- 
ceased has  spoken  were  in  general  likely  to  have  occurred  under 
circumstances  of  confusion  and  surprise,  calculated  to  prevent  their 
being  accurately  observed,  and  leading  both  to  mistakes  as  to  the 
identity  of  the  persons  and  to  the  omission  of  facts  essentially  im- 
portant to  the  completeness  and  truth  of  the  narrative,  (n)  When 
a  party  comes  to  the  conviction  that  he  is  about  to  die,  he  is  in  the 
same  practical  state  as  if  called  on  in  a  court  of  justice  under  the 
sanction  of  an  oath,  and  his  declarations  as  to  the  cause  of  his  death 
are  considered  equal  to  an  oath,  yet  they  are  nevertheless  open  to 
observation.  For  though  the  sanction  is  the  same,  the  opportunity 
of  investigating  the  truth  is  very  different,  and  therefore  the 
accused  is  entitled  to  every  allowance  and  benefit  that  he  may 
have  lost  by  the  absence  of  the  opportunity  of  more  full  investi- 
gation by  the  means  of  cross-examination,  (o)  It  may  be  added 
also  that  the  deceased  in  many  cases  is  labouring  under  injuries 
which  may  affect  the  brain,  and  prevent  the  possibility  of  reason 
guiding  the  words  that  may  be  uttered,  and  yet  the  means  of 
ascertaining  the  state  of  his  mind  may  be  such  as  to  render  it  in 
the  highest  degree  difficult  to  discover  whether  a  statement  has 
been  made  under  a  morbid  delusion  of  the  mind,  or  in  the  tranquil 
exercise  of  calm  reason,  operated  upon  alone  by  the  awful  con- 
sciousness that  he  must  almost  immediately  render  an  account  to 
an  all-knowing  Creator. 

Hearsay  evidence  is  also  admissible  for  the  purpose  of  proving 
public  rights,  and  rights  in  the  nature  of  public  rights,  (p)  Thus 
in  questions  concerning  the  boundary  of  parishes  or  manors,  tra- 
ditionary reputation  is  evidence  :  (g)  and  the  declarations  of  old 


(m)  See  per  Coleridge,  J.,  Rex  v.  Spils- 
bury,  7  C.  &  P.  187. 

(n)  Greenl.  Ev.  192.     1  PhiL  Ev.  292. 

(o)  Ashton's  case,  2  Lew.  147,  per 
Alderson,  B.  A  striking  instance  of  the 
danger  of  tmsting  to  statements  made 
after  a  mortal  wound  has  been  inflicted 
occurred  in  Reg.  v.  Macarthy,  Gloncester 
Sum.  Ass.  1842.  The  prisoner  was  in- 
dicted for  murder,  and  the  deceased  had 
been  stabbed  by  the  prisoner  whilst  he  was 
pursuing  him  in  order  to  give  him  into 


custody  for  an  assault,  and  the  deceased 
expressly  stated  that  the  prisoner  had 
knocked  him  down,  but  two  companions 
of  the  deceased,  who  were  present  during 
the  whole  time,  distinctly  proved  that 
the  deceased  was  not  knocked  down  at 
all.    C.  S.  G. 

ip)  1  Phil.  Ev.  238,  241.  1  Stark.  Ev. 
49.     Rose  Ev.  28. 

(q)  NichoUs  v.  Parker,  14  East,  831,  in 
note  to  Outram  v.  Morewood.  And  it 
seems  that  a  map  made  from  the  repre- 
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pei*sons  deceased  have  been  admitted  in  such  cases,  although  they 
were  parishioners  and  claimed  rights  of  common  on  the  wastes, 
which  their  evidence  had  a  tendency  to  enlarge,  (r)  But  although 
general  reputation  is  evidence  on  a  question  of  boundary  or  custom, 
yet  the  tradition  of  a  particulai-  fact  (as  that  turf  was  dug  or  a  post 
put  down  in  a  particular  spot)  is  not  admissible.  («) 

Declarations  or  statements  made  by  deceased  persons,  where  they  Hearsay  of 
appear  to  be  against  their  own  interests,  have  in  many  cases  been  ^®***?®^?'" 
admitted  :  as  entries  in  their  books  charging  themselves  with  the  SSements  ^ 
receipt  of  money  on  account  of  a  third  person,  {t)  or  acknowledging  against  their 
the  payment  of  money  due  to   themselves,  (u)    Thus  a  wiitten  ownlntereat. 
memorandum  by  a  deceased  man-midwife,  stating  that  he  had 
delivered  a  woman  of  a  child  on  a  certain  day,  andreferringto  his 
ledger  in  which  a  charge  for  his  attendance  was  marked  as  paid, 
was  thought  by  the  Couiii  of  King's  Bench  to  have  been  properly 
received  in  evidence,  upon  an  issue  as  to  the  child's  age.  (v)    So 
where  the  point  in  issue  was  whether  a  certain  waste  was  the  soil 
of  the  defendant,  entries  by  a  steward,  since  deceased,  of  money 
received  by  him  from  different  persons  in  satisfaction  of  trespasses 
committed  on  the  waste  were  admitted  in  evidence,  to  show  that 
the  right  to  the  soil  was  in  his  master,  under  whom  the  plaintiff 
claimed,  (w)      So  receipts  for  rent  found  in  the  possession  of  a 
tenant  are  evidence  that  the  person  who  signed  them  was  seised 
in  fee.  (a;)      On    the  same  principle,  entries  in  the  books  of  a  Entries  in  a 
tradesman  by  his  deceased  shopman,  who  thereby  supplies  proof  of  tradesman's 
a  charge  against  himself,  have  'been  admitted  in  evidence,  as  proof  ^^^'Sbo^ 
of  the  delivery  of  the  goods,  or  of  other  matter  there  stated  within  man. 
his  own  knowledge,  (y)     But  where  the  effect  of  the  entiy  is  not 
to  charge  the  servant,  it  is  not  evidence.     Thus,  in  an  action  for 
the  hire  of  horses,  an  entry  by  the  plaintiff's  servant,  since  dead, 
stating  the  terms  of  the  agreement  with  the  defendant,  is  not 
evidence,  (z)     Such  declarations  are  admissible  only  on  the  ground 
that  they  are  against  the  proprietary  or  pecuniary  interest  of  the 
party  making  them,  and  a  declaration  is  not  receivable  in  evi- 
dence, because  it  would  subject  the  party  to  a  prosecution  if  he 
were  living.     Thus,  if  A.  were  indicted  for  murder,  and  B.,  who 
was  dead,  had  made  a  declaration  that  he  was  present  when  the 
murder  was  committed,  though  that  declaration  was  against  his 
interest,  and  would  have  subjected  him  to  a  prosecution  if  living, 


sentations  of  a  deceased  person,  who 
pointed  out  the  boundaries,  would  be  eyi- 
dence  of  such  boundaries.  Reg.  v.  Milton, 
1  C.  &  K.  58.    Erskine,  J. 

(r)  NichoUs  v.  Parker.  But  such  de- 
clarations must  not  have  been  made  post 
litem  motam,  that  is,  after  the  very  same 
point  or  question  has  become  the  subject 
of  controversy.  Rex  v.  Cotton,  3  Campb. 
444.     1  Pha.  Ev.  260. 

{s)  Weeks  v.  Sparke,  1  M.  &  S.  680. 
Ireland  t;.  Powell,  Peake's  Ev.  15,  cor, 
Chambre,  J.  Chatfield  v.  Frier,  1  Price, 
266.     1  Phil.  Ev.  246. 

(t)  1  PhU.  Ev.  293.  Middleton  v. 
Melton,  10  B.  &  C.  317. 

(u)  Ibid. 

(v)  Higham  v,  Ridgway,  10  East,  109. 


Entries  in  the  land-tax  collector's  books, 
stating  A.  B.  to  be  rated  for  a  particular 
house,  and  his  payment  of  the  sum  rated, 
were  held  by  Abbott,  C.  J.,  admissible 
evidence  to  show  that  A.  B.  was  in  the 
occupation  of  the  premises  at  the  time 
mentioned.  Doe  v.  Cartwiight,  Ry.  k 
Mood.  N.  P.  C.  62. 

(w)  Barry  v.  Bebbington,  4  T.  R.  514. 

(x)  Doe  dem.  Blayney  v.  Savage,  1  C. 
&  K.  487. 

(y)  1  PhiL  Ev.  819.  Price  v.  Lord 
Torrington,  1  Salk,  285. 

(2)  Oalvert  v.  Archbishop  of  Canter- 
bury, 2  Esp.  646.  Rose.  Ev.  34.  Web- 
ster V,  Webster,  1  F.  &  F.  401.  Smith 
V.  Blakey,  L.  R.  2  Q.  B.  826. 
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yet  it  would  not  be  admissible  after  his  death,  (a)     Where  an 
entry  or  declaration  is  made  by  a  disinterested  person  in  the  course 
of  discharging  a  professional  dr  official  duty,  it  is,  in  general,  ad- 
missible after  the  death  of  the  party  making  it.     Thus,  a  notice 
indorsed  as  served  by  a  deceased  clerk  in  an  attorney's  offi  3e, 
whose  duty  it  was  to  serve  notices,  is  evidence  of  service.  (6)     An 
entry  of  dishonour  of  a  bill,  made  by  a  notary's  clerk  in  the  usual 
course  of  business,  is  evidence  of  the  fact  of  dishonour,  after  the 
clerk's  decease,  (c)   And  if  a  declaration  be  made  in  the  discharge 
of  a  duty  by  a  deceased  person,  it  is  admissible,  whether  oral  or 
written,  {d)     In  all  these  cases,  the  person  who  made  the  entry 
must  be  proved  to  be  dead,  (e)     Where  it  appeared  that  the  entry 
was  in  the  handwriting  of  a  banker's  clerk,  who  was  then  in  the 
East  Indies,  it  was  held  inadmissible.  (/) 

There  is  a  distinction  between  declarations  against  interest  and 
declarations  made  in  the  discharge  of  a  duty.  The  former  declara- 
tions are  evidence  of  all  the  facts  stated  ;  the  latter  only  of  the 
facts  which  it  was  the  business  of  the  writer  to  state,  (g)  So 
entries  against  interest  are  evidence  whensoever  made.  The  latter 
entries,  in  order  to  be  evidence,  must  generally  be  cotempofaneous 
with  the  act  done,  (h) 

There  are  other  exceptions  to  the  general  rule  against  the  re- 
ception of  hearsay  evidence,  such  as  the  admission  of  declarations 
in  cases  of  pedigree,  and  of  old  leases,  rent-rolls,  surveys,  &c., 
which  can  occur  so  seldom  in  criminal  proceedings,  that  it  is 
not  thought  necessary  to  take  further  notice  of  them  in  this 
treatise,  (i) 


(a)  The  Sussex  Peerage  case,  11  CL 
&  F.  85,  per  Lord  Lyndhnrst,  C.  In  that 
case  a  declaration  by  a  cleigyman  that  he 
had  solemnized  a  marriage,  was  held  not 
to  be  admissible,  on  the  ground  that  it 
might  have  subjected  the  clergyman  to  a 
prosecution  for  solemnizing  the  marriage. 
Standen  v,  Standen,  Peake  N.  P.  C.  45, 
was  strongly  questioned  in  this  case. 

{h)  Doe  i.  Turford,  8  B.  &  Ad.  890. 
Doe  i;.  Skinner,  3  Ex.  84.  R.  v.  Dukin- 
field,  11  Q.  B.  678.  Price  v.  LordTor- 
rington,  1  Salk,  285. 

(c)  Poole  V,  Dicas,  1  Kew  Cases,  649. 

{d)  Per  Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  Stapyl- 
ton  V.  Clough,  2  K  &  B.  988  ;  23  L.  J. 
Q.  B.  5.  The  Sussex  Peerage  case,  11 
CI.  &  F.  113.     Bj  the  Jewish  law  the 


custom  is  that  children  are  circumcised  on 
the  eiffhth  day  from  their  birth,  and  it 
is  the  duty  of  the  Chief  Rabbi  to  perform 
this  rite,  and  make  an  entry  of  it  in  a 
book  ;  but  it  has  been  held  tnat  nn  entry 
made  by  a  Chief  Rabbi  of  a  circumcision 
is  not  eyidence  after  his  death.  Davis 
r.  Lloyd,  1  C.  &  E.  275,  Lord  Denman, 
C.  J.,  &  Patteson,  J. 

(e)  Cooper  V.  Marsden,  1  Esp.  2,  by 
Lord  Kenyon,  C.  J. 

(/)  Ibid.  Stephen  V.  Gwenap,  1  M.  & 
Rob.  121. 

(g)  See  Perchral  v.  Nanson,  7  Ex.  1 ; 
21  L.  J.  ETx.  1. 

(h)  See  Smith  v,  Blakey,  L.  R.  2 
Q.  B.  826. 

(t)  See  post,  as  to  eyidence  of  character. 
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CHAPTEE  THE  SECOND. 


THE  PROOF  OF  NEGATIVE  AVERMENTS,  p.  365. — ^THE  RULE  THAT 
THE  EVIDENCE  MUST  BE  CONFINED  TO  THE  POINT  IN  ISSUE, 
p.  368. — WHAT  ALLEGATIONS  MUST  BE  PROVED,  AND  WHAT  MAT 
BE  REJECTED,  p.  391  ;— AND  THEREWITH  OF  SURPLUSAGE  AND 
OF  VARIANCE, 

Sec.  I. 
Of  ihe  Proof  of  Negative  Averments, 

It  is  a  general  rule  of  the  law  of  evidence,  in  criminal  as  well  as  Ctenend  mle 
in  civil  proceedings,  that  it  lies  on  him  who  asserts  the  affirmative  ^r^*the° 
of  a  fact  to  prove  it,  and  not  on  him  who  asserts  the  negative,  affirmAtiye 
unless  under  peculiar  circumstances  where  the  rule   does  not  must  prove  iu 
apply,  (a)     Thus,  on  an  indictment  for  bigamy,  where  the  first 
marriage  was  by  license,  and  the  prisoner  appeared  to  be  under 
age  at  the  time,  it  was  held  that  it  lay  on  the  prosecutor  to  prove 
the  consent  of  parents,  required  by  the  26  Geo.  2,  c.  33,  in  order 
to  show  the  marriage  valid,  and  not  on  the  prisoner  to  prove  the 
negative  in  his  defence.  (6) 

In  criminal  proceedings,  however,   where  negative  averments  Thepresump- 
usually  impute  a  breach  of  the  law  to  the  defendant,  the  operation  ^y"^^^?* 
of  this  rule  is  sometimes   counteracted  by  the  presumption  of  nocenoe  aome- 
law  in  favour  of  innocence  ;  which  presumption,  making,  as  it  times  driyeB 
were,  a,primdfacie  case  in  the  affirmative  for  the  defendant,  drives  JJ®  ^JJ^ae**^ 
the  prosecutor  to  prove  the  negative,  (c)     Thus,  on  an  information  negatiye  arer- 
against  Lord  Hahfax,  for  refusing  to  deliver  up  the  rolls  of  the  mente. 
auditor  of  the  Exchequer,  the  Court  of  Exchequer  put  the  plaintiflF 
upon  proving  the  negative  that  he  did  not  deliver  them ;  for  a 
person  shall  be  presumed  duly  to  have  executed  his  office  till  the 
contrary  appear,  (d)     On  an  indictment  for  obtaining  money,  &c. 
under  false  pretences  the  prosecutor  must  prove  the  averments 
negativing  the  pretences.     In  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  penal- 
ties under  the  Hawkers*   and   Pedlars'   Act    against   a  person 
charged  with  having  sold  goods  by  auction  in  a  place  in  which  he 
was  not  a  householder,  some  proof  of  this  negative,  namely,  of 
the  defendant  not  being  a  householder  in  the  place,  would  be 


(a)  GUb.  Ev.  181.     BuU.  N.  P.  298. 

{h)  Rex  V.  Butler,  R.  A  R  61.  Rex 
V,  Morton,  ib.  19,  in  note  to  Rex  v. 
James,  ante.  But  since  the  4  Oeo.  4, 
c.  70,  a  marriage  by  a  minor  withoat 
consent  is  Talid.  Rex  v.  Birmingham, 
ante,  p.  299. 

(c)  The  same  role  appli&  in  civil  pro- 
ceedings.   The  principal  cases  on  the  sub- 


ject are  Monke  v.  Butler,  1  RoU.  Rep.  88, 
8  East,  199.  Rex  v,  Hawkins,  10  East, 
211.  PoweU  V.  Milbank,  2  W.  BL  851. 
S.  C.  8  Wils.  855.  Williams  v.  East 
India  Company,  8  East,  198.  Rex  v. 
Twyning,  2  B.  &  A.  886.  Doe  v.  White- 
head, 8  A.  &  £.  571. 
(d)  Bull,  N.  P.  298. 
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necessary  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiflf.  {e)  On  the  trial  of  an 
indictment  on  the  42  Geo.  3,  c.  107,  s.  1,  which  made  it  felony 
to  course  deer  on  an  inclosed  ground,  '  without  the  consent  of  the 
owner  of  the  deer/  it  ought  to  have  appeared  from  the  evidence 
produced  on  the  part  of  the  prosecution  that  the  owner  had  not 
given  his  consent.  (/) 

But  where  the  affirmative  is  peculiarly  within  the  knowledge  of 
the  party  charged,  the  presumption  of  law  in  favour  of  innocence 
is  not  allowed  to  operate  in  the  manner  just  mentioned  ;  but  the 
general  rule,  as  above  stated,  applies,  viz.  that  he  who  asserts  the 
affirmative  is  to  prove  it,  and  not  he  who  avers  the  negative. 

Thus  upon  a  conviction  under  the  5  Ann.  c.  14,  s.  2,  against  a 
carrier  for  having  game  in  his  possession,  it  was  held  sufficient 
that  the  qualifications  mentioned  in  the  22  &  23  Car.  2,  c.  25,  were 
negatived  in  the  information  and  adjudication,  without  negativing 
them  in  the  evidence,  {g)  'The  question  is,*  said  Lord  Ellen- 
borough,  in  that  case, '  upon  whom  the  onuaprobandi  lies;  whether 
it  lies  upon  the  person  who  affirms  a  qualification,  to  prove  the 
affirmative,  or  upon  the  informer  who  denies  any  qualification, 
to  prove  the  negative.  There  are,  I  think,  about  ten  different 
heads  of  qualification  enumerated  in  the  statute,  to  which  the 
proof  may  be  applied ;  and  according  to  the  argument  of  to-day, 
every  person  who  lays  an  information  of  this  sort  is  bound  to 
give  satisfactory  evidence  before  the  magistrates  to  negative  the 
defendant's  qualification  upon  each  of  those  several  heads.  The 
argument  really  comes  to  this,  that  there  would  be  a  moral  impos- 
sibility of  ever  convicting  upoji  such  an  information.*  (k) 

In  Rex  V.  Hanson,  (i)  the  rule  was  again  considered  and  laid 
down  by  the  Court  of  King's  Bench.  In  that  case  there  had 
been  a  conviction  by  two  justices  for  selling  ale  without  an  excise 
license.  The  information  negatived  the  defendant's  having  a 
license ;  but  there  was  no  evidence  to  support  this  negative  aver- 
ment; the  only  evidence  to  support  the  conviction  being  that 
the  defendant  had  in  fact  sold  ale.  The  question  was,  whether 
the  infonner  was  bound  to  give  evidence  to  negative  the  exist- 
ence of  a  license.  In  support  of  the  conviction  it  was  contended, 
that  such  evidence  was  unnecessary,  and  that  it  lay  upon  the 
defendant  to  prove  that  he  had  a  license ;  for  it  is  a  rule,  both  of 
the  civil  and  the  common  law,  that  a  man  is  not  bound  to  prove 
a  negative  allegation  ;  Rex  v.  Twmer  was  cited  as  an  express 
authority  on  the  point.     Abbott,  C.  J.,  *  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 


(tf)  1  PMl.  Ev.  494. 

(/)  Bex  9.  Rogers,  2  Gampb.  654. 
See  also  Kez  v.  Hazy,  2  0.  &  P.  458,  and 
Rex  V.  Argent,  R.  &  M.  C.  C.  R.  154, 
anUy  p.  332  ;  the  former  of  which  cases 
was  an  indictment  for  lopping  and  topping 
an  ash  tree  without  the  consent  of  the 
owner,  and  the  latter  an  indictment  for 
taking  fish  out  of  a  pond  without  the 
consent  of  the  owner.  According  to  the 
report  of  the  case  of  Rex  v,  Rooers, 
Lawrence,  J.,  seems  to  have  thought  it 
necessary  to  call  the  owner  of  the  deer  for 
the  purpose  of  disproving  his  consent,  and 
the  owner  not  being  caUed,  the  jury  were 
directed  to  find  a  verdict  of  acquittal. 


But  this  decision  has  been  overruled ; 
and  it  is  now  established  that  the  nbn- 
consent  may  be  inferred  from  the  cir- 
cumstances under  which  the  act  was  done, 
or  proved  by  the  agents  of  the  owner. 
AiUey  p.  832. 

{g)  Rext>.  Turner,  5  M.  &  S.  206.  See 
also  Spieres  v.  Parker,  1  T.  R.  140,  and 
Jelfs  V,  Ballard,  1 B.  &  P.  468,  by  Heath, 
J.  In  Rex  v.  Stone,  1  East,  639,  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench  were  equally  di- 
vided on  the  point. 

{h)  5  M.  &  S.  209. 

(i)  MS.  Paley  on  Convictions  by  Dow- 
ling,  p.  45,  n:  (1). 
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conviction  is  right.  It  seems  to  me  that  this  case  is  not  dis- 
tinguishable from  Rex  v.  Turner.  It  is  a  general  rule  that  the 
?roof  of  the  ajflfiimative  lies  upon  the  party  who  is  to  sustain  it. 
'he  prosecutor,  in  general,  is  not  called  upon  to  prove  negatively 
all  that  is  stated  in  the  information  as  matter  of  disqualiflcation. 
In  Rex  V.  Turner  all  the  learned  judges  concur  in  that  principle. 
I  concur  in  all  the  ohservations  upon  which  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  in  that  case  was  founded :  and  I  think  every  one  of  them 
is  applicable  in  principle  to  this.  The  general  principle,  and  the 
justice  of  the  case,  are  here  against  the  defendant.  It  is  urged, 
that  if  we  decide  against  the  defendant,  we  shall  open  the  door 
to  a  great  deal  of  inconvenience  :  that  by  no  means  follows ;  this 
man  might  have  produced  his  license  without  any  possible  incon- 
venience, which  would  at  once  have  relieved  him  from  all  liability 
to  penalties.  Probably  the  whole  inquiry  before  the  magistrates 
was  as  to  the  fact  of  selling  the  ale,  and  that  nothing  was  said 
about  the  license  ;  but,  however,  I  think,  by  the  general  rule, 
the  informer  was  not  bound  to  sustain  in  evidence  the  negative 
averment  that  the  defendant  had  not  a  license.  I  do  not  mean  to 
say  that  there  may  not  be  cases  which  may  be  fit  to  be  considered 
as  exceptions  to  that  general  rule ;  there  is  no  general  rule  to 
which  there  may  not  be  exceptions  ;  all  I  mean  to  say  is,  that 
this  is  not  one  of  those  exceptions.  The  party  thus  called  upon 
to  answer  for  an  offence  against  the  excise  laws,  sustains  not  the 
slightest  inconvenience  from  the  general  rule,  iFor  he  can  imme- 
diately produce  his  license ;  whereas,  if  the  case  is  taken  the  other 
way,  the  informer  is  put  to  considerable  inconvenience.  Discussions 
may  arise  before  the  magistrates,  whether  the  evidence  produced 
is  proper  to  sustain  the  negative ;  whether  a  book  should  be  pro- 
duced, or  an  examined  copy,  and  many  other  questions  of  that 
sort;  whereas  none  can  arise  when  the  defendant  himself  pro- 
duces his  license.  This,  therefore,  not  being  one  of  the  excepted 
cases,  but  a  case  falling  directly  within  the  general  rule,  I  am  of 
opinion  that  judgment  must  be  given  for  the  Crown.'  {j) 

In  Williams  case  it  is  said  to  have  been  agreed  that,  although  an 
indictment  states  that  the  prisoner  '  then  or  at  any  time  before, 
not  being  a  contractor  with  or  authorized  by  the  principal  officers 
or  commissioners  of  our  said  Lord  the  King  of  the  navy,  ordnance, 
&a,  for  the  use  of  our  said  Lord  the  Eling,  to  make  any  stores  of 
war,  &c.,'  yet  that  it  is  not  incumbent  on  the  prosecutors  to  prove 
this  negative  averment,  but  that  the  defendant  must  show,  if  the 
truth  be  so,  that  he  is  within  the  exception  in  the  statute,  (k) 

Upon  the  same  principle,  the  Apothecaries*  Company  v.  Bent-  Apothecarioi' 
ley  (i)  was  decided.     That  was  an  action  for  a  penalty  on  the   Compaay  v, 
55  Geo.  3,  c.  194,  for  practising  as  an  apothecary  without  having   ^*"**^' 
obtained  the  certificate  required  by  that  Act.     All  the  counts  in 
the  declaration  contained  Uie  allegation  that  the  defendant  did  act 
and  practise  as  an  apothecarv,  &c.,  without  having  obtain^  such 
certificate  as  by  the  said  Act  is  directed.    No  evidence  was  offered 

(;)  So  in  Kex  v.  Smith,  8  Burr.  1476,  (k)  I  Hawk.  P.  C.  c  89,  b.  17.   Vol.  2, 

which  was  a  conviction  for  trading  as  a  p.  607. 

hawker  and  pedlar  without  a  license,  it  (Q  Ry.  k  Mood.  N.  P.  C.  159.    8.  C. 

was  held  that  the  onns  of  proving  the  1  G.  &  P.  538. 
licenae  lay  on  the  defendant. 
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by  the  plaintiffs  to  show  that  the  defendant  had  not  obtained  his 
certificate.  The  plaintiffs  having  closed  their  case,  the  counsel 
for  the  defendant  submitted  that  there  must  be  a  nonsuit.  But 
Abbott,  C.  J.,  said,  '  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  affirmative  must  be 
proved  by  the  defendant.  I  think  that  it  being  a  negative,  the 
plaintiffs  are  not  bound  to  prove  it,  but  that  it  rests  with  the 
defendant  to  establish  his  having  a  certificate,  (m) 


Evidence  to 
be  confined  to 
point  in  issaot 


Evidence 
most  apply  to 
the  single 
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chained. 


Acts  of  pri- 
soner charged 
in  indictment 
alone  can  be 
proved. 


Sec.  II. 

Evidence  confined  to  the  point  vn  Issue. 

No  evidence  can  be  admitted  which  does  not  tend  to  prove  or 
disprove  the  issue  joined.  In  criminal  proceedings  the  necessity 
is  stronger,  if  possible,  than  in  civil,  of  strictly  enforcing  the  rule, 
that  the  evidence  is  to  be  confined  to  the  point  in  issue ;  for 
where  a  prisoner  is  charged  with  an  offence,  it  is  of  the  utmost 
importance  to  him  that  the  facts  laid  before  the  jury  should 
consist  exclusively  of  the  transaction  which  forms  the  subject  of 
the  indictment,  which  alone  he  can  be  expected  to  come  prepared 
to  answer.  It  is,  therefore,  a  general  rule,  that  the  facts  proved 
must  be  strictly  relevant  to  the  particular  charge,  and  have  no 
reference  to  any  conduct  of  the  prisoner  unconnected  with  such 
charge.  Therefore,  it  is  not  allowable  to  show,  on  the  trial  of  an 
indictment,  that  the  prisoner  has  a  general  disposition  to  commit 
the  same  kind  of  offence  as  that  for  which  he  stands  indicted. 
Thus,  in  a  prosecution  for  an  infamous  crime,  an  admission  by  the 
prisoner  that  he  had  committed  such  an  offence  at  another  time, 
and  with  another  person,  and  that  he  has  a  tendency  to  such 
practices,  ought  not  to  be  received  in  evidence,  {n)  Where  upon 
an  indictment  for  a  burglary  and  stealing  goods,  the  prosecutor 
failed  to  prove  any  nocturnal  breaking,  or  any  larceny  subse- 
quent to  the  time  when  the  prisoners  entered  the  house,  which 
must  have  been  after  three  o'clock  in  the  afternoon  of  the  day  on 
which  the  offence  was  charged  to  have  been  committed,  it  was 
proposed  to  abandon  the  charge  of  burglary,  and  to  give  evidence 
of  a  larceny  by  the  prisoners  of  some  of  the  articles  mentioned  in 
the  indictment,  though  committed  before  three  o'clock  on  the  day 
on  which  they  were  charged  to  have  entered  the  house  ;  but  the 
Court  refused  to  receive  the  evidence,  on  the  ground  that  it 
was  a  distinct  transaction,  (o)  The  prisoners  were,  therefore,  ac- 
quitted on  this  charge,  but  were  afterwards  indicted  again  for  the 
other  offence,  and  convicted.  In  treason,  no  overt  act,  amounting 
to  a  distinct  independent  charge,  though  falling  under  the  same 
head  of  treason,  shall  be  given  in  evidence,  unless  it  be  expressly 


(m)  See  R.  v.  Harris,  10  Cox  C.  C. 
541. 

(n)  Rex  V.  Cole,  Mich.  T.  1810,  by  all 
the  judges,  MS.  1  Phill.  Ev.  477.  In 
an  action  against  the  acceptor  of  a  bill  of 
exchange,  where  the  defence  was,  that 
the  acceptance  was  forged,  oyidence  that 


the  party  who  ne^tiatedthe  bill  had  been 
guilty  of  other  ^rgeries  was  held  inad- 
missible. Yiney  v.  Barss,  1  Esp.  292. 
See  also  Balcettiv.  Serani,  Peake,  N.  P.  C. 
142.     Graft  v.  Bertie,  Peake's  £y.  104. 

io)  Rex  V.  Yandercomb,  2  Leach,  708. 
VoL  2,  p.  49. 
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laid  in  the  iodictment ;  (p)  but  still,  if  it  conduce  to  the  proof  of 
any  of  the  overt  acts  which  are  laid,  it  may  be  admitted  as  evi- 
dence of  such  overt  acts.  (5)  With  this  view  the  declarations  of 
the  prisoner  and  seditious  language  used  by  him  are  clearly 
admissible  in  evidence,  as  explaining  his  conduct  and  showing  the 
nature  and  object  of  the  conspu-acy.  (r) 

So,  though  it  is  not  allowable  in  general  to  inquire  into  any  Where  laroeny 
other  stealing  of  goods,  besides  that  specified  in  the  indictment,  °*.|^  ^^}' 
yet,  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the  identity  of  the  person,  it  ment^,^  be" 
18  often  important  to  show  that  other  goods,  which  had  been  upon  proved, 
an  adjoining  part  of  the  premises,  were  stolen  in  the  same  night, 
and  afterwards  found  in  the  prisoner's  possession.     This  is  strong 
evidence  of  the  prisoner  having  been  near  the  prosecutor's  house 
on  the  night  of  the  robbery ;   and  in  that  point  of  view  it  is 
material,  {a)     Thus  also,  on  an  indictment  for  the  crime  of  arson, 
it  may  be  shown  that  property,  which  had  been  taken  out  of  the 
house  at  the  time  of  the  firing,  was  afterwards  found  secreted  in 
the  possession  of  the  prisoner.  (Q 

Where  several  are  proved  to  have  been  engaged  in  the  same  Acts  of  other 
design,  the  acts  and  declarations  of  one  in  furtherance  of  that  peraons  en- 
design  may  be  received  in  evidence  against  another,  though  not  2mf  dai^ 
present ;  (u)  and  it  seems  to  make  no  difference  as  to  the  admis-  may  be 
sibility  of  the  act  or  declaration  of  a  conspirator  against  a  defendant,  proved, 
whether  the  former  be  indicted  or  not,  or  tried  or  not,  with  the  J^^^^Jed^ 
latter ;  for  the  making  one  a  co-<lefendant  does  not  make  his  acts  or  not. 
or  declarations  evidence  against  another  any  more  than  they  were 
before ;  the  principle  upon  which  they  are  admissible  at  all   is, 
that  the  act  or  declaration  of  one  is  that  of  both  united  in  one 
common  design,  a  principle  which  is  wholly  unaffected  by  the 
consideration  of  their  being  jointly  indicted,  (y)     Neither  does  it 
appear  to  be  material  what  the  nature  of  the  indictment  is,  pro- 
vided the  offence  involve  a  conspiracy.     Thus,  upon  an  indictment 
for  murder,  if  it  appeared  that  others,  together  with  the  prisoner, 
conspired  to  perpetrate  the  crime,  the  act  of  one  done  in  pui-suance 
of  that  intention  would  be  evidence  against  the  rest  {w)   So  where 
in  a  case  of  forgery  several  persons  had  been  shown  to  be  con- 
nected together  in  respect  of  the  charge  contained  in  the  indict- 
ment, it  was  held  that  what  was  said  by  one  of  them  to  a  witness, 
when  they  were  met  together,  on  the  subject  of  the  present  forgery, 
was  evidence  against  the  others,  although  the  person  who  said  it 
was  not  upon  his  trial  {x) 

Where  several  different  felonies  are  alleged  in  the  same  indict-  Prosecutor 
ment,  or  the  evidence  appears  to  refer  to  more  than  one  distinct  confined  to 
unconnected  felony,  it  is  usual  for  the  judge,  in  his  discretion,  to  f^y° 
call  upon  the  counsel  for  the  prosecution  to  select  one  felony,  and 
to  confine  the  evidence  to  that  particular  charge,  (y)     Thus,  on  an 

(p)  FoBt.  246.  also  for  examples  of  this  rule.  Rex  v, 

{q)  Ibid.  Standley,  R.  &  R.  306.    Rex  v.  Gogerley, 

(r)  1  Phill.   Ev.    471,   citing  Itex  ».  ibid.  843.     Rex  t?.  Bingley,  ibid.  446. 

Watson,  2  Stark.  R.  134.  {v)  2  Stark.  Ev.  829.     Ante,  !>.  149. 

{a)  I  PhiU.  Ev.  169,  7th  ed.     See  per  {w)  Ibid. 

Littledale,  J.,  in  Rex  v.  Rooney,  7  C.  &  {x)  Rex  v.   Stansfield,    1   Lew.    118, 

P.  617,  p09t,  p.  372,  note  (w).  Littledale,   J.      See  Rex  v.   TattersaU, 

(0  Rickman's  case,  2  East,  P.  C.  c.  21,  post,  p.  878,  note  (n). 

8.  11,  p.  1036.  (y)  Young  v.  The  King,  3  T.  R.  106, 

(m)  Kex  «.  Stone,  6  T.  R.  627.     See  by  BuUer,  J.  Rexr.  Jones,  3  Campb.  132, 
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Where  the 
felonies  are 
connected. 


indictment  against  a  receiver  for  receiving  several  articles^  if  it 
appear  that  they  were  received  at  different  times,  the  prosecator 
may  be  put  to  his  election,  {z)  though  on  an  indictment  for  stealing 
several  articles  it  is  no  ground  for  confining  the  prosecutor's  proof 
to  some  one  of  the  articles,  that  they  might  have  been,  and  probably 
were,  stolen  at  diflferent  times,  if  they  might  have  been  stolen  all 
at  once,  (a) 

Generally  speaking,  it  is  not  competent  to  a  prosecutor  to  prove 
a  man  guilty  of  one  felony  by  proving  him  guUty  of  another  un- 
connected felony;  but  where  several  felonies  are  connected  to- 
gether, and  form  part  of  one  entire  transaction,  then  the  one  is 
evidence  to  show  the  character  of  the  other.  (6)  On  an  indictment 
for  stealing  six  shillings,  it  was  proved  that  the  prisoner  was  a 
shopman  in  the  employ  of  the  prosecutrix,  and,  his  honesty  being 
suspected,  on  a  particular  day  the  son  of  the  prosecutrix  put  seven 
shillings,  one  half-crown>  and  one  sixpence,  marked  in  a  particular 
manner,  into  a  till  in  the  shop,  in  which  there  was  no  other  silver 
at  that  time,  and  the  prisoner  was  watched  by  the  prosecutrix's 
son,  who  from  time  to  time  went  in  and  out  of  the  shop,  occa- 
sionally looking  into  and  examining  the  till,  while  customers  came 
into  the  shop  and  purchased  goods.  Upon  the  first  examination 
of  the  till  it  contained  lis.  6cZ. ;  after  that,  the  son  of  the  prose- 
cutrix received  one  shilling  from  a  customer  and  put  it  into  the 
till ;  afterwards  another  person  paid  one  shilling  to  the  prisoner, 
who  was  observed  to  go  with  it  to  the  till,  to  put  his  hand  in,  and 
withdraw  it  clenched.  He  then  left  the  counter,  and  was  seen 
to  raise  his  hand  clenched  to  his  waistcoat  pocket.  The  till  was 
examined  by  the  witness,  and  lis.  Qd,  were  found  in  it  instead  of 
138.  6d  which  ought  to  have  been  there.  The  prosecutrix  was 
proceeding  to  prove  other  acts  of  the  prisoner,  in  going  to  the  till 
and  taking  money,  when  Wilde,  Serjt.,  objected  that  evidence  of 
one  felony  had  already  been  given ,  and  that  the  prosecutrix  ought 
not  to  be  allowed  to  prove  several  felonies.  The  learned  judge 
overruled  the  objection,  and  the  son  of  the  prosecutrix  proved  that, 
upon  each  of  several  inspections  of  the  till  after  the  prisoner  had 
opened  it,  he  found  a  smaller  sum  than  ought  to  have  been  there. 
The  prisoner  having  been  found  guilty,  application  was  made  to 
the  Court  of  King's  Bench  for  a  rule  for  staying  the  judgment,  on 
the  ground  that  the  prosecutor  ought  to  have  been  confined  in 
proof  to  one  felony  ;  but  the  Court  was  of  opinion  that  it  was  in 
the  discretion  of  the  judge  to  confine  the  prosecutor  to  the  proof 
of  one  felony,  or  to  allow  him  to  give  evidence  of  other  acts,  which 
were  all  pait  of  one  entire  transaction. (c) 

So  where  on  an  indictment  for  stealing  pork,  a  bowl,  some 
knives,  and  a  loaf  of  bread,  it  appeared  that  the  prisoner  entered 
a  shop  and  ran  away  with  the  pork,  and  returned  in  about  two 
minutes,  replaced  the  pork  in  a  bowl,  which  contained  the  knives. 


Hex  V.  Kingston,  8  East,  41.  But  this 
rule  does  not  extend  to  misdemeanors. 
Hex  V.  Finacane,  5  C.  &  P.  551. 

(?)  Rex  V.  Dunn,  B.  &  M.  C.  C.  R., 
146.  "VVhon  he  will  not  be  so,  see  vol.  2, 
p.  280. 

(a)  Ibid.  When  the  prosecutor  will 
not  be  required  to  elect  when  goods  have 


been  taken  at  different  times,  see  vol  2, 
p.  268,  280. 

(6)  Per  Bayley,  J.     Rex  v.  Ellis,  6  B. 
&  C.  145. 

(c)  Rex  V.  EUis,  supra.  The  indict- 
ment had  been  removed  into  that  Court 
by  certiorari  from  the  city  Court  of 
lixeter. 
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and  took  away  the  whole  together  ;  in  about  half-an-hour  after, 
he  came  back  to  the  shop,  and  took  away  the  loaf  of  broad.  Little* 
dale,  J.,  said,  *This  taking  away  the  loaf  cannot  be  given  in 
evidence  apon  this  indictment.  I  think  that  the  prisoner's  taking 
the  pork  and  returning  in  two  minutes,  and  then  running  off  with 
the  bowl,  must  be  taken  to  be  one  continuing  transaction ;  but  I 
think  that  half-an-hour  is  too  long  a  period  to  admit  of  that 
construction.  The  taking  of  the  loaf  therefore  is  a  distinct 
offence.'  {d)  .  So  where  the  prisoner  was  indicted  for  stealing  a 
halfpenny,  and  the  prosecutor  had  marked  a  quantity  of  pence  and 
halfpence  and  locked  them  up  in  a  bureau,  and  had  missed  one 
halfpenny  on  the  9th  of  July,  and  othei^s  on  the  13th;  Erie,  J., 
held  that  the  prosecutor  might  prove  that  after  the  13th  the 
prisoner  was  searched,  and  all  the  marked  pence  found  upon  her, 
and  that  he  could  not  say  which  of  them  was  stolen  on  the  9th, 
but  it  must  be  one  of  them  ;  for  it  mattered  not  that  the  evidence 
might  apply  to  another  charge  if  it  were  revelant  and  necessary 
for  the  support  of  this  charge,  (e) 

The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  stealing  one  shilling.     The  pri-  An  admission 
soner  was  taken  into  custody,  and  the  shilling,  which  had  been  ^  ^^^^J' 
marked,  found  in  his  possession,  and  the  constable  asked  him  if        °®*    ^^ 
he  had  any  more  of  the  prosecutor's  money  about  him,  on  which 
he  produced  some  half-crowns,  and  said  something  about  them ; 
and  it  was  held  that  the  statement  so  made  was  not  admissible,  as 
it  related  to  another  felony.  (/) 

In  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Wylie,  (g)  Lord  EUenborough  said  he  re-  Several  bur- 
membered  a  case  where  a  man  committed  three  burglaries  in  one  s^^  }^^^ 
night ;  he  took  a  shirt  at  one  place  and  left  it  at  another ;  and  *"^'' 
they  were  all  so  connected,  that  the  Court  went  through  the  history 
of  the  three  different  burglaries.  So  where  three  burglaries  were 
committed  in  the  town  of  Uttoxeter,  one  at  Reeling's  and  another 
at  Bladen's,  between  twelve  and  three  o'clock  of  the  same  night, 
and  at  Bladen's  a  crowbar  was  found,  which  fitted  some  marks  on 
a  chest  broken  open  at  Reeling's,  and  which  was  proved  to  have 
been  in  the  possession  of  the  prisonei-s  previously  to  the  night  in 
question ;  Wightman,  J.,  on  the  authority  of  the  preceding  case, 
allowed  evidence  to  be  given  of  the  finding  of  the  crowbar  at 
Bladen's,  and  also  of  the  finding  goods  stolen  the  same  night  from 
Bladen's  in  the  possession  of  the  prisoners,  as  such  evidence  tended 
to  show  that  the  prisoners  had  been  at  Bladen's,  and  that  they 
might  have  left  the  crowbar  there.  (A)  So  where  on  an  indictment 
for  breaking  into  a  counting  house  of  the  Midland  Railway  Station 
at  Nether  Whitacre,  it  was  proposed  to  prove  that  the  prisoners 
on  the  same  night  had  successively  broken  into  the  stations  of 
Wilnecote,  Ringsbury,  Nether  Whitacre,  and  Forgehills,  Nether 
Whitacre  being  at  some  distance  from  the  other  stations,  and  that 
some  of  the  property  taken  from  Nether  Whitacre  had  been  found 
on  two  of  the  prisoners,  and  property  taken  from  another  station 

(d)  Rex  V.  Birdseye,  4  C.  &  P.  886.  (/)  Reg.  t),  Butler,  2  C.  &  K.   221, 

(e)  Rezr.  May,  1  Cox,  C.  C.  286.  Erie,       Piatt,  B. 

J.,  told  the  jury  to  convict,  if  they  were  (r/)  1  New  Rep.  9i,  S.  C.     2  Leach, 

satisfied    that    all  the    halfpence    were  983. 

identified,  but  to  acquit  if  any  was  not  (/t)  Reg.  r.  Stonyer  and  othci-s,  Staf- 

identified.  ford  Sum.  Ass.  1843.     AISS.  ('.  S.  G. 
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"Where  seYeral 
felonies  are 
all  parts  of 
the  same 
transaction^ 
evidence  of  all 
is  admissible, 
upon  the  trial 
of  an  indict- 
ment for  any 
of  them. 


on  the  third,  and  that  jemmies  had  been  found  on  each  prisoner, 
which  corresponded  with  marks  on  doors  and  drawers  broken  open 
at  one  or  other  of  the  stations ;  Bramwell,  B.,  said, '  I  think  that 
evidence  of  the  acts  of  the  prisoners  during  the  same  night  is 
admissible  in  order  to  explain  why  none  of  the  property  taken 
from  Nether  Whitacre  was  found  upon  one  of  the  prisoners.  If  it 
is  proved  that  he  was  found  in  possession  of  other  property  stolen 
from  another  station  on  the  same  night,  that,  with  other  cir- 
cumstances, might  be  evidence  that  all  the  men  had  Jbeen  engaged 
in  each  burglary,  and  that  the  third  man  had  received  his  share  of 
the  booty  wholly  from  what  was  taken  from  the  other  stations. 
The  events  of  that  night,  relating  to  these  burglaries,  are  so  inter- 
mixed that  it  is  impossible  to  separate  them.'  (i) 

Where  several  felonies  are  all  parts  of  the  same  transaction, 
evidence  of  all  is  admissible  upon  the  trial  of  an  indictment  for 
any  of  them.  Thus  upon  an  indictment  against  two  prisoners, 
charging  each  in  different  counts  as  principals  in  the  first  degree 
in  committing  a  rape,  and  also  as  principals  in  the  second  degree 
in  other  counts,  evidence  has  been  held  admissible  that  the 
prisoners,  together  with  three  other  men,  committed  at  the  same 
place  and  time,  the  one  after  the  other  successively,  rapes  upon 
the  body  of  the  prosecutrix,  the  others  aiding  and  abetting  in 
turn,  (j)  So  where  there  were  three  indictments  against  the 
prisoner  for  setting  fire  to  three  ricks  belonging  to  three  different 
persons,  and  it  appeared  that  the  ricks,  which  were  in  sight  of 
each  other,  were  set  on  fire  one  immediately  after  the  other,  but 
the  strongest  evidence  being  as  to  the  last,  that  indictment  was 
tried  firat ;  the  confession  of  the  prisoner  relating  to  all  the  three 
ricks,  and  the  evidence  of  an  accomplice  as  to  all,  was  admitted, 
as  the  whole  constituted  part  of  the  same  transaction,  (k)  And 
where  an  indictment  for  arson  contained  five  counts  for  setting  fire 
to  five  different  houses,  which  were  all  in  one  row,  and  the  fire 
from  the  one  first  on  fire  had  communicated  to  the  others,  it  was 
held  that,  as  it  was  all  one  transaction,  the  evidence  as  to  all  the 
houses  was  admissible.  (I)  So  where  upon  an  indictment  against 
the  prisoners  for  robbing  Woodward,  there  being  another  indict- 
ment against  them  for  robbing  Urwick  of  a  watch,  it  appeared 
that  Woodward  and  Urwick  were  travelling  in  a  gig,  when  they 
were  stopped  and  robbed ;  Littledale,  J.,  held  that  evidence  might 
be  given  that  Urwick  lost  his  watch  at  the  same  time  and  place 
that  Woodward  was  robbed,  but  that  evidence  was  not  admissible 
of  the  violence  that  was  offered  to  Urwick.  One  question  in  the 
case  was,  whether  the  prisoner  were  at  the  place  in  question  when 
Woodward  was  robbed  ;  and  as  proof  that  tney  were  so,  evidence 
was  admissible  that  one  of  them  had  got  something  which  was  lost 
there  at  that  time,  (m)  And  where  upon  an  indictment  for  robbing 


(t)  Reg.  V.  Cobden,  8  F.  &  F.  833. 

if)  Rex  V.  Folkes,  R.  &  M.  C.  C.  R. 
854.  And  the  same  was  held  in  Rex  v. 
Lea,  2  Moo.  C.  C.  R.  9.  7  C.  &  P.  836. 
There  several  rapes  committed  in  one 
boat  were  given  in  evidence  ;  but  other 
rapes  committed  in  another  boat,  to  which 
the  prosecutrix  was  carried  from  the  first 
boat,  were  not  offered  in  evidence,  as  they 


were  the  subject  of  another  indictment. 
C.  S.  G. 

(k)  Rex  V.  Long,  6  C.  &  P.  179,  Gur- 
ney,  B. 

(t)  Rea  t?.  Trueman,  8  C.  A  P.  727. 
Erskine,  J.,  refused  to  put  the  prosecutor 
to  elect  as  to  which  count  he  would  pro> 
coed  with. 

{m)  Rex  V.  Rooney,  7  C.  &  P,   617. 
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George  and   Henry  Pritchard,   it  appeared   that    the   prisoners 
attacked  and  robbed  Greorge  and  Henry  Pritcbard  when  they  were 
walking  together,  Tindal,  C.  J.,  held  that  the  prosecutor  was  not 
bound  to  elect  as  to  which  robbery  he  would  proceed.     It  was  all 
one  act,  and  one  entire  transaction;  the  two  prosecutors  were 
assaulted  and  robbed  at  one  and  the  same  time,  and  there  was  no 
interval  of  time  between  the  assaulting  and  robbing  of  the  one 
and  the  assaulting  and  the  robbing  of  the  other.   If  there  had  been, 
the  felonies  would  have  been  distinct,  but  that  was  not  so  in  the 
present  casa  (n)     So  where  the  prisoner  was  indicted  under  the 
8  &  9  WilL  3,  a  26,  s.  1,  for  having  in  his  possession  an  edger,  con> 
trived  for  marking  money  round  the  edges,  and  proof  being  offered 
that  the  prisoner  had  used  this  instrument  for  graining  the  edges 
of  counterfeit  half-crowns,  it  was  objected  that  the  act  of  coining 
being  a  species  of  treason  higher  in  d^ree  than  the   one  the 
prisoner  was  charged  with,  the  greater  offence  ought  not  to  be 
given  in  evidence  to  prove  the  less  ;  but  Burrough,  J.,  held  that 
the  evidence  was  admissible,  as  whatever  went  to  prove  that  the 
prisoner  was  guilty  of  the   offence   he   was  charged  with   was 
evidence,  however  it  might  also  go  to  show  him  guUty  of  another 
offence,  (o) 

The  prisoner  was  indicted  under  the  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29,  s.  37,  SeTeiml  ood- 
for  steading  from  the  mine  of  H.  J.  Gunning,  coal,  the  property  of  t^^^  l*r- 
H.  J.  Q.,  and  in  the  same  count  he  was  charged  with  stealing  from  ^*^  ^^^  * 
the  mines  of  thirty  other  proprietors  other  coal,  the  property  of 
each  of  such  pro{nrietors.(j[>)  The  prisoner  had  been  lessee  of  a 
mine,  which  he  had  been  working  from  November  1842  till  January 
1848,  and  in  opening  the  case  it  was  stated  that  he  had,  from  the 
shaft  opened  to  work  this  mine,  carried  on  extensive  workings  of 
coals  by  means  of  levels,  driftways,  tunnels,  cuttings,  and  drains  ; 
and  by  means  of  these  workings  he  had  gotten  coal  belonging  to 
about  forty  different  proprietors,  without  their  sanction  or  know- 
ledge ;  and  in  doing  so  had  undermined  part  of  the  yard  of  the 
parish  church,  144  yards  of  the  main  street  of  Wigan,  and  220 
private  houses  ;  and  he  had  unlawfully  possessed  himself  of  10,000^. 
worth  of  the  coal  of  other  persons.  It  was  urged  that  it  was  not 
competent  to  proceed  under  this  indictment  for  felonies  so  entirely 
distinct.  One  of  such  felonies  might  have  been  committed  upwards 
of  four  years  before  another  of  them,  and  by  means  of  different 
workmen,  and  under  the  superintendence  of  different  agents.  Each 
severance  of  coal  being  a  felony,  there  were  thirty-one  distinct 
felonies  charged  in  each  county  and  if  no  restriction  were  put  on 
the  prosecution,  there  would  be  laid  before  the  jury,  and  the 


mme. 


Littledale,  J.,  added,  *I  think  it  makes 
no  difference  that  Urwick's  watch  is  the 
subject  of  another  indictment.'  'Sup- 
pose Mr.  0rwick  had  not  been  there  at 
all,  and  that  when  Woodward  was  robbed 
a  watch  had  been  nnder  the  seat  of  his 
ffig,  and  that  after  the  robbery  he  had 
discovered  that  the  watch  was  missing,  I 
have  no  doubt  that  evidence  might  be 
given  of  the  loss  of  the  watch  at  the 
place.' 

(n)  Reg.  V.  Oiddins,  C.  k  M.  634. 

(o)  Rex  V.  Moore,  2  C.  &  P.  235.     R.  v. 


Zeigert,  10  Cox,  C.  C.  665. 

(p)  There  were  other  counts  chai^ng 
the  prisoner  with  the  severing  of  coal  wiS 
intent  to  steal,  and  with  common  larceny ; 
and  in  each  count  the  coal  was  laid  a.<i 
the  property  of  H.  J.  O.,  and  of  the  said 
thirty  other  separate  and  distinct  owners. 
Qusre  whether  all  the  counts,  except  those 
for  common  larceny,  were  not  clearly 
bad,  as  charging  thirty-one  separate 
felonies,  which  by  no  possibility  could  be 
committed  together  ?    C.  S.  G. 
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Where  several 
felonies  are  in 
fact  so  mixed 
as  not  to  be 
separated 
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ring to  several 
transmissions 
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to  the  receiver 
in  such  a  case 
are  admissible. 


prisoner  would  have  to  answer,  evidence  relating  to  many  thousands 
of  distinct  felonies.  What  would  be  an  unanswerable  defence  to 
one  charge,  might  be  wholly  inapplicable  to  another,  and  every 
defence  might  require  a  diflferent  set  of  witnesses.  Erie,  J., '  The 
question  is,  what,  in  such  a  case  as  this,  is  one  entire  transaction. 
It  may  be  that  the  making  a  level,  a  tunnel,  a  drain,  and  a  cutting, 
may  all  be  necessary  in  order  to  take  particular  coal ;  if  so,  all 
would,  I  think,  be  part  of  one  transaction,  and  might  properly  be 
given  in  evidence.  I  cannot  interfere  at  present.'  The  evidence 
for  the  prosecution  extended  to  all  the  operations  mentioned  in 
the  opening  of  the  case  ;  to  the  getting  the  coal  continuously 
during  a  period  for  upwards  of  four  years,  to  operations  conducted 
by  different  underlookers  and  by  many  different  workmen,  and  to 
coals  taken  from  the  coal  fields  of  thirty  or  forty  different  owners. 
On  the  case  for  the  prosecution  closing,  the  counsel  for  the  prisoner 
urged  that  the  prosecutor  ought  to  elect  some  single  charge  ; 
which  he  declined,  unless  directed  so  to  do.  Erie,  J.,  'I  will  not  so 
direct ;  but  for  convenience  sake  the  prisoner  s  counsel  may  address 
himself  to  the  charge  of  stealing  the  coal  taken  under  the  church- 
yard. The  whole  workings  may  be  relied  on  to  show  a  felonious 
intent,  though  they  may  go  into  twenty  different  counties,  and  into 
the  separate  properties  of  twenty  different  persons,  and  extend 
over  fifteen  or  twenty  years,  if  the  mining  operations  be  continuous 
for  that  time  ; '  and  in  summing  up  Erie,  J.,  said,  '  It  has  been 
urged  that  the  taking  of  each  day  was  a  separate  felony,  and  that 
only  one  felony  could  be  inquired  into  by  you  on  this  indictment ; 
but  I  should  say  that  as  long  as  coal  was  gotten  from  one  shaft,  it 
was  one  continuous  taking,  though  the  working  was  carried  on  by 
means  of  different  levels  and  cuttings,  and  into  the  lands  of 
different  people.  As,  however,  complaint  was  made  by  the  counsel 
for  the  prisoner,  I  have  thought  it  better  that  your  attention 
should  be  confined  to  the  charge  of  taking  the  coal  of  one  owner ; 
but  in  order  to  show  that  when  the  prisoner  took  the  coal  of  Mr. 
Gunning  he  knew  he  was  out  of  his  boundary,  I  have  permitted  it 
to  be  proved  that  he  has  gone  out  of  his  boundary  in  many  other 
instances,  and  into  the  property  of  many  other  persons,  taking  in 
all  15,000  yards  of  coal.'  (q) 

Upon  an  indictment  against  a  son  for  stealing  on  the  20th  of 
November,  1843,  twenty-six  pairs  of  boots,  twenty  pairs  of  shoes, 
and  128  pounds  weight  of  leather,  and  against  his  father  for  receiv- 
ing the  said  goods,  knowing  them  to  have  been  stolen,  it  appeared 
that  the  son  from  the  beginning  of  March  1843  till  the  10th  of 
November  following  was  in  the  employ  of  the  prosecutors,  who 
were  curriers  and  dealers  in  boots  and  shoes.  The  two  prisoners 
lived  together  at  Kirkstall  till  the  end  of  April ;  when  the  elder 
removed  to  Preston,  taking  with  him  a  hamper,  which  passed  and 
repassed  afterwards  repeatedly  between  the  father  and  the  son 
down  to  October.  On  the  10th  of  November  the  lodgings  of  the 
son  at  Kirkstall  were  searched,  and  a  quantity  of  shoes  and  leather 
found  there  belonging  to  the  prosecutors,  and  at  the  same  time  and 
place  sundry  letters  were  found  from  the  father  to  the  son,  which 
induced  the  prosecutors  to  search  the  shop  of  the  father  at  Preston, 

(q)  Ecg.  V.  Bleascdale,  2  C.  &  K.  766. 


CHAP.  II.  §  n.]    Evidence  confined  to  Point  in  Issue.  375 

and  in  that  shop  there  were  also  found  boots,  shoes,  and  leather  of 
the  prosecators  of  the  value  of  about  1 50/.,  and  letters  from  the 
son  to  the  father.  It  was  proposed,  on  the  part  of  the  prosecution, 
to  put  in  the  letters,  both  from  the  father  to  the  son  and  from  the 
son  to  the  father;  these  letters  were  datod  at  various  periods 
between  May  and  October  following,  and  referred  to  the  tninsmis- 
sion  from  the  son  to  the  father  of  goods  of  the  nature  of  those 
found  in  the  fathers  house.  It  was  objected  that  these  letters 
could  not  be  read,  or  at  any  rate  not  all  of  them.  As  they  referreii 
continually  to  the  transmission  of  property,  the  effect  of  giving 
them  in  evidence  would  be  to  assist  the  proof  of  a  single  felony  by 
proof  of  other  felonies.  It  was  answered  that  it  did  not  appear 
that  there  had  been  more  than  one  taking  and  one  receiving ;  and 
at  all  events  the  letters  were  evidence  against  the  father,  as  show- 
ing guilty  knowledge.  Maule,  J.,  'Judges  are  in  the  habit  of 
not  allowing  several  felonious  acts  to  be  given  in  evidence  under 
one  indictment,  where,  as  will  often  be  the  case,  the  effect  of  so 
doing  will  be  to  create  confusion,  or  to  surprise  the  prisoner,  or 
otherwise  embarrass  the  defence.  But  here  embarrassment  and  in- 
justice would  be  produced  by  putting  the  prosecutors  to  their  elec- 
tion. They  cannot  possibly  know  at  what  time  the  several  larcenies 
and  receivings  (if  more  than  one)  took  place.  The  whole  seems  to 
constitute  a  continuous  transaction ;  therefore  I  shall  admit  evi- 
dence relating  to  any  takings  and  receivings  under  the  circum- 
stances, provided  the  indictment  contains  corresponding  charges.'  (?*) 

It  was  formerly  considered  that  if  there  were  separate  indict-  Where  other 
ments  for  offences  which  constituted  parts  of  the  same  transaction,  f?^'"^.^ 
evidence  of  an  offence  which  was  the  subject-matter  of  one  indict-  mat^  o?  " 
ment  was  not  admissible  upon  the  trial  of  another,  (s)    But  it  has  other  iodict- 
been  since  held  in  several  cases  that  there  being  another  indictment  °>o»*«» 
pending  makes  no  difference,  (t)     And  it  has  been  laid  down  by 
a  very  learned  judge  that  the  correct  rule  in  such  cases  is,  that  it 
is  in  the  discretion  of  the  judge  to  admit  or  reject  evidence  of  other 
felonies  which  form  the  subject  of  other  indictments,  and  that  such 
discretion  will  be  guided  by  the  evidence  appearing  to  be  neces- 
sary or  unnecessary  in  support  of  the  indictment  on  which  the 
prisoner  is  being  tried,  (u)     Thus  where  there  were  three  indict- 
ments against  a  prisoner  for  stealing  notes  from  three  letters,  and 
it  appeared  that  the  prisoner  stole  notes  out  of  one  letter,  and  then 
opened  another  letter,  and  took  out  of  it  the  notes  it  contained, 
and  substituted  for  them  notes  to  an  equal  amount  out  of  the  first 
letter,  it  was  held  on  the  trial  for  stealing  the  notes  out  of  the  first 
letter  that  the  notes  stolen  out  of  the  second  letter  might  be  traced 
to  the  prisoner,  because  such  evidence  was  essential  to  the  chain  of 
facts  necessary  to  make  out  the  case,  {v)    But  where  on  an  indict- 
ment for  night-poaching,  in  order  to  prove  the  identity  of  one  of 
the  prisoners,  it  was  proposed  to  prove  that  a  coat  lost  by  one  of 
the  keepers  on  the  occasion  in  question  had  been  found  in  the 
house  of  that  prisoner,  there  being  a  separate  indictment  for 

(r)  Reg.  V.  ffinley,  2  M.  &Rob.  624.  p.  872.     See  R.  v.   Zeigert,  10  Cox,  C. 

See  k  v.  Firth,  88  L.  J.  M.  C.  54.  C.  555. 
(«)  Rex  V.  Smith,  2  C.  &  P.  633.  (w)  Per  Patteson,  J.,  Rex  v,  Salisbiny, 

(t)  See  the  cases,  vol.  2,  p.  728,  and  MS.  C.  S.  G.  S.  C.  6  C.  &  P.  155. 

per  LitUedale,  J.,  Rex  v,  Rooney,  ante,  (v)  Rexr.  Salisbury,  supra. 
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stealing  the  coat ;  Patteson,  J.,  refused  to  receive  the  evidence, 
unless  the  prosecutor  consented  to  an  acquittal  on  the  indictment 
for  larceny,  {lu) 

Where  it  becomes  necessary  to  prove  a  guilty  knowledge  on  the 
part  of  the  prisoner,  evidence  of  other  offences  committed  by  him, 
though  not  charged  in  the  indictment,  is  admissible  for  that  pur- 
pose. Thus  upon  an  indictment  for* uttering  a  forged  bank-note, 
knowing  it  to  be  forged,  evidence  may  be  given  of  other  foi-ged 
notes  having  been  uttered  by  the  prisoner,  in  order  to  show  his 
knowledge  of  the  forgery ;  {x)  but  not  on  an  indictment  for  for- 
gery, {y)  So  on  a  prosecution  for  uttering  counterfeit  money,  it 
is  the  practice,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  a  guilty  knowledge,  to 
receive  proof  of  more  than  one  uttering  committed  by  the  party 
about  the  same  time,  though  only  one  uttering  be  charged  in  the 
indictment,  {z)  So,  though  on  an  indictment  against  a  receiver  for 
receiving  several  stolen  articles,  if  it  be  proved  that  they  were  re- 
ceived at  several  times,  the  prosecutor  may  be  put  to  his  election, 
yet  evidence  may  be  given  of  all  the  receipts  for  the  purpose  of 
proving  guilty  knowledge,  (a) 

On  an  information  against  a  publican  for  unlawfully  permitting 
prostitutes  to  assemble  in  his  house,  evidence  that  some  of  the 
same  prostitutes  had  on  other  previous  occasions  been  in  the  house 
is  admissible,  in  order  to  prove  his  knowledge  of  their  cha- 
racter, (c) 

On  an  indictment  for  obtaining  money  on  a  chain  by  falsely 
pretending  that  it  was  a  silver  chain,  it  was  held  admissible  to 


{w)  Rex  V.  Westwood,  4  C.  &  P.  547. 
In  Rex  V.  Salisbury,  supra,  Patteson,  J., 
stated  that  he  refused  to  admit  the  evi- 
dence in  this  case  on  the  ground  that  he 
did  not  think  it  necessary  in  support  of 
the  offence  charsred. 

{x)  See  Wylie's  case,  1  New  Rep.  92. . 
S.  C.  2  Leach,  983,  where  per  Lord  Ellen- 
borough,  C.  J.  *The  more  detached  in 
point  of  time  the  previous  utterings  are, 
the  less  relation  they  will  bear  to  that 
stated  in  the  indictment.  But  in  such 
case  the  only  question  would  be,  whether 
the  evidence  was  sufficient  to  warrant 
the  inference  of  knowledge  from  such 
particular  transactions  ?  ft  would  not 
make  the  evidence  inadmissible.  Such 
evidence  may  come  out  from  these  cir- 
cumstances as  to  leave  no  doubt  that  the 
prisoners  must  have  known  what  sort  of 
paper  they  were  passing.'  Rex  v.  Ball, 
Russ.  &  Ry.  132.  1  Campb.  324.  R  v. 
Francis,  12  Cox,  C.  C.  612.  R.  v.  Green, 
8  C.  ft  K.  209.  So  the  possession  of 
other  forged  instniments  may  be  proved 
as  evidence  of  a  guilty  knowledge.  Rex 
V.  Hough,  K  &  R.  120  ;  but  there  must 
be  I'eguLu*  proof  that  they  are  forged, 
vol.  2,  p.  728.  Rex  v.  Millard,  R.  & 
R.  245.  It  seems  that  it  may  be  proved 
that  the  prisoner  had  uttered  forged  bills 
or  notes  o/a  different  kind,  vol.  2,  p.  729, 
as  to  the  proof  of  an  uttering  the  subject 
of  another  indictment  to  shew  a  guilty 
knowledge,  see  vol.  2,  p.  731. 

( y)  Wher  ,  in  an  action  on  several  bills 


of  exchange  drawn  by  one  Skull,  the 
question  was  whether  the  defendant  had 
accepted  them,  and  his  name  appeared  on 
each  as  acceptor,  and  evidence  was  given 
for  the  plaintiff  that  the  signatures  were 
those  of  the  defendant,  and  for  the  de- 
fendant that  the  signatures  were  forgeries, 
and  the  defendant  proposed  to  prove  that 
a  number  of  bills  and  other  papers  had 
been  taken  away  by  the  plaintiff's  brother 
from  Skull's  house,  ana  that  among  the 
bills  so  taken  away  were  several  bills  on 
which  the  defendant's  signature  appeared, 
which  signature  was  foiled ;  and  tnat  the 
plaintiff  had  been  circulating  such  foived 
bills  since  ;  and  it  was  contended  that 
the  jury  would  be  at  liberty  to  infer  that 
the  bills  on  which  the  action  was  brought 
were  part  of  the  bills  so  taken  from 
Skull's  house  ;  Tindal,  C.  J.,  rejected  the 
evidence,  and  it  was  held  that  he  was 
right  in  so  doing,  as  it  clearly  would 
have  been  inadmissible  on  an  indictment 
for  forgery.  Griffiths  «.  Payne,  11  A.  & 
E.  131. 

(z)  Vol.  1,  p.  233,  and  see  Reg.  v. 
Jarvis,  Dears,  C.  C.  652,  vol.  1,  p.  236, 
and  Reg.  v.  Weeks,  L.  &  0.  18.  R.  v. 
Foster,  24  L.  J.  M.  C.  134.  R.  v. 
Goodwin,  10  Cox,  C.  C.  634. 

(a)  Rex  V.  Dunn,  R.  k  M.  C.  C.  R. 
146.  See  R.  v.  Oddy,  2  Den.  C.  C.  264. 
See  34  &  35  Vict.  c.  112,  s.  19,  noticed 
vol.  2,  p.  485. 

(c)  Parker  v.  Green,  2  B.  &  S.  299. 
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prove  that  the  prisoner  a  few  days  afterwards,  offered  a  chain 
similar  in  appearance  to  another  pawnbroker,  requesting  him  to 
advance  ten  shillings  upon  it,  and  that  twcDty-six  similar  chains 
were  found  on  the  prisoner  when  he  was  apprehended,  (d) 

On  an  indictment  for  attempting  to  obtain  money  by  falsely 
pretending  that  a  ring  was  composed  of  diamonds,  which  in  fact 
was  composed  of  crystals  ;  it  was  held  that  evidence  was  admissible 
of  a  false  pretence  on  a  prior  occasion  to  another  person  that  a 
chain  was  gold,  whereas  it  was  plated,  and  on  another  distinct 
occasion  that  a  ring  was  of  diamonds,  which  it  was  not ;  and  that 
it  was  no  objection  that  the  diamond  ring  spoken  to  on  the  prior 
occasion  was  not  produced  in  court  (e) 

If  it  be  material  to  show  the  intent  with  which  the  act  charged  Pnwf  cf  oiker 
was  done,  evidence  may  be  given  of  a  distinct  offence  not  laid  in  "^  ^  *^ 
the  indictment  Thus  upon  an  iDdictment  for  maliciously  shooting,  ^^1^^^  of  bia 
if  it  be  questionable  whether  the  shooting  was  by  accident  or  gultjintont. 
design,  proof  may  be  given  that  the  prisoner  at  another  time  in- 
tentionally shot  at  the  same  person.  (/)  So  on  an  indictment  for 
arson  of  a  house,  previous  attempts  to  set  it  on  fire  have  been  held 
admissible,  though  not  proved  to  have  been  made  by  the  prisoner, 
for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  the  fire  was  not  accidental  (ff)  So 
on  an  indictment  for  setting  fire  to  a  rick  by  discharging  a  gun 
very  near  to  it,  evidence  is  admissible  that  it  had  been  on  fire  the 
day  before,  and  that  the  prisoner  was  then  near  it  with  a  gun  in 
his  hand,  (h)  So  where  upon  an  indictment  for  robbery  it  ap- 
peared that  the  prisoners  went  with  a  mob  to  the  prosecutor's 
house,  and  one  of  the  mob  went  up  to  him,  and  very  civilly,  and, 
as  the  prosecutor  then  believed,  with  a  good  intention,  advised  him 
to  give  them  something  to  get  rid  of  liiem,  and  prevent  mischief, 
upon  which  the  prosecutor  gave  them  the  money  laid  in  the  indict- 
ment ;  it  was  held  that  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  this  was 
not  bond  fide  advice,  but)  in  reality,  a  mere  mode  of  robbing  the 
prosecutor,  evidence  was  admissible  of  other  demands  of  money 
made  by  the  same  mob  at  other  houses,  before  and  after  the  paii;i- 
cular  transaction  at  the  prosecutor's  house,  but  in  the  course  of  the 
same  day,  and  when  any  of  the  prisoners  were  present,  (i)  So 
upon  an  indictment  for  administenng  sulphuric  acid  to  horses  with 
intent  to  kill  them,  it  has  been  held  that  the  prosecutor  is  not 
confined  to  the  proof  of  a  single  act  of  administering,  but  that  other 
acts  of  administering  may  be  given  in  evidence  to  show  whether  it 
was  done  with  the  intent  ^charged  in  the  indictment  (f)  So  where 
upon  an  indictment  for  robbing  the  prosecutor  of  his  coat,  the 
robbery  having  been  committed  by  the  prisoner's  threatening  to 
charge  the  prosecutor  with  an  unnatural  crime,  Holroyd,  J., 
received  evidence  of  a  second  ineffectual  attempt  to  obtain  slII, 
note  the  following  evening  by  similar  threats,  and  upon  a  case  re- 


(d)  Beg.  V.  Roebuck,  D.  &  B.  24. 

(«)  R.  r.  Francis,  43  L.  J.  M.  C.  97. 
See  R.  V.  Holt,  BeU,  C.  C.  280. 

(/)  Rex  V.  Voice,  R.  &  R.  531. 

{g)  Reg.  V,  Bailey,  2  Cox,  C.  C.  811, 
Pollock,  C.  K  Tol.  2,  p.  923  ;  and  see 
Reg.  r.  Taylor,  6  Cox,  0.  C.  138,  and 
other  cases,  vol.  2,  p.  924. 

(h)  Reg.    r.    Dossett,    2  C.    K.   806, 


Manle,  J.  See  R.  v.  Harris,  4  F.  &  F. 
842.  Wills  on  Circumstantial  £v.  47. 
R.  V.  Gamer,  4  F.  &  F.  846. 

(i)  Rex  V.  Winkworth,  4  C.  &  P.  444, 
Parke,  J.  Alderson,  J.,  and  Yaughan, 
B.,  and  Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.,  after- 
wards concurred  in  opinion. 

(;  )  Rex  V.  Mogg,  4  C.  &  P.  864,  Park, 

V.  A*  J. 
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served  the  judges  were  of  opinion  that  the  eyidence  was  admis- 
sible to  show  that  the  prisoner  was  guilty  of  the  former  transac- 
tion, (i)  On  a  prosecution  for  a  libel,  the  publication  of  other 
libels  by  the  defendant,  not  laid  in  the  indictment,  may  be  given 
in  evidence,  to  show  quo  anvmo  the  defendant  published  that  in 
question,  (JL)  On  the  trial  of  an  indictment  for  murder,  former 
grudges  and  antecedent  menaces  are  admitted  to  be  given  in  evi- 
dence as  proof  of  the  prisoner  s  malice  against  the  deceased,  (m) 
And  it  has  been  considered,  in  a  case  where  three  persons  were 
charged  with  uttering  a  forged  note,  that  other  acts  done  by  all  of 
them  jointly,  or  any  of  them  separately,  shortly  before  the  offence, 
may  be  given  in  evidence  to  show  the  confederacy  and  common 
purpose,  although  such  acts  constitute  distinct  felonies.  {tC)  On  an 
indictment  for  sending  a  threatening  letter,  prior  and  subsequent 
letters,  from  the  prisoner  to  the  party  threatened,  may  be  given  in 
evidence,  as  explanatory  of  the  meaning  and  intent  of  the  parti- 
cular letter  on  which  the  indictment  is  framed,  (o) 
Bvidence  of  Evidence  of  the  murder  of  one  person  may  be  given  upon  the 

o^ejnw^«f  *«  trial  for  the  murder  of  another  person,  if  such  evidence  tends  to 
show  that  the  prisoner  might  have  had  a  motive  arising  out  of  the 
other  murder  for  committing  the  murder  with  which  he  is  charged. 
Upon  an  indictment  for  the  murder  of  one  Hemmings,  it  was 
opened  that  great  enmity  subsisted  between  Parker,  the  rector  of 
a  parish,  and  his  parishionei's,  and  that  the  prisoner  had  used  ex- 
pressions of  enmity  against  the  rector,  and  had  said  he  would  give 
50i.  to  have  him  shot,  and  that  the  rector  was  shot  by  Hemmings, 
and  that  the  persons  who  had  employed  him,  fearing  they  should 
be  discovered  as  having  hired  him  to  murder  the  rector,  had  them- 
selves murdered  Hemmings ;  and  that  Hemming's  bones  had  been 
found  in  a  barn  occupied  by  the  prisoner  at  the  time  of  the  mur- 
ders. After  evidence  had  been  given  of  declarations  of  the  pri- 
soner, showing  that  he  entei-tained  malice  against  the  rector,  it  was 
proposed  to  show  that  Hemmings  was  the  person  by  whom  the 
rector  was  murdered  ;  it  was  objected  that  this  was  not  admissible, 
as  the  rector's  death  was  not  the  subject  of  the  present  inquiry. 
Littledale,  J., '  I  think  that  I  must  receive  the  evidence.  On  the 
part  of  the  prosecution  it  is  put  thus— that  the  prisoner  and  others 
employed  Hemmings  to  murder  Mr.  Parker,  and  that  he  being  de- 
tectedy  the  prisoner  and  others  then  murdered   Hemmings,   to 


show  the  mo 
tiTO  for  com 
mitting  an- 
other. 


{k)  Rex  V.  Egerton,  R.  k  R.  875,  S.  C, 
mentioned  by  Holroyd,  J.,  in  Rex  v, 
Ellis,  aide,  p.  370. 

(Z)  Ante,  p.  222.  Stuart  v.  LoveU, 
2  Stark.  N.  T.  C.  95.  So  subsequent 
letters  relating  to  the  same  subject, 
fdthough  libellous  themselves,  are  admis- 
sible in  an  action  for  a  libel,  and  although 
such  libel  needs  no  explanation.  Pearson, 
V,  Lemaitre,  6  M.  &  Gr.  700. 

(m)  1  Phill.  Ev.  476.  So  the  declara- 
tions of  the  prisoner,  and  the  seditious 
language  used  by  him,  are  clearly  admis- 
sible in  evidence  on  an  indictment  for 
high  treason,  explaining  his  conduct,  and 
showing  the  nature  and  object  of  the  con- 
spiracy. Rex  r.  Watson,  2  Stark.  N.  P.  C. 
134.  1  Phill.  Ev.  471.  On  a  trial  for 
murder,  Cresswell,  J.,  and  WUliams,  J., 


were  rather  inclined  to  reject  evidence 
of  what  the  prisoner  had  done  to  the 
deceased  ten  days  before  the  cause  of 
death,  no  declaration  accompanying  the 
act :  neither  the  evidence  proposed  to  be 
given  nor  the  cause  of  deatli  is  stated. 
The  objection  was  that  the  act  done  could 
have  no  tendency  to  show  subsequent 
intention.  Reg.  v.  Mobbs,  6  Cox,  C.  C. 
223.  In  many  cases  evidence  of  previous 
violence  has  bieen  given  in  cases  of  mur- 
der without  objection,  and  such  evidence 
clearly  tends  to  prove  iU-will. 

(w)  Rex  V.  Tattersall,  MS.  Bayley,  J. 
Vol.  1,  p.  157. 

(o)  Robinson's  case,  2  Leach,  749.  2 
East,  P.  C.  c.  28,  s.  2.  p.  1110.  AnU^ 
p.  23S. 
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prevent  a  discovery  of  their  own  guHt ;  now,  to  ascertain  whether 
or  not  that  was  so  in  point  of  fact,  it  is  necessary  that  I  should 
receive  evidence  respecting  the  murder  of  Mr.  Parker,  {p) 

Upon  an  indictment  for  murder  by  poisoning  with  ai*senic,  on  Of  other 
the  3rd  of  November,  1816,  evidence  was  given,  without  objection,  powoninga. 
that  on  the  19th  of  October  previously  the  deceased  drank  tea 
yrith  the  prisoner,  upon  which  occasion  she  was  seized  with  sick- 
ness, and  much  indisposed  ;  and  that  on  the  3rd  of  November  she 
again  drank  tea  with  the  prisoner,  and  was  afterwards  taken  ill  in 
the  same  manner,  but  more  violently  than  before,  (q)  So  on  an 
indictment  for  murder  by  prussic  acid,  administered  in  porter  on 
the  1st  of  January,  evidence  was  given,  without  objection,  that  in 
September  previously  the  prisoner  had  visited  the  deceased  and 
sent  for  some  porter,  and  that  after  the  prisoner  left  the  deceased 
was  very  sick  and  ill.  (r) 

If  a  person  were  charged  with  having  wilfully  poisoned  another.  To  prove 
and  it  was  a  question  whether  he  knew  a  certain  white  powder  to  knowledge  of 
be  arsenic,  evidence  would  be  admissible  to  show  that  he  knew 
what  the  powder  was,  because  he  had  administered  it  to  another 
person  who  had  died,  although  that  might  be  proof  of  a  distinct 
felony.  («) 

The   prisoner  was  indicted  for  the  murder  of  her   husband,  Geering's  case. 
Richard  Geering,  in  September,  1848,  by  arsenic.     She  was  also  Evidence  of 
charged  in  three  other  indictments  with  the  murder  of  her  son  ^ingg^, 
Georf^e  by  arsenic  in  December,  1848,  of  her  son  James  by  arsenic  the  one 
in  March,  1849,  and  of  an  attempt  to  murder  her  son  Benjamin  charged, 
by  arsenic  in  April,  1849.  (f)     On    the  part  of  the  prosecution 
evidence  was  tendered  of  a  post-mortem  analysis  of  the  intestines, 
of  the  contents  of  the  stomach,  heart,  &c.,  of  Richard,  James,  and 
George,  and  also  of  a  medical  analysis  of  the  vomit  of  Benjamin, 
who  was  still  alive,  in  order  to  show  that  arsenic  had  been  taken 
into  the  stomach  of  the  three  latter  persons  ;  that  two  of  them  had 
died  of  poison,  and  that  the  symptoms  of  all  the  four  were  the 
same.     Evidence  was  also  tendered  that  the  four,  during  their 
lives,  lived  with  the  prisoner,  and  formed  part  of  her  family  ;  that 
she  generally  made  tea  for  them,  cooked  their  victuals,  and  dis- 
tributed the  same  to  them  on  their  leaving  the  house  to  go  to  their 
work  in  the  morning.     It  was  objected  that  the  facts  proposed  to 
be  proved  took  place  after  the  death  of  the  husband,  and  that  the 
effect  of  them  was  to  show  that  the  three  cases  of  poisoning  were 
felonious,  (u)     It  was  answered  that  the  evidence  was  admissible 
in  order  to  prove,  not  that  the  prisoner  had  feloniously  poisoned 
the  deceased,  but  that  the  deceased  had  in  fact  died  of  poison  ad- 
ministered by  some  one ;  and,  secondly,  for  the  purpose  of  proving 
that  the  death  of  the  husband  was  not  accidental.     Pollock,  C.  B., 
*  I  am  of  opinion  that  evidence  is  receivable  that  the  death  of  the 

(p)  Rex  V.  Clewes,  4  C.  &  P.  221.  were  precisely  the  same  as  those  exhibited 

(q)  Rex  V,   DotmaU,  2  C.  &  K.  808,  by  his  father  and  his  two  brothers,  and 

note,  Abbott,  J.  this  statement  had  been  reduced  into 

(r)  Ree.   v.  TaweU,  2  C.  &  E.  809,  writing,  and  read  orer  to  the  prisoner, 

note,  Parice,  B.  and  she  said,  '  It  is  quite  right.' 

(»)  Reg.  r.  Dossett,   2  C.  &  E.  306,  (w)  It  was  conceded  that  the  evidence 

per  Maole,  J.  woidd    have    been   admissible  had  the 

(0  Benjamin  had  stated  to  the  surgeon  deaths  tdcen  place  previously  to  the  death 

who  attended  him,  that  his  symptoms  of  the  husband. 
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three  sons  proceeded  from  the  same  cause,  namely,  arsenic.  The 
tendency  of  such  evidence  is  to  prove,  and  to  confirm  the  proof 
already  given,  that  the  death  of  the  husband,  whether  felonious  or 
not,  was  occasioned  by  arsenic.  In  this  view  of  the  case  I  think 
it  wholly  immaterial  whether  the  deaths  of  the  sons  took  place 
before  or  after  the  death  of  the  husband.  The  domestic  history  of 
the  family  during  the  period  that  the  four  deaths  occurred  is  also 
receivable  in  evidence  to  show  that  during  that  time  arsenic  had 
been  taken  by  four  members  of  it,  with  a  view  to  enable  the  jury 
to  determine  whether  such  taking  was  accidental  or  not  The 
evidence  is  not  inadmissible  by  reason  of  its  having  a  tendency  to 
prove  or  to  create  a  suspicion  of  a  subsequent  felony.'  (v) 

The  prisoner  and  his  wife  were  indicted  for  the  murder  of  his 
mother  by  poison.  The  prisoner's  former  wife  died  in  March, 
1861,  and  his  present  wife  was  then  their  servant.  The  prisoner's 
mother  lived  with  him  after  his  second  marriage,  and  died  in 
December,  1861.  He  sold  arsenic  for  agricultural  purposes,  and 
there  was  evidence  of  administration  by  the  prisoners  of  articles  of 
food  in  which  arsenic  might  be  contained,  and  of  ai*senical  sjrmptoms 
following.  There  was,  however,  evidence  that  three  horses,  one  of 
them  belonging  to  the  male  prisoner,  had  been  accidentally  poisoned 
by  arsenic,  and  that  some  of  his  customers,  against  whom  he  was 
not  supposed  to  have  any  ill-feeling,  had  suffered  from  arsenical 
symptoms,  evidently  arising  from  some  accident ;  and  it  was  held 
that,  in  order  to  prove  that  the  administration  of  the  poison  to  the 
mother  was  wilful,  evidence  was  admissible  of  the  circumstances 
which  attended  the  death  of  the  first  wife,  and  to  show  that  she 
had  died  of  arsenic,  {w) 

The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  the  murder  of  Ann  James,  the 
keeper  of  an  eating-house,  of  which  the  prisoner  was  the  manager. 
She  had  had  living  with  her  Mrs.  Townsend,  William,  Thomas, 
and  Martin  Townsend,  and  was  visited  by  Jane  Cafferata  and  her 
husband.  Between  September  and  the  February  following  Mrs. 
Townsend,  William,  and  Thomas  Townsend,  successively  sickened 
and  died,  after  very  short  illnesses,  which  in  each  case  exhibited 
exactly  similar  symptoms.  In  February  Mrs.  James,  who  had 
long  been  ill,  became  worse,  and  so  continued  until  June,  when 
she  died,  and,  on  examination  of  her  body,  traces  of  a  sufficient 
quantity  of  antimony  to  have  caused  death  were  found.  The  other 
bodies  were  examined,  and  all  found  to  be  saturated  with  antimony. 
Evidence  given  before  the  magistrate  established  in  his  opinion  a 
priTnd  facie  case  as  to  all  four  deaths  against  the  prisoner.  The 
prosecution  proposed  to  give  evidence  of  the  three  other  deaths — 
1st,  to  exclude  the  supposition  of  accidental  poisoning  in  the 
present  case ;  2nd,  to  show  that  the  prisoner  had  then  antimony 


(r)  Reg.  r.  Geering,  18  Law,  J.  (N.  S.) 
M.  0.  216.  Pollock,  C.  B.,  who  con- 
sulted Alderson,  B.,  andTalfonrd,  J.,  and 
they  agreed  with  him  in  opinion,  and 
therefore  the  point  was  not  reserved. 
The  prisoner  was  executed.  The  C.  B. 
spoke  as  if  the  third  son  had  died  when- 
ever he  mentioned  the  number  of  deaths. 
Upon  the  trial  of  a  prisoner  for  the  murder 
ot  her  infant  by  sutfocation  in  bed«  held, 


that  evidence  tendered  to  prove  the  previ- 
ous death  of  her  other  children  at  early  ages 
waA  admissible,  although  such  evidence 
did  not  shew  the  causes  from  which  those 
children  died.  R.  v.  Roden,  12  Cox» 
C.  C.  630.  R  V,  Cotton,  12  Cox,  C.  C. 
400. 

{w)  Reg.  V.  Gamer,  3  F.  &  F.  681, 
i  F.  k  F.  346.  Willes,  J.,  after  consult- 
ing Pollock,  C.  B. 
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in  his  possession^  but  this  could  only  be  done  by  proving  that  he 
administered  something  to  two  of  them^  and  that  antimony  was 
found  in  them,  and  that  they  died  of  it ;  3rd^  in  order  to  exculpate 
Mrs.  Cafferata,  whom  the  prisoner  charged  with  poisoning  Mrs. 
James,  it  was  material  to  prove  that  she  could  not  possibly  have 
poisoned  one  of  the  other  three  ;  4th,  as  it  would  be  competent  to 
the  prisoner  to  prove  that  when  all  the  others  sickened  and  died  he 
was  absent  and  could  not  have  poisoned  them,  so  evidence  might 
be  given  to  prove  that  the  prisoner  poisoned  the  whole,  from  the 
four  crimes  being  so  connected  as  to  be  substantially  but  one 
transaction.  With  reference  to  the  present  question  it  was 
answered — Ist,  that  the  evidence  would  not  exclude  the  supposi- 
tion of  accident  in  Mrs.  James's  case  ;  if  the  three  others  were  wil- 
fully poisoned  by  some  one  it  would  not  prove  as  against  the 
prisoner  that  Mrs.  James's  death  was  not  accidental ;  2nd,  that 
the  mere  fact  of  'something  '  being  administered  by  the  prisoner, 
and  of  antimony  being  found  in  the  bodies,  did  not  prove  posses- 
sion by  the  prisoner  of  antimony  at  the  time  of  Mrs.  James's  death  ; 
the  '  something '  might  have  been  exhausted  by  the  three  former 
poisonings;  3rd,  that  evidence  to  exculpate  Mrs.  Cafferata  was 
wholly  collateral,  unless  the  prisoner  attempted  to  prove  her  guilt ; 
4th,  that  the  prisoner  could  not  prove  that  he  did  not  poison  the 
three  others.  Martin,  B.,  after  consulting  Wilde,  B.,  refused  to 
admit  the  evidence,  {x) 

So  evidence  may  be  given  of  other  wounds  inflicted  by  the  Of  other 
prisoner  on  other  persons  at  the  same  time  and  place  for  the  pur-  wounds, 
pose  of  identifying  the  instrument  used.  On  an  indictment  for 
maliciously  stabbing  it  appeared  that  the  prisoner  stabbed  both 
the  prosecutor  and  Redman  at  the  same  time  and  place,  and  it  was 
held  that  evidence  might  be  given  of  the  shape  of  the  wound 
inflicted  upon  Redman  for  the  purpose  of  identifying  the  instru- 
ment with  which  the  wound  was  inflicted  on  the  prosecutor,  (y) 
Where  on  a  trial  for  murder  it  appeared  that  three  grenades  had 
been  exploded,  by  one  of  'which  the  deceased  was  killed,  it  was 
held  that  evidence  of  the  nature  of  the  wounds  inflicted  at  the 
same  time  on  other  persons,  who  were  killed  or  wounded,  was 
admissible  for  the  purposes  of  showing  the  character  of  the 
grenades,  which  were  the  first  instruments  of  the  kind  which  had 
been  used,  (z) 

We  have  seen  that  on  an  indictment  for  embezzlement  where  To  show  that 
the  entries  of  sums  were  correct,  but  the  casting^  up  incorrect,  a   ^*^  entries 

r     •     •!  •  i.'  "L   xT_  •        1  J        -L  were  intcn- 

senes  of  similar  en-ors  m  casting  up,  both  previously  and  subse-    tional. 
quently  to  the  cases  to  which  the  indictment  referred,  were  held 


{x)  Eeff.  9.  Winalow,  8  Oox,  G.  C. 
897.  The  proposed  evidence  is  not 
stated.  This  case  is  opposed  to  all  the 
preceding  cases,  none  of  which  was  cited. 
At  most  it  can  only  be  taken  to  show 
that  the  learned  judges  in  their  discretion 
did  not  think  fit  to  admit  the  evidence. 
With  the  utmost  deference  to  their 
opinion,  it  seems  to  have  been  the  very 
case  in  which  the  evidence  ought  to  have 
been  admitted ;  for  it  would  have  most 
effectually  tended  to  show  that  the  opinion 


of  the  medical  men  that  the  particular 
death  was  caused  by  poison,  and  that  that 
poison  was  antimony,  was  correct.  It 
would  also  have  strongly  tended  to  prove 
that  the  antimony  was  not  taken  acci- 
dentally.    C.  S.  G. 

(y)  Kex  V.  Fursey,  6  C.  &  P.  81,  Parke, 
J.,  and  Gaselee,  J. 

(z)  Beg.  V.  Bernard,  1  F.  &  F.  240, 
Lord  CampbeU,  C.  J,,  Pollock,  C.  B., 
Erie,  J.,  and  Cresswell,  J. 


882 


Of  Evidence. 


[book  VI. 


Upon  trial  for 
arson. 


To  explain 
facts. 


To  rebut  an 
alibL 


Where  ail  the 
acts  are  part 
of  the  same 
transaction. 


Proof  of  other 
acts  and  de- 
clarations of 
prisoner  as 
evidence  for 
him  of  his 
innocence. 


admifisible  in  order  to  negative  the  defence  that  these  were  merely 
accidental  errors,  (a) 

Upon  a  tiial  for  arson  with  intent  to  defraud  an  insurance  com- 
pany, evidence  that  the  prisoner  had  made  claims  on  two  other 
insurance  companies  in  respect  of  fires  which  had  occurred  in  two 
other  houses  which  he  had  occupied  previously  and  in  succession, 
was  admitted  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  the  fire  which 
formed  the  subject  of  the  trial  was  the  result  of  design  and  not  of 
accident,  (b)  On  an  indictment  for  arson,  one  count  laying  an 
intent  to  defraud,  and  it  being  opened  for  the  prosecution  that  the 
motive  might  have  been  to  realize  the  money  insured  by  the  pri- 
soner upon  her  goods,  evidence  was  received  that  she  was  in 
easy  circumstances,  with  a  view  to  show  that  she  was,  at  all  events, 
under  no  pecuniary  temptation  to  commit  such  an  act.  (c) 

Where  on  a  trial  for  rape  it  was  elicited  on  cross-examination 
that  the  act  had  not  caused  any  pain,  Bolfe,  B.,  held  that  it  might 
be  proved  on  re-examination  that  the  prisoner  had  done  the  same 
thing  on  previous  occasions ;  for  that  evidence  tended  to  explain 
the  &ct  that  the  act  in  question  had  not  caused  any  pain,  (d) 

On  an  indictment  for  robbery  the  defence  was  an  alibi,  and  in 
order  to  show  that  the  prisoner  was  near  the  place  of  the  robbery 
at  the  time  it  was  committed,  Alderson,  B.,  held  that  a  witness 
might  be  examined  to  show  not  merely  that  he  had  been  accosted 
by  the  prisoner  on  the  road  shortly  before  the  prosecutor  was 
robbed,  but  that  he  had  also  been  in  fact  robbed  by  the  party  who 
accosted  him.  (e) 

On  an  indictment  for  abusing  a  child  under  the  age  of  ten  years, 
the  first  occasion  spoken  to  by  the  child  was  a  Thursday  morning, 
on  which  the  prisoner  threatened  to  beat  her  if  she  told,  and  it  was 
held  that  evidence  of  subsequent  pei'petrations  of  the  offence  on 
Saturday  and  Monday  was  admissible.  Willes,  J.,  *  The  practice 
is,  no  doubt,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Court,  to  call  on  the  prosecu- 
tion to  elect,  but  that  is  a  course  never  taken  where  the  acts  are 
all  in  substance  part  of  the  same  transaction  ;  and  here,  in  my  opi- 
nion, it  is  so.  It  has  repeatedly  appeared  to  me,  in  cases  of  this 
sort,  that  the  man,  by  a  threat  of  violence,  deters  the  child  from 
complaining,  and  thus  acquires  a  species  of  influence  over  her  by 
terror,  which  enables  him  to  repeat  the  offence  on  subsequent  oc- 
casions, and  this  seems  to  me  to  give  a  continuity  to  the  transac- 
tion, which  makes  such  evidence  properly  admissible.'  (/) 

As  other  acts  and  declarations  of  the  prisoner,  besides  those 
charged  in  the  indictment,  may  be  given  in  evidence  on  the  part 
of  the  prosecution,  so  he  himself  in  his  defence  may  in  some 
cases  prove  other  acts  and  declarations  of  his  own,  as  evidence  of 
his  innocence.  Thus  on  a  charge  of  murder,  expressions  of  good- 
will and  acts  of  kindness  on  the  part  of  the  prisoner  towards  the 
deceased  are  always  considered  important  evidence,  as  showing 
what  was  his  general  disposition  towards  the  deceased,  from  which 
the  jury  may  be  led  to  conclude  that  his  intention  could  not  have 


(a)  Reg.  V.  Bichardson,  2  F.  &  F.  843, 
YoL  2,  p.  886.  See  R.  v.  Balls,  40  L.  J. 
M.  C.  148. 

[b)  R.  V.  Gray,  4  F.  &  F.  1102. 
(r)  R.  t'.  Grant,  4  F.  ft  F.  822. 


92. 


(d)  Reg.  V.  Chambers,  3  Cox,  C,  C. 


(c)  Reg.  V,  Briggs,  2  M.  &  Rob.  199. 
(/)  Reg.  V,  Rcardon,  4  F.  &  F.  76. 
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been  what  the  charge  imputes,  (g)  So  in  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Lam- 
bert, (h)  where  the  supposed  libel,  which  was  the  subject  of  prose- 
cution, was  contained  in  a  paragraph  of  a  newspaper,  of  which  the 
defendants  were  the  printer  and  proprietor,  Lord  £llenborough^ 
C.  J.,  held  that  the  defendants  had  a  right  to  have  read  in  evi- 
dence any  other  paragraph  in  the  same  newspaper  connected  \rith 
the  subject  of  the  passage  charged  as  libeUous  (although  disjointed 
from  it  by  extraneous  matter,  and  printed  in  a  different  character) 
for  the  purpose  of  showing  the  intention  and  mind  of  the  defendants 
with  respect  to  the  specific  paragraph  laid  in  the  indictment.  And 
as  in  trials  for  conspiracies,  whatever  the  prisoner  may  have  done 
or  said  at  any  meeting  alleged  to  be  held  in  pursuance  of  the  con- 
spiracy is  admissible  in  evidence  against  him  on  the  part  of  the 
prosecution,  so,  on  the  other  hand,  any  other  part  of  his  conduct 
at  the  same  meetings  will  be  allowed  to  be  proved  on  his  behalf ; 
for  the  intention  and  design  of  the  party  at  a  particular  time  are 
best  explained  by  a  complete  view  of  every  part  of  his  conduct  at 
that  time,  and  not  merely  from  the  proof  of  a  single  and  insulated 
act  or  declaration,  (i)  In  the  case  of  Walker  and  others,  who 
were  tried  for  a  conspiracy  to  overthrow  the  Qovemment,  and 
evidence  was  produced,  on  the  part  of  the  prosecution,  to  show 
that  the  conspiracy  existed,  and  was  brought  into  overt  act  at 
meetings  in  the  presence  of  Walker,  the  counsel  for  the  prisoners 
was  allowed  to  ask  a  witness  whether,  at  any  of  these  times,  he 
had  ever  heard  Walker  utter  any  word  inconsistent  with  the  duty 
of  a  good  subject.  The  question  was  opposed,  but  held  by  Mr.  J. 
Heath  to  be  admissible.  The  prisoner's  counsel  were  also  allowed 
in  the  same  case  to  inquire  into  the  general  declarations  of  the 
prisoner  at  these  meetings,  whether  the  witness  had  heard  him  say 
anything  that  had  a  tendency  to  disturb  the  peace  of  the  kingdom  ; 
and  questions  to  the  same  effect  were  put  to  many  other  witnesses 
in  succession,  {f) 

On  the  trial  of  Hardy  for  high  treason,  where  the  overt  act  Hardy's  case, 
charged  was  that  the  prisoner,  for  the  purpose  of  accomplishing 
the  treason  of  compassing  the  King's  death,  did  conspire  with 
others  to  call  a  convention  of  the  people,  in  order  that  the  conven- 
tion might  depose  the  King ;  the  counsel  for  the  prisoner  were 
allowed  to  ask  a  witness  whether,  before  the  time  of  the  conven- 
tion which  was  imputed  to  the  prisoner,  he  had  ever  heard  from 
him  what  his  objects  were,  and  whether  he  had  at  all  mixed  him- 
self in  that  business,  (k)     But  the  better  opinion  seems  to  be  that,  Bat  sncb  acts 

and  declaia- 


(g)  1  PhiU.  Ev.  470. 

(A)  2  Campb.  400,  and  see  Thornton 
V.  Stephen,  2  M.  &  Rob.  45.  The  same 
was  done  in  Newtob  v.  Rowe,  Glonces* 
ter  Spr.  Ass.  1848,  cor,  Erskine,  J.  MSS. 
C.  S.  G.  Sec  Pearson  v.  Lemaitre,  5  M. 
k  Or.  700,  Camfield  v.  Bird,  8  C.  &  K. 
56. 

(i)  1  PhiU.  Ev.  478. 

(V)  Ibid,  and  28  St  Tr.  1131.  See 
the  obserrations  of  Alderson,  B.,  in  Keg. 
9.  Yincent,  9  G.  ft  P.  91. 

(A)  24  How.  St.  Tr.  1097.  On  an  in- 
dictment for  a  conspiracy  against  the  de- 
fendant and  Brown  (who  was  gone  to 
America)  with  intent  to  defraud  Sir  0.  0. 


of  a  sum  of  money  advanced  by  him  by 
wav  of  annuitv,  some  letters  between  the 
deiendant  and  Brown  were  put  in  evi- 
dence on  the  part  of  the  prosecution,  and 
the  defence  was  that  the  defendant  had 
been  made  a  dupe  by  Brown,  and  was  not 
himself  a  particijiator  in  the  fraud,  and 
Lord  Tenterden,  0.  J.,  held  that,  under 
the  peculiar  circumstances  of  the  case, 
the  whole  of  the  correspondence  between 
the  defendant  and  Brown,  on  both  sides, 
previously  to  the  time  of  the  execution 
of  the  annuity  deeds,  was  admissible,  but 
that  aU  letters  subsequent  to  that  time 
were  inadmissible.  Bex  v.  Whitehead,  1 
0.  &P.  67,  D.  &R.  N.  P.  R.  61.  S.  C. 
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in  order  to  make  such  other  acts  or  declarations  of  the  prisoner 
applicable  to  his  defence,  it  must  be  shown  that  they  are  in  some 
way  connected  with  the  facts  proved  against  him.  (V)  In  the  case 
of  HoTTie  Tooke  and  others,  however,  for  high  treason,  several 
publications  having  been  given  in  evidence  on  the  part  of  the 
Crown,  containing  republican  doctrines  and  opinions,  the  distribu- 
tion of  which  had  been  promoted  by  the  prisoners  during  the  period 
assigned  in  the  indictment  for  the  existence  of  the  conspiracy,  the 
prisoner  was  allowed  to  read  in  his  defence  various  extracts 
from  works  which  he  had  published  at  a  former  period  of  his  life  ; 
and  these  the  jury  were  permitted  to  carry  along  with  them  when 
they  retired  to  consider  of  their  verdict,  (m)  But  the  propriety  of 
allowing  such  a  defence  has  been  questioned  by  very  high 
authority,  (n) 

It  may  also  happen  that,  from  the  nature  of  the  oflFence  charged, 
it  is  impossible  to  confine  the  evidence  to  proof  of  a  single  trans- 
action. Thus  on  an  indictment  against  several  defendants  for  a 
conspiracy  to  cause  themselves  to  be  believed  persons  of  large 
property,  for  the  purpose  of  defrauding  tradesmen.  Lord  Ellen- 
borough  allowed  the  prosecutor  to  prove  various  instances  of  their 
giving  false  representations  of  their  circumstances ;  (o)  observing 
that  the  indictment  was  for  a  conspiracy  to  carry  on  the  business 
of  common  cheats,  and  cumulative  instances  were  necessary  to 
prove  the  offence.  The  same  sort  of  evidence,  said  his  lordship,  is 
allowed  on  an  indictment  for  barratry ;  (p)  and  in  a  prosecution  for 
high  treason  itself,  the  gi*avest  of  all  offences. 

The  rule  is  clear  and  general,  that  no  question  can  be  put  which 
is  not  relevant  to  the  issue  (unless  for  the  purpose  of  impeaching 
the  credit  of  a  witness) ;  but  the  applicability  of  the  rule  must 
obviously  depend  upon  the  particular  circumstances  of  each 
individual  case,  and  will  not  admit  of  a  general  demonstration. 
It  may,  however,  be  useful  to  state  some  criminal  cases,  where 

auestions  as  to  the  relevancy  of  evidence  have  aiisen  and  been 
ecided.  On  the  trial  of  an  indictment  against  several  persons  for 
a  conspiracy,  in  unlawfully  assembling  for  the  purpose  of  exciting 
discontent  and  disaflFection,  it  would  be  irrevelant  to  inquire,  on 
behalf  of  the  defendants,  what  the  conduct  of  those,  employed  to 
disperse  the  meeting,  may  have  been  at  the  time  of  the  dispersion, 
if  no  evidence  has  been  previously  offered,  on  the  part  of  the 
prosecution,  as  to  the  conduct  of  the  meeting  at  that  time  or  subse- 
quently ;  for  the  conduct  of  the  dispersers  of  the  meeting  can 
have  no  bearing  on  the  intention  and  object  of  the  meeting  itself ; 
in  other  words,  it  is  irrelevant  to  the  matters  at  issue,  (g)  In  such 
a  prosecution,  as  the  material  points  for  the  consideration  of  the 
jury  are,  the  general  character  and  intention  of  the  assembly,  and 


(Q  Rex  V.  Lambert,  2  Campb.  400. 
Loid  George  Gordon's  case,  21  How.  St 
Tr.  642.  Hanson's  case,  81  How.  St.  Tr. 
4281.     1  PhUl.  Ev.  480. 

(m)  1  East,  P.  C.  c.  11,  s.  8,  p.  61.  25 
How.  St.  Tr.  546. 

(n)  By  Lord  Ellenborough  in  Rex  v, 
Lambert,  2  Campb.  400. 

(o)  Rex  V,  Roberts,  1  Campb.  400,  anU, 
p.   151.     But  see  Reg.   v.  Steel,   C.  k 


Mars.  837,  anlc,  p.  151. 

{p)  The  prosecutor  must,  before  the 
trial,  give  the  defendant  a  note  of  the 
particular  acts  of  barratry  he  intends  to 

{trove  against  him  ;   and  will  not  be  at 
iberty  to  give  evidence  of  any  other. 
Vol.  1.  p.  862. 

{q)  Rex  V.  Hunt,  8  B.  &  A.  566,  677. 
1  Phill.  Ev.  476.  See  also  Redford  v, 
Burley,  8  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  87,  88,  91. 
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the  particular  case  of  each  defendant  as  connected  with  that  general 
character,  it  would  be  relevant  to  prove,  on  the  part  of  the  prose- 
cution, that  bodies  of  men  came  from  different  parts  of  the  country 
to  attend  the  meeting,  arranged  and  organized  in  the  same  man- 
ner, and  acting  in  concert.  It  would  be  relevant  also  to  show, 
that  early  on  the  day  of  the  meeting,  in  a  spot  at  some  distance 
from  the  place  of  meeting  (from  which  very  spot  a  body  of  men 
came  afterwards  to  the  place  of  meeting),  a  great  number  of 
persons,  so  organized,  had  assembled,  and  had  there  conducted 
themselves  in  a  disloyal,  riotous,  or  seditious  manner,  (r) 
Further,  it  would  be  relevant,  on  such  trial,  to  produce  in  evidence 
certain  resolutions,  which  had  been  proposed,  by  one  of  the  de- 
fendants, at  a  large  assembly  in  another  part  of  the  country,  very 
recently  held  for  the  same  professed  object  and  purpose  as  were 
avowed  by  the  meeting  in  question,  that  defendant  having  acted  at 
both  meetings  as  president  or  chairman  ;  in  a  question  of  intention 
as  this  is,  it  is  most  clearly  relevant  to  show,  against  that  indi- 
vidual, that,  at  a  similar  meeting,  held  for  an  object  professedly 
similai*,  such  matters  had  passed  under  his  immediate  auspices,  (a) 

In  cases  of  treason  and  felony,  it  may  be  proved  that  articles  Artides  ibund 
were  found  secreted  in  the  prisoner's  house,  after  his  apprehension.  ^  prisoner's 
In  Wataon^s  case,  evidence  was  admitted  that  a  quantity  of  pikes  a^elworioi" 
had  been  found  secreted  in  the  prisoner's  house  subsequently  to 
his  apprehension,  {f)      With  respect  to  writings  found  after  the  pri-  writing 
soner's  apprehension,  it  appears  to  have  been  laid  down  in  Hardy's  found  after 
Cdse  (tfc)  that  papers  found  in  the  possession  of  conspirators  with  ^™*^['j 
the  prisoner,  but  subsequently  to  his  apprehension,  ought  not  to  *^^        ^^ 
be  read  against  him,  unless  there  was  evidence  to  show  their  pre- 
vious existence;  for  otherwise  there  was  no  evidence   that  the 
prisoner  was  a  party  to  it.    And  on  a  prosecution  for  a  conspiracy, 
it  was  held  that  some  letters  which  were  directed  to  the  prisoners 
and  intercepted  at  the  post-oflBce  after  their  apprehension,  were 
not  admissible  in  evidence  against  them,  as  they  had  never  been  in 
the  custody  of  the  prisoners,  or  in  any  way  adopted  by  them,  {v) 
So  on  an  indictment  for  uttering  a  forged  bank-note,  knowing  it 
to  be  forged,  it  was  held  that  a  letter  purporting  to  come  from  the 
prisoner's  brother,  and  left  by  the  postman  pursuant  to  its  direction 
at  the  prisoner's  lodgings,  after  he  was  apprehended,  and  during 
his  confinement,  but  never  actuaDy  in  his  custody,  could  not  be 
read  in  evidence  as  proof  of  his  knowledge  that  the  note  was 
forged,  {w)     But  in  Yfatson^s  case  (x)  it  was  held  that  papers  found 


(r)  Ibid. 

(«)  Rez  V.  Hunt,  8  B.  &  A.  566,  577. 
1  Phill.  £▼.  477.  See  also  Bedford  «. 
Burley,  8  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  87,  88,  91. 

it)  2  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  187.  Lord 
Ellenborongh,  in  giving  his  opinion  on 
this  point,  cited  a  case  m>m  recollection, 
where  a  batler  to  a  banker  at  Malton 
had  been  taken  up  upon  suspicion  of 
haying  committed  a  great  robbery ;  the 
prisoner  bad  been  seen  near  the  privy, 
and  this  drcunstance  having  excited  sus- 
picion in  the  minds  of  the  connsel,  who 
considered  the  case  during  the  assizes  at 
York ;  at  their  instance,  search  was  made, 
and  in  the  privy  all  the  plate  was  found, 
the  plate  wa«  produced,  and  the  prisoner 

VOL.  in. 


was  in  consequence  convicted ;  he  had 
been  separated  from  the  custod^r  of  the 
plate,  since  he  had  been  confined  in  York 
Castle  for  some  time  :  but  no  doubt  was 
entertained  as  to  the  admissibility  of  the 
evidence.  Abbott,  C.  J.,  also  observed, 
that  an  assize  had  scarcely  ever  occurred 
where  it  did  not  happen  that  part  of  the 
evidence  against  a  prisoner  consisted  of 
proof  that  the  stolen  property  was  found 
in  his  house  after  his  apprehension.  See 
Reg.  V,  Courvoisier.  9  C.  &  P.  862. 

lu)  24  How.  St  Tr.  452, 

(«)  Rez  V.  Hevey,  1  Leach,  237.  See 
B.  V.  Cooper,  post,  p.  888. 

Iw)  Huet's  case,  2  Leach,  820. 

(x)  2  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  140. 

c  0 


386 


Of  Evidence. 


[book  VI. 


Writings 
found  in  pri' 


in  the  lodgings  of  a  conspirator  at  a  period  subsequent  to  the 
apprehension  of  the  prisoner  might  be  read  in  evidence,  although 
no  absolute  proof  was  given  of  their  previous  existence,  where 
strong  presumption  existed  that  the  lodgings  had  not  been  entered 
by  any  one  in  the  interval  between  the  apprehension  and  the 
finding,  and  where  the  papers  were  intimately  connected  with  the 
objects  of  the  conspiracy  as  detailed  in  evidence,  (y)  Writings 
found  in  the  prisoner's  possession,  but  not  published,  if  plainly 

Bonor  B  DOS'  ^  ■^ 

session,  though  connected  with  the  treasonable  design  charged,  are  evidence  of 
not  pabiished,  such  design  upon  an  indictment  for  treason,  though  not  pub- 
ret^tl^hl  lished.  (0)  But  it  seems  that,  if  it  be  doubtful  whether  they  are 
charge  in  the  ^^  Connected,  they  are  not  admissible,  (a)  In  WaisovUs  case,  one 
indictment.        of  the  objections  made  to  the  admission  of  a  paper  found  in  the 

house  of  a  co-conspirator  was,  that  there  was  no  proof  that  it  had 
been  piiblished  ;  and  Sid/nei/s  case  was  cited  :  but  the  Court  dis- 
tinguished that  case  from  the  present,  and  Abbott,  J.,  said  that  he 
had  always  understood  the  ground  of  objection  in  Sidney's  case 
was,  not  that  the  papers  had  never  been  published,  but  that  they 
had  no  relation  to  the  treasonable  practices  charged  in  the  indict- 
ment, and  he  referred  to  1  EasSa  P.  G,  119,  where  it  is  said, 
'writings  plainly  applicable  to  some  treasonable  design  in  con- 
templation are  clear  and  satisfactory  evidence  of  such  design, 
although  not  published.*  If,  say  Mr.  J.  Foster  and  Mr.  J.  Black- 
stone,  'the  papers  found  in  Sidney's  closet  had  been  plainly 
relative  to  the  other  treasonable  practices  charged  in  the  indict- 
ment, they  might  have  been  read  in  evidence  against  him.'  That 
was  the  objection  which  had  constantly  been  made  to  the  reception 
of  the  evidence  in  Sidney's  case.  The  paper  there  was  not  only 
an  unpublished  paper,  but  appeared  to  have  been  composed  several 
years  before  the  crime  charged  to  have  been  committed.  (6) 

So  where  on  a  trial  for  murder  committed  by  the  explosion  of 
grenades,  it  appeared  that  the  grenades  had  been  ordered  by  All- 
sop,  and,  after  the  apprehension  of  the  prisoner,  a  letter  was  found 
in  the  prisoner's  house,  which  was  in  the  handwriting  of  AIlsop, 
and  bore  a  memorandum  in  the  handwriting  of  the  prisoner.  It 
was  held  that  the  letter  was  admissible.  It  must  be  assumed  to 
have  been  in  the  prisoner's  possession,  and  it  must  be  admitted, 
not  on  the  ground  that  the  writer  of  it  was  a  co-conspirator  with 
the  prisoner,  but  on  the  ground  that  it  was  in  the  prisoner's 
possession,  and  that  its  contents  were  relevant  to  the  present 
inquiry,  (c)     But  where  on  an  indictment  for  fitting  out  a  ship  to 


(y)  A  letter  fonnd  npon  the  prisoner 
may  be  read,  but  it  is  no  evidence  of  the 
facts  it  states.  Thus  on  an  indictment 
acainst  a  person  employed  in  the  post- 
office  for  secreting  a  letter  containmg  a 
bill  of  exchange,  the  contents  of  the 
letter,  which  was  fonnd  upon  him,  were 
held  inadmissible  to  proye  that  the  bUl 
was  enclosed  in  it.  Bex  v,  Plnmer, 
R.  A;  R.  264. 

(z)  Rex  V.  Watson,  2  Stark.  N.  P.  C. 
141. 

(a)  Ibid. 

(b)  2  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  147. 

(c)  Reg.  V.  Bernard,  1  F.  &  F.  240, 
Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.,  Pollock,   C.    B., 


Erie,  J.,  and  Gresswell,  J.  The  letter 
allnded  to  the  assassination  of  the  £m- 
peior  of  the  French.  Bnt  where  two 
prisoners  lodged  together,  and  a  port- 
manteau was  found  in  their  lodgings, 
which  Rehden  said  was  Hare's»  anduie 
prosecator*s  invoice  of  the  stolen  shawls 
was  found  in  it,  and  also  a  paper  folded 
in  the  shape  of  a  letter,  and  indorsed  in 
Rehden*s  handwriting,  'J.  Rehden,  pri- 
vate,' and  inside  this  was  an  inventoiy 
of  the  shawls  that  had  been  pawned,  bnt 
this  was  not  in  Rehden's  handwriting  ; 
it  was  held  that  this  inventoiy  was  not 
admissible;  for  n<7»  c(>futo<  that  the  words 
*  private  *  and  the  prisoner's  name  mig^t 
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be  employed  in  the  slave  trade,  the  prisoner  was  a  merchant  in 
London,  and  the  ship  was  seized  oflf  the  coast  of  Africa,  several 
letters  then  found  on  board  of  her  were  held  inadmissible,  as  they 
were  not  traced  in  any  way  to  his  knowledge,  (d) 

The  prisoner  inserted  an  advertisement  in  a  newspaper  offering 
employment  to  persons  who  would  transmit  him  one  shilling's 
worth  of  postage  stamps,  and  giving  an  address.  The  advertise- 
ment contained  false  statements,  and  upon  his  being  apprehended 
six  envelopes  addressed  to  him,  and  containing  a  reply  to  the  ad- 
vertisement, and  a  shilling's  worth  of  postage  stamps  were  found 
upon  him.  281  other  letters,  contained  in  a  sealed  bag,  were  pro- 
duced on  the  trial  by  a  clerk  from  the  post-ofBce,  and  on  the  bag 
being  opened,  the  letters  were  takei^  out  and  read,  and  appeared  to 
be  skddressed  to  the  prisoner  replying  to  his  advertisement,  and 
enclosing  each  one  shilling's  worth  of  postage  stamps.  These  281 
letters  had  been  stopped  and  opened  by  the  post-office  authorities 
before  delivery  to  the  prisoner,  and  had  never  been  in  his  posses- 
sion, or  their  contents  brought  to  his  knowledge  ;  nor  was  there 
any  proof  as  to  their  authenticity  or  otherwise.  Held,  that  they 
were  admissible  against  the  prisoner  on  an  indictment  charging 
bim  with  obtaining  and  attempting  to  obtain  money  by  false  pre- 
tences from  four  persons  other  than  the  writers  of  the  letters,  (e) 

If  the  papers  found  in  the  prisoner's  custody  be  plainly  relative  Without  pioof 
to  the  design  charged,  they  may  be  read  in  evidence  without  any  o^  .being  in 
proof  of  the  handwriting  being  that  of  the  prisoner.  (/).  ha^d^tlng. 

On  an  indictment  against  a  county  for  not  repairing  a  public  On  an  indict- 
bridge,  the  defendants  may  show  under  the  genersd  issue  that  the  mont  against 
bridge  had  been  repaired  from  time  to  time  by  private  individuals  :  *o^]J^^g 
for  one  question  is,  whether  the  bridge  is  a  public  bridge ;  and  a  bridge,  evi- 
upon  that  question  it  is  material  to  inquire,  by  whom  and  in  what  dence  may  bo 
manner  it  had  been  repaired,  with  a  view  of  ascertaining  whether  ^^^^ 
those  repairs  were  adapted  to  the  service  of  the  public,  or  merely  have  repaired 
to  the  purposes  of  ornament  or  private  convenience,  (g)     It  is  one  it. 
medium  of  proof  to  show  that  the  bridge  has  been  repaired  by 
individuals,  though  that  alone  would  be  of  very  little  weight.  (A) 

In  a  question  put  by  the  House  of  Lords  to  the  judges,  in  the  whether  a 
course  of  the  proceedings  in  the  Qu£en'8  case,  it  was  assumed  that  prisoner  may 
proof  of  the  existence  of  a  conspiracy  between  the  prosecutor  and  ^  ^4de^ 
others  to  suborn  witnesses  against  the  accused  is  a  legitimate  of  a  conspiracy 
ground  of  defence.     Lord  Chief  Justice  Abbott,  in  delivering  their  to  suborn 
opinion,  observed,  that  the  judges  understood  that  such  an  assump-  ^*?^^?ijn 
tion  had  been  made  in  the  question  put  to  them,  and  that  the  ****"* 
House  did  not  ask  their  opinion  on  that  point ;  (i)  from  which  it 
may  perhaps  be  inferred,  that  their  lordships  had  doubts  whether 
such  a  defence  is  allowable. 

not  have  been  written  previously  to  the  sion  of  both  prisoners  ?    0.  S.  G. 

writing  on  the  other  side.   Beg.  v.  Hare,  (d)  Reg.  v.  Znlneta,  1  C.  &  E.    215, 

3  Cox,  C.  C.  247.    The  Ck>mmon  Serjt,  Maiile,  J.,  and  Wightman,  J. 

after  consulting  Maule,  J.,  and  Wight-  (e)  R.  v.  Cooper,  45  L.  J.  M.  C.  15. 

man,   J.     But  quaere  whether,   as  the  v/)  1  ^Ast,  F.  G.  o.  11,  s.  56,  p.  119. 

portmanteau  was  in  the  prisoner's  lod^-  <^)  Bjszv,  (Inhab.)  Northamptonshire, 

ings,  they  were  not  botn  of  them  m  2  M.  &  S.  262. 

possession    of    its    contents?      If  the  (^)  1  Phill.  £▼.  170,  7th ed. 

shawls  had  been  in  the  portmanteau,  (t)  The  Queen's  case,  2  B.  &  6.  310. 

would  they  not  have  been  in  the  posses- 
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Eyidenoe  of 
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good  cha- 
racter ; 


miui  be  i^pli- 
cable  to  the 
chaige; 


must  not  refer 
to  particular 
acts. 


Crofla-exaioi- 
nation  as  to 
character. 


In  criminal  proceedings,  when  the  prosecutor  is  a  witness,  his 
character  may  be  attacked  in  the  prisoner's  defence,  in  the  same 
way  as  is  applicable  to  the  impeachment  of  the  credit  of  witnesses 
generally.  In  the  particular  instance  of  an  indictment  for  a  rape, 
or  for  an  assault  with  an  intent  to  commit  a  rape,  evidence  is 
admissible  on  the  part  of  the  prisoner,  not  merely,  as  in  the  case  of 
an  ordinary  witness,  that  from  her  general  bad  character  the 
prosecutrix  ought  not  to  be  believed  on  her  oath,  but  her  character 
as  to  general  chastity  may  be  impeached  by  general  evidence,  (i) 
And  the  prosecutrix  may  be  cross-examined  as  to  particular  dis- 
creditable transactions,  (Q  and  as  to  her  having  had  connection 
with  the  prisoner  previously  to  the  alleged  rape ;  (m)  and  if  she 
deny  such  connection,  the  prisoner  may  show  that  she  has  been 
previously  connected  with  him.  (ti)  On  an  indictment  for  an  indecent 
assault,  as  in  cases  of  rape,  or  attempt  to  commit  rape,  the  answer 
of  the  prosecutrix  to  questions  put  to  her  on  cross-examination  as 
to  particular  acts  of  connection  with  persons  named  to  her,  other 
than  the  prisoner,  is  final,  and  the  party  questioning  is  bound 
thereby,  and  if  her  answer  be  a  denial  the  persons  named  cannot 
be  called  to  contradict  her.*  (o) 

In  all  criminal  prosecutions  the  prisoner  is  always  permitted  to 
call  witnesses  to  speak  to  his  general  character,  ( j?)  who  are  usually 
examined  in  his  behalf,  as  to  now  long  they  have  known  him,  and 
what  his  general  character  for  honesty,  humanity,  or  peaceable 
conduct  (according  to  the  nature  of  the  offence  charged)  has  been 
during  that  time.  The  inquiry  ought  manifestly  to  bear  some 
analogy  and  reference  to  the  nature  of  the  charge  against  the 
prisoner.  On  a  charge  of  stealing  it  would  be  irrelevant  and 
absurd  to  inquire  into  his  loyalty  or  humanity ;  on  a  charge  of 
high  treason,  it  would  be  equally  absurd  to  inquire  into  his  honesty 
and  punctuality  in  private  dealings,  (q)  The  inquiry  must  also  be 
made  with  reference  to  the  general  character  of  the  prisoner ;  for 
it  is  general  character  alone  which  can  afford  any  test  of  general 
conduct,  or  raise  a  presumption  that  the  person,  who  had  main- 
tained a  fair  reputation  down  to  a  certain  period,  would  not  then 
begin  to  act  an  unworthy  part :  and,  therefore,  proof  of  particular 
transactions,  in  which  the  prisoner  may  have  been  concerned,  is 
not  admissible,  (r) 

It  is  not  the  practice  to  cross-examine  witnesses  to  character 
unless  there  be  some  definite  charge  against  the  prisoner,  to  which 
to  cross-examine  them,  {s)     But  where  a  witness  for  the  prisoner 


(Jfc)  VoL  1,  p.  868. 

(l)  Rex  v.  Barker,  80.  &  P.  689,  vol. 
1,  p.  868. 

(m)  Bex  v.  Martin,  6C.  &  P.  562,  voL 
1,  p.  868. 

(n)  Eex  V.  Aspinall,  8  Stark.  Ev.  952, 
voL  1,  p.  868. 

(o)  R  V.  Holmes,  41  L.  J.  M.  0.  12 ; 
12  Cox,  C.  C.  137.  Semble,  that  the 
question  may  be  put  to  her  on  cross- 
examination,  but  tnat  she  is  not  bound 
to  answer  it. 

(p)  Formerly  evidence  of  the  prisoner's 
good  character  was  admitted  in  capital 
coses  only,  in  favorem  viUe,  Rex  v. 
Harris,  2  St.  Tr.  1088.     This  evidence  is 


now  admitted  in  all  prosecutions  which 
subject  a  man  to  corporal  punishment ; 
but  not  in  actions  or  informations  for 
penalties,  though  founded  on  the  fraudu- 
lent conduct  of  the  parties.  Peak6*s  Ev. 
7.  The  true  line  of  distinction,  Eyre, 
C.  B.,  observed,  is  this  :  in  a  direct  pro- 
secution for  a  crime  such  evidence  is 
admissible ;  but  where  the  prosecution  is 
not  directly  for  the  crime,  but  for  the 
penalty,  it  is  not.  Attomey-Qeneral  v. 
bowman,  cited  2  B.  &  P.  582. 

iq)  1  PhiU.  Ev.  469. 

(r)  Ibid.     R  v.  Rowston,  j^atf,  889. 

{8)  Rexv.  Hodgkiss,  7  C.  &  P.  298, 
Alderson,  B.      It  sometimes,  however,  is 
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having  proved  that  he  had  known  him  for  some  years,  and  given 
him  a  good  character,  stated,  on  cross-examination,  that  he  had 
never  heard  anything  against  him;  but* admitted  that  he  had 
heard  of  a  robbery,  which  had  taken  place  in  the  neighbourhood 
some  years  previously ;  and  was  then  asked,  '  Did  you  ever  hear 
that  the  prisoner  was  suspected  of  having  done  it  ?  *  it  was  objected 
that  it  was  not  competent  to  inquire  about  particular  offences 
imputed  to  the  prisoner.  Parke,  B.,  *  The  question  is  not  whether 
the  prisoner  was  guilty  of  that  robbery,  but  whether  he  was 
suspected  of  having  been  implicated  in  it.  A  man's  character  is 
made  up  of  a  number  of  small  circumstances,  of  which  his  being 
suspected  of  misconduct  is  one.     The  question  may  be  put.'  {t) 

As  to  the  course  to  be  pursued  where  upon  the  trial  of  a  person  WhorepriBoner 
for  any  subsequent  offence,  he  gives  evidence  of  his  good  character,  ^^.^^  ^^'  * 
see  vol.  1,  p.  67.     If  a  prisoner  cross-examines  the  witnesses  for  the  ^^S?**'^ 
prosecution  as  to  his  character,  he  'gives  evidence'  within  the 
meaning  of  these  sections,  and  the  previous  conviction  may  be 
proved,  (t^) 

The  prosecutor  cannot  enter  into  the  defendant's  character,  un-  Byidence  in 
less  the  defendant  enable  him  to  do  so,  by  calling  witnesses  in  wply  of^i- 
support  of  it ;  and  even  then  the  prosecutor  cannot  examine  to  S^J(!ter. 
particular  facts,  the  general  character  of  the  defendant  not  being 
put  in  issue,  but  coming  in  coUaterally.  {v) 

If  a  prisoner  on  his  trial  gives  evidence  that  his  character  is 
good,  it  is  open  for  the  prosecution,  by  way  of  reply,  to  prove  that 
the  prisoner's  character  is  bad — Martin,  B.,  dubitante.  Evidence 
of  character  must  not  be  evidence  of  particulai*  facts,  but  (by  all 
the  Court,  except  Erie,  C.  J.,  and  Willes,  J.,)  must  be  evidence  of 
general  reputation  only,  having  reference  to  the  nature  of  the  charge. 
On  a  trial  for  an  indecent  assault,  where  the  defendant  had 
given  evidence  of  his  good  character,  a  witness  called  by  the  prose- 
cution to  rebut  sach  evidence,  was  asked,  *  What  is  the  defendant's 
general  character  for  decency  and  morality  of  conduct  ?  '  The  wit- 
ness said,  *  I  know  nothing  of  the  neighbourhood's  opinion,  because 
I  was  only  a  boy  at  school  when  I  knew  him ;  but  my  own  opinion, 
and  the  opinion  of  my  brothers,  who  were  also  pupils  of  his,  is, 
that  his  character  is  that  of  a  man  capable  of  the  grossest  inde- 
cency and  the  most  flagrant  immorality.'  Held,  by  the  ma- 
jority of  the  judges,  that  this  answer  was  not  admissible  in 
evidence,  (flo) 

Where  on  an  indictment  for  stealing  a  shawl  evidence  of  the 
prisoner's  good  character  was  given,  it  was  held  that  evidence  of 


proper  to  aacertain  from  the  witnesses 
whcfther  they  hare  had  sofficient  oppor- 
tunities of  uiowing  the  prisoner's  charac- 
ter ;  as  whether  they  nare  lived  near 
him,  or  known  him  down  to  the  time 
of  the  commision  of  the  offence. 
C.  a  G. 

(i)  R^.  V.  Wood,  5  Jorist,  225. 

<«)  R^.  V,  Oadbury,  8  C.  &  P.  676. 
B^.  V.  Shrimpton,  2  Den.  C.  G.  819. 

iy )  Bull.  K  P.  296,  citing  Martyn  v. 
Hind.  Cowp.  487.  The  ordinary  course, 
however,  is  to  ask  the  witness  in  cross- 
examination  whether  he  has  not  heard 


that  the  prisoner  has  been  tried  for  a  par- 
ticular offence.  Rex  v,  Hodgkiss,  7  C. 
h  P.  298,  Alderson,  B. 

(w)  R  V.  Rowton,  84  L.  J.  M.  C.  67  ; 
10  Cox,  C.  C.  26.  Per  Erie,  C.  J.,  and 
Willes,  J.,  a  witnesses  individual  opinion 
respecting  the  general  character  and  dis- 
position of  the  prisoner  with  reference  to 
the  charge  is  admissible,  although  such 
witness  knows  nothing  of  the  prisoner's 

gBneial  reputation.     See  R.  v,   Burt,   6 
ox,  C.  C.  284 ;  R.  v.   Hughes,  1  Cox, 
C.  G.  44. 
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stealing  another  Rhawl  on  the  same  evening  was  not  admissible  in 
answer  to  the  evidence  of  character,  (x) 

On  the  trial  of  a  prisoner  for  wounding  a  constable  who  had 
aiTested  him  on  suspicion  of  felony,  the  following  questions,  in 
order  to  assist  in  showing  that  there  were  reasonable  grounds  for 
the  arrest,  was  put  to  the  constable  on  the  part  of  the  prosecution, 
*  What  do  you  know  had  been  the  prisoner's  previous  character  ? ' 
The  answer  was,  '  I  know  the  prisoner  to  be  a  very  bad  character/ 
It  was  held  by  the  Court  that  this  question  ought  not  to  have  been 
put  in  the  examination-in-chief,  although  it  was  open  to  the  pri- 
soner to  have  cross-examined  the  constable  as  to  the  grounds  of 
his  suspicion,  (y) 

Soon  after  the  passing  of  the  6  4  7  Will.  4,  c.  114,  the  Act 
allowing  persons  indicted  for  felony  to  make  their  defence  by 
counsel  or  attorney,  the  judges  promulgated,  amongst  others,  the 
following  rule  of  practice  in  cases  of  felony,  that, '  if  the  only 
evidence  called  on  the  part  of  the  prisoner  is  evidence  to  character, 
although  the  counsel  for  the  prosecution  is  entitled  to  the  reply,  it 
will  be  matter  for  his  discretion  whether  he  will  use  it  or  not. 
Cases  may  occur  in  which  it  may  be  fit  and  proper  so  to  do.'  (z) 
And  it  has  been  since  held  in  a  case  of  felony  that  the  counsel  for 
the  prosecution  has  in  strictness  the  right  to  reply,  (a)  on  the  whole 


{x)  K  V,  Bogan,   1  Cox,  G.  G.   291, 
Erie,  J. 

(y)  K. «.  Turberfield,  84  L.  J.  M.  G. 
20,  and  10  Cox,  C.  C.  1.     With  all  de- 
ference it  is  submitted  that  this  deciaion 
is  erroneous.      Every  constable  is  justi- 
fied in  arresting  any  person  whom  he  has 
reasonable  grounds  to  suspect  of  having 
committed  a  felony  ;  ana  in  every  case 
where  the  question  arises  whether  he  had 
such  reasonable  grounds  of  suspicion,  it 
is  perfectly  clear  that  it  is  competent  to 
prove  the  grounds  of   such    suspicion  ; 
otherwise  a  right  to  apprehend  would 
exist  without  the  power  of  justifying  the 
arrest.     In  civil  cases  (unless  the  defen- 
dant be  authorized  to  plead  the  general 
issue  by  statute)  the  grounds  of  suspicion 
wuat  be  alleged  in  a  plea  to  an  action  for 
the  arrest ;  Davis  v.  KussoU,  5  Bingh.  R 
854  ;  Hailes  v.  Marks,  7  H.  &  N.  56  ; 
and  the  reason  is  that,  whether  there  were 
reasonable  grounds  of    suspicion   is   a 
mixed  question  of  law  and  fact.    West  v. 
Baxendale,  9  C.  B.  141 ;   and  as  where 
the  grounds  of  suspicion  are  alleged  in  a 
plea,  they  must  be  proved  on  the  trial ; 
so  where  the  general  issue  is  given  by 
statute,  they  must  be  proved  on  the  trial, 
Davis  V.   Bussell,  supra;  and  so  in  a 
criminal  case  like  the  present  the  grounds 
of  suspicion  must  be  proved,  in  order 
that  the  jury  may  determine  whether  in 
fact  the  grounds  existed,  and  that  the 
Court  mav  decide,  if  they  did    exist, 
whether  they  were  reasonable  grounds. 
If  a  witness  were  asked  whether  he  had 
reasonable    grounds    of   suspicion,    t&e 
question   would    clearly  be   erroneous ; 
as  the  answer  would  be  a  conclusion  of 


law  and  fact.     In  these  cases  '  the  ques- 
tion is  on  what  grounds  and  motives  the 
constable  acted  at  the  time,'  per  Bur- 
rough,   J.,   Davis  V.   Russell.     Now  it 
cannot  be  doubted  that  the  bad  character 
of  the  party  may  form  one  ground  of  sus- 
picion :  and  the  ordinary  rule  applicable 
to  the  receipt  of  evidence  of  character 
is  that  general  evidence  is  alone  admis- 
sible ;  but  in  a  case  like  the  present,  as 
both  the  general  character  of  the  party 
and  particular  facts  might  operate  on  the 
mina  of  the  constable,  it  is  plain  that 
evidence  of  both  would  be  admissible. 
It  is  obvious  too  that  the  general  char- 
acter of  the  party  mieht  he  infamous, 
and  yet  the    constable   might  himself 
know  nothing  of  such  general  character 
except  from  what  he  had  been  told  by 
others  ;  to  limit  the  question,  therefore, 
to  what  the    constable   knew    of    the 
prisoner  would  be  to  exclude  all  evidence 
of  his  general  character,  which  possibly 
formed  a  most  material  groona  of  sus- 
picion.     Lastly,  evidence  of  the  cha- 
racter or  conduct  of  a  prisoner  is  always 
admissible  in  order  to  show  that  the  acts 
of  others,  especially  of  officers  of  justice, 
are  lawful ;  which  is  a  totally  different 
issue  from  that  raised  as  to  the  guilt  of 
the  prisoner,  though  that  issue  may  de- 
pend upon  the  other.     C.  S.   G.     See 
vol.  1,  p.  625. 
(z)  Bules  of  Practice  in  cases  of  felony, 

gromulgated  by  the  Judges  before  the 
pring  Circuit  of  1887.     7  G.  &  P.  676, 
post,  ch.  8,  8.  1. 

(a)  Bex  V,  Stannard,  7  C.  &  P.  678» 
Patteson,  J.,  and  Williams,  J. 
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case,  and  not  merely  on  the  evidence  to  character,  (6)  although  the 
counsel  for  the  prisoner  only  calls  witnesses  to  character  ;  but  this 
is  not  a  right  which  in  practice  ought  to  be  exercised,  except  under 
very  special  circumstances,  (c) 

The  practice  in  cases  of  misdemeanor  has  uniformly  been  that 
when  witnesses  have  been  called,  on  the  part  of  the  accused,  to 
character  only,  and  for  no  other  purpose,  the  counsel  for  the  prose- 
cution has  not  addressed  the  jury  in  reply,  (d)  but  it  seems  that  in 
strictness  the  right  exists  in  cases  of  misdemeanor,  though  it  ought 
rarely,  if  ever,  to  be  exercised,  (e) 

It  has  been  usual  to  treat  the  good  character  of  the  party  Method  of 
accused  as  evidence  to  be  taken  into  consideration  only  in  doubtful  ^^^'^  «▼»: 
cases.    Juries  have  generally  been  told  that  where  the  facts  proved  Bonw'nJ^- 
are  such  as  to  satisfy  their  minds  of  the  guilt  of  the  party,  cha-  ncter  to  the 
racter,  however  excellent,  is  no  subject  for  their  consideration;  but  i^^' 
that  when  they  entertain  any  doubt  as  to  the  guilt  of  the  party, 
they  may  properly  turn  their  attention  to  the  good  character  which 
he  has  received.    It  is,  however,  submitted  with  deference  that  the 
good  character  of  the  party  accused,  satisfactorilv  established  by 
competent  witnesses,  is  an  ingredient  which  ought  always  to  be 
submitted  to  the  consideration  of  the  jury,  together  with  the  other 
facts  and  circumstances  of  the  case.   The  nature  of  the  charge,  and 
the  evidence  by  which  it  is  supported,  will  often  render  such  ingre- 
dient of  little  or  no  avail ;  but  the  more  correct  course  seems  to  be, 
not,  in  any  case,  to  withdraw  it  from  consideration,  but  to  leave 
the  jury  to  form  their  conclusion,  upon  the  whole  of  the  evidence, 
whether  an  individual  whose  character  was  previously  unblemished, 
has  or  has  not  committed  the  particular  crime  for  which  he  is 
caUed  upon  to  answer. (/) 


Sec.  III. 

What  Allegations  must  be  proved,  and  what  may  be  rejected 

In  the  present  section  it  is  proposed  to  consider,  1st,  What  alle- 
gations in  an  indictment  must  be  proved  to  support  it,  and  what 
may  be  disregarded  in  evidence ;  and,  therewith,  of  the  subjects 
of  surplusage,  and  the  divisibility  of  averments.  2ndly,  With 
what  precision  those  allegations,  which  cannot  be  disregarded 
in  evidence,  must  be  proved;  and,  therewith,  of  the  subject  of 
variance. 


(b)  Rex  V.  Whiting,  7  C.  &  P.  771, 
Bolland,  B. 

(c)  Rez  V.  Stannard,  supra. 

(a)  Per  Patteson,  J.,  in  Bex  v.  Stan- 
nard, 7  C.  &  P.  678. 

(«)  Rex  V.  Stannard,  ntpra,  per  Patte- 
son, J.,  and  WUliiuna,  J. 

(/)  In  Bex  V.  Stannard,  7  C.  &  P  673, 
Patteson,  J.,  said,  '  I  cannot  in  principle 
make  any  distinction  between  evidence  of 
facts  and  evidence  of  character  ;  the  lat- 
ter ia  equally  laid  before  tiie  jury  as  the 
former,  as  l>eing  relevant  to  the  question 


of  guilty  or  not  guilty ;  the  object  of  lay- 
ing it  before  the  jurv  is  to  induce  them 
tobelieve,  from  the  improbability  that  a 
person  of  good  character  should  have 
conducted  himself  as  alleged,  that  there  is 
some  mistake  or  misrepresentation  in  the 
evidence  on  the  part  of  the  prosecution, 
and  it  is  strictly  evidence  in  the  case. ' 
And  per  Williams,  J.,  '  It  is  evidence  to 
be  submitted  to  the  jury,  to  induce  them 
to  say  whether  they  think  it  likely  that  a 
person  with  such  a  character  would  have 
committed  the  offence. ' 
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Smplosage. 
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DoecriptiYe 
aTermentsL 
No  allegation 
can  be  re- 
jected which 
is  descriptiye 
of  the  identity 
of  any  thing 
essential  to  the 
charge. 


1st.  What  allegations  must  be  proved,  and  what  may  be  disre- 
garded in  evidence.  In  order  to  convict  a  man  of  an  offence,  all 
the  material  facts  which  constitute  the  offence,  and  which  are 
necessary  to  enable  the  parties  to  avail  themselves  of  the  verdict 
and  judgment,  should  the  same  charge  be  again  brought  foi*ward, 
must  be  stated  upon  the  indictment ;  and  all  these  reauisite  alle- 
gations must  be  satisfied  in  evidence,  and  proved  as  laia.  But  alle- 
gations not  essential  to  such  a  pui*pose,  which  might  be  entirely 
omitted,  without  affecting  the  charge  against  the  prisoner,  and 
without  detriment  to  the  indictment,  are  considered  as  mere  sur- 
plusage, and  may  be  disregarded  in  evidence,  i^j)  Thus  where 
Pye  was  convicted  upon  an  indictment,  which  charged  him  with 
robbing  Femyhough  m  the  dweUvng-hoibse  of  Aaron  Wilday,  and 
it  was  proved  that  the  robbery  was  committed  in  a  house,  but  it 
did  not  appear  who  was  the  owner  of  it ;  on  reference  to  the  judges, 
they  all  held  the  conviction  proper,  (k)  Upon  an  indictment  on 
the  8  &  9  Will.  3,  c.  26,  s.  1  (now  repealed)  for  having  a  die  made 
of  iron  and  steel  in  possession,  without  lawful  authority,  the 
judges,  on  a  case  reserved  for  their  opinion,  held  that,  as  it  was 
immaterial  to  the  offence  of  what  the  die  was  made,  proof  of  a  die, 
either  of  iron  or  steel,  or  both,  would  satisfy  this  charge.  (I)  So 
where  the  indictment  was  upon  the  repealed  statute  4  Geo.  2, 
c.  32,  *  for  stealing  so  much  lead  belonging  to  the  Rev.  G.  C.  W., 
and  then  and  there  fixed  to  a  certain  building  called  Hendon 
Church,'  BuUer,  J.,  thought  the  charging  the  lead  to  be  the  pro- 
perty of  any  one  was  absurd  and  repugnant,  property  (in  this 
respect)  being  only  applicable  to  persontJ  things ;  that  it  should 
only  have  been  charged  to  be  lead  affixed  to  the  church ;  and  that, 
therefore,  the  allegation  as  to  property  ought  to  be  rejected  as  sur- 
plusage, (m) 

In  considering  the  subject  of  surplusage,  it  must  always  be  re- 
membered that  it  is  a  most  general  rule  that  no  allegation, 
whether  necessary  or  unnecessary,  which  is  descriptive  of  the  iden- 
tity of  that  which  is  legally  essential  to  the  charge  in  the  indict- 
ment, can  ever  be  rejected,  (n)  Thus  if  a  man  were  to  be  charged 
with  stealing  a  blacJc  horse,  the  allegation  of  colour,  although  un- 
necessary, yet  being  descriptive  of  that  which  is  material,  could  not 
be  rejected,  (o)  So  upon  an  indictment  under  the  67  Geo.  8, 
c.  90  (now  repealed),  for  being  found  armed  with  intent  to  destroy 
game  in  a  certain  wood  '  called  the  old  walk  of,  and  belonging  to, 
and  then  in  the  occupation  of,  John  James,  Earl  of  Waldegrave,'  it 
was  proved  that  the  wood  in  question  was  in  the  occupation  of  the 


(j)  Rexv.  Holt,  2  Leach,  698.  6T.  R. 
446.  1  Phill.  £y.  498.  Summers*  case, 
2  East,  P.  C.  c.  16,  s.  168,  p.  786.  "War- 
die's  case,  R.  &  R.  9.  S.  C.  2  East,  P. 
C.  c.  16,  B.  168,  p.  786. 

{k)  Pye's  case,  2  East,  P.  C.  c.  16,  s. 
168,  pp.  786,  786.  S.  P.  by  all  the^udges 
in  Johnstone's  case,  ibid.  See  Minton^s 
case,  2  East,  P.  C.  c.  21,  s.  6,  p.  1021. 

{I)  Rex  V,  Oxford,  R.  &  R.  C.  C.  R. 
882.     Rex  v.  Phillips,  ibid.  869. 

(m)  Rex  v.  Hickman,  1  Leach,  318. 
S.  C.  2  East,  P.  C.  c  16,  s.  31,  p.  693. 
On  the  aathority  of  this  case,  Holroyd, 
J.,  doubted  whether,  on  an  indictment  on 


the  repealed  stat.  3  Will  &  M.  c.  9,  s.  6, 
for  stealing  in  a  lodging  let  to  the  pri- 
soner, the  allegation  of  the  person  hy 
whom  the  lodging  was  let  mignt  not  be 
rejected  as  surplusage.  Rex  v.  Healey, 
R.  &  M.  C.  0.  R.  1. 

(n)  1  Stark.  Ev.  628. 

(o)  1  Stark.  Ev.  374,  2nd  ed.  So  upon 
an  indictment  for  stealing  four  live  tame 
turkeys,  the  judges  held  that  the  word 
'  live,'  being  a  description  of  the  quality 
of  the  thing  stolen,  could  not  be  rejected 
as  surplusage.  Rex  v,  Edwards,  R.  &  R. 
497. 
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Earl  of  Waldegrave,  but  it  was  also  proved  that  the  wood  had 
always  been  called  the  long  walk,  and  had  never  been  called  or 
known  by  the  name  of  the  old  walk.  And  upon  a  case  reserved 
for  the  opinion  of  the  judges,  it  was  held  that,  though  it  is  not 
necessary,  where  the  name  of  the  owner  or  occupier  of  the  close  is 
stated,  to  state  the  name  of  the  close  also,  yet  that  the  averment 
could  not  be  rejected,  and  the  variance  was  fatal,  (p)  So  where  the 
indictment  was  for  breaking,  &c.,  the  house  of  J.  Davis,  '  with 
intent  to  steal  the  goods  of  J.  Wakelin,  in  the  said  house  being,' 
and  there  was  no  such  person  who  had  goods  in  the  house,  but 
J.  W.  was  put  by  mistake  for  J.  D.,  the  prisoner  was  held  entitled 
to  an  acquittal ;  and  it  was  ruled  that  the  words  *  of  J.  W.'  could 
not  be  rejected  as.  surplusage,  for  the  words  were  sensible  and  ma- 
terial, it  being  material  to  lay  truly  the  property  in  the  goods ; 
and  without  such  words  the  description  of  the  oflFence  would  be  in- 
complete, (q)  This  is  not  like  the  case  of  laying  a  robbery  in  the 
dwelling-house  of  A.,  which  turns  out  to  be  the  dwelling-house  of 
B.,  because  that  circumstance  is  perfectly  immaterial  in  robbery,  (r) 
Where  an  indictment  for  stealing  a  bank  note  described  it  as 
signed  by  A.  Hooper,  for  the  Governor  and  Company  of  the  Bank 
of  England,  it  was  held  by  the  judges,  on  a  case  reserved,  that 
there  could  be  no  conviction  without  evidence  of  the  signature 
being  by  A,  Hooper,  (s) 

So  the  name  of  the  person  in  whom  the  property  which  is  the  Name  of  the 
subject  of  the  charge  is  laid,  or  on  whom  the  offence  is  stated  to  ^^^* 
have  been  committed,  cannot  be  rejected  as  suiplusage,  but  must 
be  proved,  both  as  to  Christian  and  surname,  according  to  the  in- 
dictment ;  for  if  the  names  there  stated  are  not  his  real  names,  or 
the  names  by  which  he  is  usually  known,  the  prisoner  must  be 
acquitted  (t)  unless  the  indictment  be  amended  under  the  1 4  & 
15  Vict.  c.  100,  a  1,  as  it  ought  to  be  in  such  a  casa  But  if 
there  be  a  sufficient  description  of  the  person  and  degree  of  the 
owner  of  the  property,  which  is  supported  in  evidence,  and  subse- 
quent addition  may,  it  seems,  be  rejected  as  surplusage.  Thus 
where  in  an  indictment  for  larceny,  before  the  Irish  union,  the 
goods  stolen  were  stated  to  be  the  property  of  '  James  Hamilton, 
Esq.,  commonly  called  Earl  of  Clanbrassil,  in  the  kingdom  of  Ire- 
land,' and  it  appeared  in  evidence  that  the  prosecutor  was  an  Irish 
peer,  viz..  Earl  of  Clanbrassil,  in  Ireland,  the  judges,  on  a  case  re- 
served, were  of  opinion  that,  though  the  correct  mode  of  describing 
the  person  of  the  prosecutor  would  have  been  James  Hamilton, 
Esq.,  Earl  of  Clanbrassil,  in  the  kingdom  of  Ireland,'  yet  as 
'  James  Hamilton,  Esq./  was  a  sufficient  description  of  his  person 
and  degree,  the  subsequent  words,  'commonly  called  Earl  of 
Clanbrassil,  in  the  kingdom  of  Ireland,'  might  be  rejected  as  sur- 
plusage, (u) 


(p)  Rex  V.  Owen,  R.  &  M.  C.  C.  R 
118.  See  Duroure's  case,  l£a8t,  P.  C. 
415.  S.  0.  1  Leach,  851  ;  Pye'a  case, 
and  Johnstone's  case,  ante,  p.  892. 

{q)  Jenk's  case,  2  East,  P.  0.  c.  15, 
s.  25,  p.  514.  So  also  on  an  indictment 
for  burglary,  where  the  name  of  the 
owner  of  the  dwelling-honse  is  mis-stated, 
the  error  is  fatal,     vol.  2,  p.  44. 


(r)  Ibid. 

(8)  Rezi;.  Craven,  R.  &  R.  14. 

{t)  See  vol.  1,  p.  58,  as  to  variances  in 
respect  of  the  name  of  the  party  injured. 

{u)  Rex  V.  Graham,  2  Leach,  547. 
From  what  is  said  in  the  latter  part  of 
the  opinion  of  the  judges,  as  d^vered 
by  Perryn,  B.,  it  is  not  clear  whether 
their  lordships  thought  the  words  stated 
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It  is  sufficient 
to  prove  so 
much  of  the 
indictment  as 
constitutes  a 
crime  punish- 
able by  law. 


Although  it  be  true,  as  above  stated,  that  in  order  to  convict  a 
man  of  an  offence,  that  offence  must  be  completely  averred  in  the 
indictment,  and  the  evidence  must  correspond  with,  and  support, 
the  whole  of  the  material  averments  ;  yet  it  by  no  means  follows 
that  it  is  necessary  to  prove  the  offence  charged  in  the  indictment 
to  the  whole  extent  laid,  for  it  is  fully  settled  that  in  criminal  cases 
it  is  sufBcient  for  the  prosecutor  to  prove  so  much  of  the  charge 
as  constitutes  an  offence  punishable  by  law.  (t;)  '  The  distinction,' 
said  Lord  Ellenborough,  in  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Hunt,  (w)  '  runs 
through  the  whole  criminal  law,  and  it  is  invariably  enough  to 
prove  so  much  of  the  indictment  as  shows  that  the  defendant  has 
committed  a  substantive  crime  therein  specified.'  {x)  On  a  charge 
of  petit  treason,  if  the  killing  with  malice  were  proved,  but  no  cir- 
cumstance of  aggravation  were  proved  to  make  the  offence  treason- 
able, the  prisoner  might  have  been  found  guilty  of  the  murder,  (y) 
If  A-  be  charged  with  the  murder  of  B.,  i.  e.  with  feloniously 
killing  B.  of  malice  prepense,  and  all  but  the  fact  of  malice  pre- 
pense be  proved,  A.  may  clearly  be  convicted  of  manslaughter,  for 
the  indictment  contains  all  the  allegations  essential  to  that  charge ; 
A  is  fully  apprised  of  the  nature  of  it,  the  verdict  enables  the 
Court  to  pronounce  the  proper  judgment,  and  A.  may  plead  his 
acquittal  or  conviction  in  bar  of  any  subsequent  indictment  founded 
on  the  same  facts,  {z) 

On  an  indictment  for  burglary  and  stealing  goods,  if  it  appear 
that  no  burglaiy  was  committed — as  where  the  breaking  and  enter- 


aboye  should  be  rejected  as  surplusage, 
or  only  the  words  'commonly  caUed.' 
Where  the  prisoner  was  inducted  for 
stealing  eoods,  the  pro^rty  of  Andrew 
Wm.  Gouer,  Esq.,  and  it  appeared  that 
the  prosecutor  was  not  an  esquire,  it  was 
objected  that  it  was  a  fatal  yariance  ;  but 
Borrough,  J.,  overruled  the  objection,  and 
held  that  the  addition  of  esquire  to  the 
name  of  the  person  in  whom  the  property 
was  laid,  was  mere  surplusage.  Bex  v. 
Ogilvie,  2  C.  &  P.  230.  Reg.  v.  Keys, 
2  Cox,  C.  C.  226,  Wilde,  C.  J.,  S.  P.  It 
has  been  said,  however,  that  where  the 
person  injured  has  a  name  of  dignilr,  as 
a  peer,  baronet,  or  knight,  he  should  be 
described  by  it ;  and  that  if  he  be  de- 
scribed as  a  knight,  when  in  fact  he  is  a 
baronet,  or  the  contrary,  the  variance 
would  be  fatal ;  because  a  name  of  dignity 
is  not  merely  an  addition,  but  is  actually 
part  of  the  name,  Arch.  Cr.  P.  80. 

(v)  Bex  V,  Hollingberry,  4  B.  &  0. 
829.  This  rule,  however,  must  be  under- 
stood, as  it  should  seem,  with  this  quali- 
fication :  that  if  a  prisoner  be  intucted 
for  murder  or  felony,  he  cannot  be  con- 
victed of  a  misdemeanor,  except  it  be  an 
attempt  to  commit  the  offence  charged. 
See  vol.  1,  p.  62.  Thus  where  upon  the 
facts  stated' upon  a  snecial  verdict  upon 
an  indictment  for  felony,  the  Court  of 
King's  Bench  was  of  opinion  that  the 
prisoner  could  not  be  convicted  of  felony, 
Lee,  C.  J.,  started  a  question,  whether, 
as  the  case  amounted  undoubtedly  to  a 
great  misdemeanor,  they  could  not  give 


judgment  as  for  a  trespass :    and    the 
counsel  for  the  Crown,  in  support  of  the 

e»wer  of  the  Court  to  do  so,  cited  2 
awk.  P.  C.  440,  and  Cro.  Jac  497. 
Martin  Leeser's  ease,  1  And.  851.  KeL 
29,  Dalt  331.  E  contra,  it  was  insisted 
that  by  this  means  a  defendant  would  be 
deprived  of  many  advantages  ;  for  if  he 
was  indicted  properly,  he  might  have 
counsel,  a  copy  of  his  indictment,  and  a 
special  jury.  The  Court  ordei«d  the  pri- 
soner to  be  discharged  ;  and  said,  that  in 
the  cases  cited  pro  Jtege,  the  judces 
appear  to  have  been  transported  with 
seal  too  far.  Bex  v.  Westbeer,  2  Stnu 
1133.  S.  C.  1  Leach,  12.  Prisoners  were 
indicted  for  feloniously  assaulting  the 
prosecutor  with  intent  to  rob  him  (which 
IS  felony  by  24  &  26  Vict  c.  96,  s.  42). 
The  jury  found  them  guilty  of  an  assault, 
but  negatived  the  intent  charged.  Held, 
that  the  prisoners  could  not,  upon  this 
indictment,  and  finding,  be  oonvicted  of 
a  common  assault  B.  v.  WoodhaU,  12 
Cox,  C.  C.  240.     Denman,  J. 

{w)  2  Campb.  585. 

{x)  The  same  distinction  applies  to 
the  averments  in  the  indictment.  If  an 
offence  sufficient  to  maintain  the  indict- 
ment be  well  laid,  it  is  enough,  though 
other  matters  which  would  increase  tne 
offence  are  ill  averred. 

(y)  Case  of  Swan  and  Jefferys,  Foat 
104.  1  Phill.  Ev.  501. 

(z)  Mackalley's  case,  9  Bep.  67  6.  Co. 
litt.  282  a.  aab.  £v.  288. 
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ing  were  not  in  the  night,  or  on  a  chaise  of  ix)bbery,  where  the 
property  was  not  taken  from  the  person  by  violence^  or  by  putting 
in  fear — the  prisoner  may  be  found  guilty  of  the  simple  larceny 
only,  (a) 

On  an  indictment  for  stealing  in  a  dweUiug-house,  persons  being 
therein,  and  put  in  fear,  the  prisoner  may  be  convicted  of  simple 
larceny.  (6)  And  in  all  complicated  larcenies  the  prisoner  may  be 
acquitted  of  the  circumstances  of  aggravation,  as  the  fear  or  vio- 
lence, and  found  guilty  of  the  simple  larceny,  (c)  So  upon  an 
indictment  for  horse-stealing,  which  is  bad  for  not  describing  the 
animal  by  any  term  used  in  the  statute,  there  may  be  a  conviction 
for  simple  larceny,  (d)  So  if  a  man  had  been  indicted  upon  the 
statute  of  1  Jac.  of  stabbing  coTitra  formamstahiti,  the  jury  might 
acquit  him  upon  the  statute,  and  find  him  guilty  of  manslaughter 
at  common  law.  (e)  And  if  a  man  had  been  indicted  of  stealing 
of  goods  of  the  value  of  ten  shillings,  the  jury  might  find  him 
guilty  only  of  goods  to  the  value  of  sixpence,  and  so  guilty  only  of 
petit  larceny.  (/)  But  in  order  to  convict  of  any  offence  which  is  The  minor 
not  the  offence  primarily  charged  in  the  indictment,  it  is  necessary  offenoe  most 
that  the  minor  offence  should  be  substantially  charged  in  the  I?^'^*^^^"^ 
indictment.  Thus  where  an  indictment  alleged  that  the  prisoners  ment 
feloniously  made  an  assault  on  the  prosecutor,  and  feloniously  and 
violently  did  'rob,  steal,  take,  and  carry  away  from  his  person 
certain  money  and  goods,'  and  the  jury  found  that  the  prisoner 
assaulted  the  prosecutor  with  intent  to  rob  him,  it  was  held  that 
the  conviction  could  not  be  sustained,  because  the  indictment 
contained  no  statement  of  an  intent  to  rob.  (g) 

Upon  an  indictment  under  24  &  25  Vict,  c  100,  s.  20,  for  unlaw- 
fully and  maliciously  wounding  or  inflicting  greivous  bodily  harm, 
a  verdict  for  a  common  assault  may  be  returned,  (gg) 

If  an  indictment  for  treason  charsfe  several  overt  acts,  it  is  iMtanoeBof 
sufficient  to  prove  one.  (/t)  If  the  indictment  charges,  that  the  **^^^^™«  *^«r- 
defendant  did,  and  caused  to  be  done,  a  particular  act,  as  '  forged, 
and  caused  to  be  forged,'  it  is  enough  to  prove  either  one  or 
the  other,  (i)  If  the  defendant  is  charged  with  composing,  print- 
ing, and  publishing  a  libel,  he  may  be  convicted  only  of  the 
prmting  and  publishing,  {j)  So  where  the  prisoner  was  indicted 
for  having  published  a  Ubel  of  and  concerning  ceitain  magis- 


mentB. 


(a)  2  Hale,  P.  C.  802.  1  Phill.  Ev. 
501.  So  where  the  prisonera  were  ac- 
quitted of  the  borglaiy,  upon  an  indict- 
ment for  a  buiig^lary  and  larceny,  and 
found  guilty  of  stealing  in  the  dwelling- 
house  to  the  amount  of  forty  shillings,  it 
was  holden  that  they  were  excluded  from 
their  clei^,  though  there  was  no  separate 
and  distinct  count  in  the  indictment  on 
the  12  Anne,  c.  7,  and  the  judges  were 
of  opinion  that  the  indictment  contained 
every  charge  that  was  necessary  in  an 
indictment  upon  that  statute.  Vol.  2, 
p.  49.     Hex  V.  Withal,  1  Leach,  88. 

(6)  Bex  V,  Etheriugton,  2  Leach,  671. 
8.  C.  2  East,  P.  C.  636,  yoL  2,  p.  68. 

(c)  2  East,  P.  0.  784. 

\i)  Bex  V.  Beauey,  R.  ft  B.  416. 

(0)  2  Hale,  P.  C.  802. 

(/)  Ibid. 


{g)  Reg.  V,  Beid,  2  Den.  C.  C.  88. 
The  24  &  25  Vict  c.  96,  8.  41,  yoL  2,  p. 
78,  now  authorizes  a  conyiction  of 
an  assault  with  intent  to  rob  in  such  a 


case. 


{gg)  B.  ».  Taylor,  11  Cox,  C.  C.  261. 
tt  per  Kelly,  C.  B.,  although  the  word 
assault  does  not  occur  in  either  count  of 
the  indictment,  yet  both  counts  neces- 
sarily include  an  assault,  and  both  are 
counts  for  misdemeanor,  and  the  prisoner 
haying  been  found  guilty  of  a  common 
assault,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  con- 
yiction should  be  affirmed. 

(A)  Fost  194. 

h)  By  Lord  Mansfield  in  Bex  v.  Mid- 
dlehurst,  1  Burr.  400. 

(j)  Bex  V.  Hunt,  2  Campb.  588.  Bex 
V,  Williams,  ibid.  646. 
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trates,  with  intent  to  defame  those  magistrates,  and  also  with  a 
malicious  intent  to  bring  the  administration  of  justice  into  con- 
tempt; Bayley,  J.,  informed  the  jury,  that  if  they  were  of 
opinion  that  the  defendants  had  published  the  libel  with  either 
of  those  intentions,  they  ought  to  find  the  prisoner  guilty,  (k) 
Where  the  indictment  charged  the  prisoner  with  having  assaulted 
a  female  child,  with  intent  to  abuse  and  carnally  to  know  her ; 
and  the  jury  found  that  the  prisoner  assaulted  the  child  with 
intent  to  abuse  her,  but  negatived  the  intention  charged  carnally 
to  know  her ;  Holroyd,  J.,  held  that  the  averment  of  intention 
was  divisible,  and  that  the  prisoner  might  be  convicted  of  an 
assault  with  intent  to  abuse  simply.  (Z)  On  an  indictment  on 
the  7  Geo.  3,  c.  50,  s.  1  (now  repealed),  stating  the  prisoner  to 
have  been  employed  in  two  branches  of  the  post-oflSce,  proof  of 
his  having  been  employed  in  either  was  held  sufficient,  (m)  And 
in  the  same  case,  the  letter  embezzled  having  been  described  in 
the  indictment  as  having  contained  several  notes,  proof  of  its 
having  contained  any  one  of  them  was  held  sufficient,  {n)  Upon 
an  indictment  for  obtaining  money  under  false  pretences,  it  is  not 
necessary  to  prove  the  whole  of  the  pretence  charged ;  proof  of 
part  of  the  pretence,  and  that  the  money  was  obtained  by  such 
part,  is  sufficient,  (o)  So  an  indictment  for  embezzling  need  not 
specify  the  exact  sum  embezzled;  as  where  the  indictment  charged 
the  prisoner  with  embezzling,  among  other  things,  notes  for  one 
pound  each,  and  evidence  was  given  that  there  were  one  pound 
notes  in  the  sum  of  money  embezzled ;  this  was  held  to  support  the 
indictment.  ( jp)  Where  an  information  for  publishing  a  nialicious 
and  seditious  libel  contained  an  averment  that  outrages  had  been 
committed  i/a  cmd  in  the  neighbourhood  of  Nottingham ;  it  was 
held  that  such  averment  was  divisible,  and  that  it  need  not  be 
proved  that  they  had  been  committed  in  both  places,  {q)  But  if 
it  be  necessary  to  state  a  prescription  in  an  indictment,  such  pre- 
scription must  be  proved  to  the  whole  extent  laid,  otherwise  the 
consequence  might  be,  that  the  record  would  be  evidence  of  a  right 
which  had  been  expressly  disproved  at  the  trial,  (r) 

Where  the  indictment  charges  several  with  a  joint  offence,  any 
one  of  them  alone  may  be  found  guilty.  But  they  cannot  be 
found  guilty  separately  of  separate  parts  of  the  charge,  and  if  two 
be  so  foima  guUty  separately  a  pardon  must  be  obtained,  or  TioUe 
prosequi  entered,  as  to  the  one  who  stands  second  upon  the 
verdict,  before  judgment  can  be  given  against  the  other.  Thus 
where  Hempstead  and  Hudson  were  indicted  upon  the  statute 
of  Anne  for  stealing  in  a  dwelling-house  to  the  value  of  6Z.  10«., 
and  the  jury  found  Hempstead  guilty  as  to  part  of  the  articles  of 
the  value  of  62.,  and  Hudson  guilty  as  to  the  residue  ;  the  judges. 


{k)  Rex  V,  Evans,  8  Stark.  N.  P.  C. 


85. 

(Z)  Rex  V,  Dawson,  3  Stark.  N.  P.  C. 
62. 

(m)  Rex  V.  EUins,  R.  &  R.  C.  C.  R. 
*  188.  Vol.  2,  p.  425.  And  see  Shaw's 
case,  ibid.  p.  508. 

(n)  Ibid, 

(o)  Rex  V.  HiU,  R.  &  R.  190.  YoL  2, 
p.  598. 

{p)  Carson's  case,  R.  &  R.  803.    So 


on  an  indictment  for  extortion,  alleging 
that  the  defendant  extorted  twenty  shil- 
lings, it  is  sufficient  to  prove  that  he  ex- 
torted one  shilling.  Per  Holt,  C.  J.,  Rex 
V.  Burdett,  Lord  Raym.  149.  See  also 
Rex  17.  Gillham,  6  T.  R.  265.  Seijeaunt 
V,  Tilbuiy,  16  Eaat,  416.  Rex  v,  HiU, 
1  Stark.  K.  P.  C.  869. 

{q)  Rex  V,  Sutton,  4  M.  &  S.  532. 

(r)  Rex  v.  Marquis  of  Buckingham, 
4  Gampb.  189. 
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upon  a  case  reserved,  held  that  judgment  could  not  be  given 
against  both,  but  that  upon  a  pardon  or  TwUe  prosequi  as  to 
Hudson  it  might  be  given  against  Hempstead,  (s) 

2dly.  It  is  to  be  considered  with  what  precision  of  proof  those   2dly.  With 
allegations,  which   cannot  be   disregarded   in  evidence,  must  be  ^hat  predsion 
supported ;  or,  in  other  words,  what  is  a  fatal  variance  between  a  aH^Sona^ 
material  averment  in  an  indictment  and  the  evidence  adduced  in  which  caimot 
support  of  it.     The  general  rule  on  this  subject  is,  that  a  variance  ^  fj^J?^**^ 
between  the  indictment  and  the  evidence  is  not  material,  provided  ^rtod,  and^' 
the  substance  of  the  matter  be  found,  (t)  heiein  of 

Upon  this  principle,  where  an  indictment  for  the  murder  of  a  ▼*"*»<»• 
Serjeant  at  mace  of  the  City  of  London  supposed  that  the  sheriff  ^?/,®i^'*« 
of  London,  upon  a  plaint  entered,  made  a  pi^ecept  to  the  serjeant  ^j^^^  to'^prove 
at  mace  to  arrest  the  defendant,  and  it  appeared  that  there  was  the  substance 
not  any  such  precept  made,  and  that,  by  the  custom  of  London,  <>'  *^«  "■^•• 
after  the  plaint  entered,  any  serjeant  ex  offi/yU),  at  the  request  of 
the  plaintiff,  might  arrest  a  defendant,  absque  aZiquo  prcecepto,  ore 
tenus  vel  aliter,  it  was  holden  that  this  statement  of  the  precept 
was  but  circumstance,  not  necessary  to  be  supported  in  evidence, 
and  that  it  was  sufficient  if  the  substance  of  the  matter  were 
proved  without  any  precise  regard  to  circumstance,  (u)     Li  an  in- 
dictment for  perjury  in  an  answer  to  a  bill  in  chancery,  the  bill  was 
stated  to  have  been  filed  by  A.  against  B.  (the  present  defendant) 
and  cmother ;   it  appeared  in  evidence  that  it  was  filed  against  B., 
C,  and  D.,  but  the  perjury  was  assigned  on  a  part  of  the  answer, 
which  was  material  between  A.  and  B. ;    and  Lord  EUenborough 
held  this  not  to  be  a  fatal  variance,  (t;) 

And  with  respect  to  the  proof  of  the  offence  charged  the  rule  Proof  of  of- 
is  universal,  that  it  is  sufficient  if  the  evidence  agree  in  substance  ^*"^®  charged, 
with  the  averments  in  the  indictment.  Thus  on  an  indictment 
for  murder,  it  will  be  sufficient  if  the  manner  of  the  death  proved 
agree  in  substance  with  that  which  is  charged.  Therefore  if  it 
appear  that  the  party  was  killed  by  a  diffei*ent  weapon  from  that 
described,  it  will  maintain  the  indictment,  as  if  a  wound  or  biniise 
alleged  to  have  been  given  with  a  sword  be  proved  to  have  been 
given  with  a  staff  or  axe,  or  a  wound  or  bruise  alleged  to  have 
been  given  with  a  wooden  staff  be  proved  to  have  been  given 
with  a  stone.  So  if  the  death  be  laid  to  have  been  by  one 
sort  of  poisoning,  and  it  turn  out  to  have  been  by  another^ 
the  difference  will  not  be  material  {w)  But  if  a  person  be 
indicted  for  one  species  of  killing,  as  by  poisonings  he  cannot  be 


(s)  Rex  V,  Hempstead,  B.  &  R.  C.  C.  R. 
844. 

{t)  1  East,  P.  C.  c.  5,  s.  115,  p.  845. 

(«)  Rex  V,  Mackally,  9  Co.  67  a. 

{v)  Rex  V,  Benson,  2  Campb.  508, 
S.  P.,  by  Abbott,  C.  J.  Rex  v,  Powell, 
R.  &  M.  N.  P.  C.  101. 

(to)  So  where  an  indictment  on  the  43 
Geo.  8,  c.  58,  s.  2,  charged  the  prisoner 
with  havinc  administer^  to  a  woman  a 
decoction  ox  a  certain  shmb  called  savin  ; 
and  it  appeared  that  the  prisoner  pre- 
pared the  medicine  which  he  admrnis- 
tered,  by  pouring  boiling  water  on  the 
leaves  of  a  shrub ;  the  medical  men  who 


were  examined  stated  that  such  a  pre- 
paration \b  called  an  infusion^  and  not  a 
decoction  (which  ia  made  by  boilins  the 
substance  in  the  water)  ;  upon  which  the 
prisoner's  counsel  insisted  that  he  was 
entitled  to  an  acquittal,  on  the  ground 
that  the  medicine  was  mis-describeo.  But 
Lawrence,  J.,  overruled  the  objection,  and 
said  that  infusion  and  decoction  are 
ejusdetn  generis,  and  that  the  variance  waa 
immaterial ;  that  the  question  was,  whe- 
ther the  prisoner  administered  any  matter 
or  thing  to  the  woman  to  procure  abor- 
tion.    Kex  V,  Phillips,  8  Campb.  74. 
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convicted  by  evidence  of  a  species  of  death  entirely  different,  as 
by  shooting,  starving,  or  strangling,  {x)  So  where  upon  an 
indictment  for  murder,  which  charged  that  the  prisoner  with  a 
certain  piece  of  brick,  which  he  then  and  there  held  in  his  right 
hand,  struck  the  deceased,  thereby  giving  to  him,  witli  the  piece 
of  brick  aforesaid,  one  mortal  wound  of  which  he  died ;  and  the 
jury  found,  not  that  the  prisoner  struck  with  the  piece  of  brick, 
but  that  he  struck  with  his  fist,  and  that  the  deceased  fell  from 
the  blow  upon  the  piece  of  brick,  and  that  the  fall  upon  the  brick 
wafi  the  cause  of  the  death,  the  judges  were  unanimously  of 
opinion  that  the  meaus  of  death  were  not  truly  stated,  and  that 
the  variance  was  fatal,  {y)  So  where  the  indictment  stated  that 
the  prisoner  assaulted  the  deceased,  and  struck  and  beat  him  on 
the  head,  and  then  and  there  gave  him  divei-s  mortal  blows  and 
bruises  of  which  he  died  ;  and  the  evidence  was  that  the  prisoner 
knocked  the  deceased  down  by  a  blow  on  the  head,  and  that  in 
falling  down  upon  the  ground  he  received  the  injury  which 
caused  his  death ;  the  judges,  on  a  case  reserved,  held  that,  the 
cause  of  death  not  being  tnily  stated,  the  prisoner  could  not  be 
convicted,  {z)  If  the  indictment  charges  that  A-  gave  the  mortal 
blow,  and  that  B.  and  C.  were  present,  aiding  and  abetting,  &c., 
but  on  the  evidence  it  appears  that  B.  struck,  and  that  A.  and  C. 
were  present,  aiding,  &c.,  this  is  not  a  material  variance  ;  for  the 
stroke  is  adjudged  m  law  to  be  the  stroke  of  eveiy  one  of  them, 
and  is  as  strongly  the  act  of  the  others,  as  if  they  all  three  had 
held  the  weapon,  and  had  all  together  struck  the  deceased.  The 
identity  of  the  person  supposed  to  have  given  the  stroke,  says  Mr. 
J.  Foster,  is  but  a  circumstance,  and  in  this  case  a  very  immaterial 
ojue.  {a) 
Mattere  of  *  "^^^  cases  which  relate  to  the  necessity  of  proving  particular 

induoement.      averments,'  said  Mr.  J.  Chambre  in  the  case  of  Turner  v.  Eylea, 

*  only  distinguish  between  that  which  is  material  and  that  which  is 
impertinent,  but  make  no  distinction  between  that  which  is  in- 
ducement, and  that  which  is  the  immediate  cause  of  action.'  Mr. 
Starkie,  vol.  1,  Ev.  450,  note  (Z),  observes  that  the  distinction 
between  the  gist,  and  that  which  is  the  inducement,  is  not  always 
clear.  If  by  xnducemeTvt  such  averments  only  be  meant  as  are  not 
material,  but  which,  if  struck  out,  would  leave  a  valid  charge 
behind,  there  is  no  question  ;  but  if  the  term  include  essential  and 
material  averments,  then  proof  being  necessary,  legal  proof  is 
essential,  and  that  must,  it  should  seem,  depend  upon  the  nature 
of  the  allegation  itself,  and  not  upon  its  mere  order  or  connection 
in  point  of  time,  or  otherwise,  with  other  material  aveiments.  On 
the  other  hand,  it  is  certain  that  whenever  an  allegation  is 
material  and  essential,  whether  it  fall  within  the  scope  of  the 
term  i/ndAiceme'nt  or  not,  or  whatever  its  connection  may  be  in  the 
order  of  time,  or  otherwise,  with  the  other  essential  averments,  it 
must  be  proved  according  to  the  precise  and  particular,  though 
superfluous,  description  with  which  it  is  encumbered. 

{x)  1  East,  P.  C.  c  6,  8.  107,  p.  841,  139. 

2  Hale,  185.  (a)  Rex  v.  Mackally,  9  Rep.  67  h,  Foat 

(y)  Bex  V,  Kelly,  R.  &  M.  C.  C.  R.  351.     Smith  v,  Taylor,  3  B.  &  P.  463. 

118.  Gwinnet  v.  Phillip,  1  N.  R.  210. 

{z)  Rex  V.  Thompson,  R.  A;  M.  C.  C.  R. 
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But  any  diflference  in  substance  between  the  statements  in  the  Instances  of 
indictment  and  the  evidence,  as  to  the  offence  charged,  will  be  J^^ 
fatal.  Where  on  an  indictment  under  Lord  EUenborough's  Act, 
the  prisoner  was  charged  with  oictting  I.  S.,  and  the  evidence  was 
that  the  wounds  were  inflicted  by  stabbing  and  not  by  cutting,  the 
judges  held  that  as  the  statute  used  the  alternative  '  stab  or  cu^,' 
the  variance  was  fatal.  (6)  If,  on  an  indictment  for  perjury,  the 
oath  is  stated  to  have  been  taken  at  the  assizes,  before  justices 
assigned  to  take  the  said  assizes,  it  will  be  a  fatal  variance  if  the 
oath  was  administered  when  the  judge  was  sitting  under  the  com- 
mission of  oyer  and  terminer  and  gaol  delivery,  (c)  In  an  indict- 
ment on  the  43  Geo.  3,  c.  56,  the  intent  laid  was  to  murder, 
to  disable,  or  to  do  some  grievous  bodily  harm ;  the  intent  found 
by  the  jury  was  to  prevent  being  apprehended ;  it  was  held  by  the 
judges,  on  a  case  reserved,  that  a  conviction  could  not  be  sup- 
ported, (d) 

The  name   of  any  party  whose  existence  is  essential  to  the  Misnomer  of 
charge  must  be  proved  in  conformity  to  that  laid  in  the  indict-  P*f*y  ^^^ 
ment,  («)  for  a  misnomer  of  him  is  usually  fatal.  (/)     And  if  such  J^ti^to 
person  be  described  as  a  certain  person  to  the  jurors  unknown,  the  ohai^ge. 
and  it  appear  in  evidence  that  his  name  clearly  was  known,  the 
prisoner  cannot  be  convicted,  (g)     Where  a  prisoner  is  described 
by  name  simply,  without  addition,  proof  that  there  are  two  per- 
sons of  that  name  is  no  variance,  for  the  allegation  is  still  true. 
Upon  an  indictment  for  an  assault  upon  Elizabeth  Edwards  it 
appeared  that  there  were  two  of  that  name,  mother  and  daughter, 
and  that  in  fact  the  assault  had  been  made  on  the  daughter ;  but 
the  conviction  was  held  to  be  good,  (k)    So  where  an  indictment 
laid  the  propeity  of  a  horse  in  Joshua  Jennings,  it  was  held  to  be 


(h)  Rex  V,  M'Dennot,  R.  &  R.  C.  C.  R. 
856.  R.  V.  Plefltow,  1  Campb.  494, 
Cork's  case,  1  Leach,  105. 

{e)  Rex  V,  Lincoln,  R.  &  R.  421.  Bat 
in  an  indictment  for  peijury  alleged  to 
have  been  committed  on  the  trial  of  a 
cause  before  one  of  the  judges  of  the 
King's  Bench,  without  a  prout  patet  per 
reeordum,  it  is  no  variance  that  the  poaiea 
alleges  the  trial  to  have  t^en  place  be- 
fore the  Lord  Chief  Justice,  the  cause 
having,  in  fact,  been  tried  before  the 
iudge  specified.  Rex  v.  Coppard,  M.  & 
M.  118,  Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.  So  where 
the  indictment  alleged  that  the  cause 
came  on  to  be  tried  before  £.  W.,  one  of 
tbe  judges,  &c.,  and  it  was  stated  in  the 
nisi  prius  record  in  the  usual  form  tnat 
the  cause  was  tried  before  the  two  judges 
of  assize,  one  of  whom  was  £.  W.,  it  was 
held  no  variance.  Rex  v.  Alford,  14  East, 
R  218. 

{d)  Rex  «.  Buffin,  R.  &  R  865. 

(«)  Reg.  V.  Dent,  2  Cox,  C.  C.  864, 
where  there  was  no  proof  of  any  Christian 
name.  Earl  of  Cardigan's  case,  cited 
Dears.  C.  C.  477. 

(/)  1  Stark.  Ev.'470.  See  ante,  p.  898, 
as  to  the  misnomer  of  the  person  stated 
to  be  the  owner  of  the  dwelling-house,  in 
burglary,  and  on  an  indictment  under  the 
Black  Act.  On  an  indictment  for  stealing 


in  a  dwelling-house  to  the  value  of  61. ,  the 
name  of  the  owner  of  the  house  must  be 
proved  as  laid,  vol.  2,  p.  67.  So  on  an 
indictment  for  robbing  a  dwelling-house 
in  the  day-time,  some  person  being 
therein,  the  name  of  some  person  who 
was  in  the  house  at  the  time  must  be  cor- 
rectly stated.  Rex  t^.  Kelly,  Carr.  Suppl. 
42.  As  to  miimomer  of  a  defendant,  see 
vol.  1,  p.  37. 

{a)  1  East,  P.  C.  651.  Rex  v.  Robinson, 
Holt,  K.  P.  C.  695.  Rex  v.  Walker,  8 
Campb.  264.  Rex  v,  Deakin  and  Smith, 
2  Leach,  863.  But  if  the  charge  aoainst 
an  accessory  is  that  the  principal  felonj 
was  committed  by  persons  unknomm,  it  is 
no  objection  that  the  same  grand  jury 
have  K)und  a  true  bill  imputing  the  prin- 
cipal felony  to  L  S.  Rex  v.  Bush,  R.  & 
R.  372.     See  voL  2,  p.  481. 

{h)  Rex  V.  Peace,  8  B.  &  A.  579.  The 
Court  said,  '  The  question  here  is,  not 
whether  the  party  nas  been  rightly  de- 
scribed, but  who  the  party  is  who  is  de- 
scribed in  the  indictment  as  having  been 
assaulted.'  But,  generally,  if  the  father 
and  son  be  both  named  A.  B.,  by  A.  B. 
simply  the  father  shall  be  intended,  Wil- 
son V,  Stubs,  Hob.  380.  Lepiot  v,  Browne, 
1  Salk.  7.  Sweeting  v.  Fowler,  1  Stark. 
K.  P.  C.  106.  Stebbing  t;.  Spicer,  8  C.  B. 
827. 
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supported  by  proof  of  property  in  Joshua  Jennings  the  younger,  (i) 
So  where  an  indictment  for  perjury  alleged  a  suit  to  have  been 
between  Peacock  and  R  Miles,  and  the  proceedings  stated  the 
suit  to  have  been  between  Peacock  and  R.  Miles  the  elder,  it  was 
held  no  variance,  {j)  So  where  an  indictment  for  perjury  alleged 
that  there  was  a  plaint,  in  which  William  Withers,  the  younger, 
was  plaintiflF,  and  the  plaint  was  merely  '  William  Withers,  plain-' 
tiflf,'  it  was  held  that  this  was  no  variance.  (A;)  The  prosecutor 
may  be  described  by  the  name  he  has  assumed,  though  it  is  not 
his  right  name  ;  thus  where  the  goods  stolen  were  laid  to  be  the 
property  of  Mary  Johnson,  and  the  prosecutrix  stated  that  her 
original  name  was  Mary  Davies,  but  that  she  had  been  called  and 
known  by  the  name  of  Mary  Johnson,  and  not  Mary  Davies,  for 
the  last  five  yeai*s,  and  had  not  taken  the  name  of  Johnson  for 
any  purpose  of  concealment  or  of  fraud ;  the  judges,  on  a  case 
reserved,  were  of  opinion  that  the  time  the  prosecutrix  had  been 
known  by  the  name  of  Johnson  warranted  her  being  called  so  in 
the  indictment.  {I)  And  so  a  person  is  well  described  by  the 
name  by  which  he  is  generally  known.  Thus  where  a  count  for 
offering  a  bribe  to  an  officer  of  the  customs  stated  his  name  as 
Thomas  Dabbs,  and  he  proved  that  his  true  name  was  Thomas 
Tyrrel  Dabbs,  but  that  he  generally  went  by  the  name  of  Thomas 
Dabbs,  and  signed  his  name  Thomas  Dabbs  without  Tyrrel,  it 
was  held  that  this  was  no  variance,  (m)  So  where  an  indictment 
for  robbery  laid  the  property  in  John  Hancox,  and  it  appeared  that 
his  name  was  John  Walter  Hancox,  but  that  he  was  generally 
known  by  the  name  of  John  Hancox,  Parke,  J.,  held  that  this  was 
sufficient,  {n)  So  where  in  an  indictment  a  boy  was  called  Edward 
Dobson,  and  he  stated  that  his  right  name  was  Dobson,  but  that 
most  persons  who  knew  him  called  him  Peach,  and  that  his  mother 
had  married  two  husbands,  the  first  named  Peach  and  the  second 
Dobson,  and  that  he  was  told  by  his  mother  that  he  was  the  son 
of  the  latter,  and  that  she  always  used  to  call  him  Dobson ;  it  was 
held  that  the  evidence  that  the  boy's  mother  had  always  called 


{%)  Hodgson's  case,  1  Lewin,  286, 
Parke,  J.  8.  P.,  Bland's  case,  ibid.  Hol- 
land, B. 

0')  Rex  V.  Bailey,  7  C.  &  P.  264,  Wil- 
liams, J.,  who  cited  a  MS»  case  where  it 
was  aiLleged  that  there  was  an  indictment 
against  A.  B.  and  C.  D.,  at  a  former  time, 
and  on  the  record  being  produced  it  ap- 
peared that  it  was  an  indictment  against 
A.  B.  and  C.  D.,  the  younger,  and  Law- 
rence, J.,  held  it  a  fatal  variance;  on 
which  it  was  observed  that  that  must 
have  been  on  the  ground  that  if  a  person 
was  named  simply  it  meant  the  elder. 

(At)  Reg.  t;.  Withers,  4  Cox,  C.  C.  17. 
Rolfe,  B. 

(0  Rex  V.  Norton,  R.  &  R.  510. 

(m)  Attorney-General  v.  Hawkes,  1 
Tyrw.  8,  and  per  Alexander,  C.  B.,  'By 
the  aid  of  an  averment  of  the  identity  of 
Thomas  Dabbs  and  Thomas  Tyrrel  Dabbs, 
the  defendant  might  plead  an  acquittal 
on  this  information,  by  way  of  aidrefoit 
acquit,  to  another  information  for  offering 
a  bribe  to  Thomas  Tyrrel  Dabbs  on  this 


occasion. 

(n)  Rex  v.  Berriman,  5  CAP.  601. 
See  Rex  v.  Sheen,  2  C.  &  P.  684.     And 

see  Rex  v. ,  6  C.  &  P.  408,  where  an 

indictment  for  stealing  a  whip,  the  pro- 
perty of  Richard  Pratt,  was  held  to  be 
sustained  by  evidence  that  the  prosecutor 
was  genenuly  known  by  that  name, 
although  his  proper  name  was  Richard 
Jeremiah  Pratt.  And  see  WUliams  v, 
Bryant,  5  M.  &  W.  447,  where  the  de- 
fendant executed  a  bond  in  the  name  of 
William  Bryant,  being  known  at  that 
time  by  that  name,  his  real  name  being 
William  Francis  Bryant,  and  the  Court 
held  that  the  proof  was  sufficient  upon 
the  plea  of  rum  est  factum.  In  Reff.  v. 
Lippiatt,  1  Cox,  C.  C.  56,  the  ii^ct- 
ment  charged  an  assault  on  Sarah  Bath, 
who  had  been  christened  Sarah  Anne 
Bath,  but  had  been  known  in  the  &mily 
by  the  name  of  Sarah  only ;  and  Cole- 
ridge, J.,  is  reported  to  have  held  this  a 
fatal  variance.     SedquoEte. 
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him  Dobson  must  be  taken  to  be  conclusive  as  to  his  name^  and 
that,  therefore,  he  was  rightly  described  in  the  indictment,  (o) 

On  an  indictment  for  administering  poison  to  Patrick  Henry  ^*™f. 
Smithy  who  had  been  christened  by  those  names,  but  had  been  confif^tion. 
sometimes  called  Henry  and  sometimes  Patrick,  and  never  Patrick        ^^ 
Henry,  except  by  his  mother,  and  had  been  confirmed  eighteen 
years  before  by  the  name  of  Henry,  and  had  generally  been  called 
Henry  afterwards,  and  had  signed  the  name  of  Henry  when  he  was 
married  ;  Maule,  J.,  said,  *  It  appeai-s  to  me  that  the  prosecutor  is 
misdescribed ;  he  has  been   commonly  known   by  the   name  of 
Henry  and  of  Patrick,  but  not  of  Patrick  Henry.     Then,  again, 
although  that  is  his  name  by  baptism,  he  has  since  been  confirmed 
by  another,  and  in  Sir  F,  Oawdy's  case  (p )  it  is  laid  down  that 
where  a  man  is  confirmed  by  a  different  name  from  his  baptismal 
one,  he  must  be  described  by  the  name  of  confirmation.     My 
brother  Coleridge  agrees  with   me  that   the   prisoner  must  be 
acquitted.'  (q)    And  where  on  the  indictment  of  Frances  Clark  for  ^  ^Mwtards. 
the  murder  of  '  George  Lakeman  Clark,  a  base-born  infant  male 
child/  it  appeared  in  evidence  that  the  deceased  child  was  a  bas- 
tard son  of  the  prisoner,  and  that  she  murdered  it,  as  charged  in 
the  indictment,  but  that  the  child  was  christened  George  Lakeman, 
being  the  names  of  its  reputed  father,  and  that  it  was  called  George 
Lakeman,  and  not  by  any  other  name  known  to  the  witnesses,  and 
that  the  prisoner  called  it  George  Lakeman ;  the  judges  held  that 
as  the  child  had  not  obtained,  his  mother's  name  by  reputation,  he 
was  improperly  called  Clark  in  the  indictment,  and  as  there  was 
nothing  but  the  name  to  identify  him  in  the  indictment,  the  con- 
viction could  not  be  supported.  (?•)     And  so  where  an  illegitimate  Waters'  case, 
child,  three  weeks  old,  had  been  baptized  by  the  name  of  *  Eliza,' 
but  no  surname  was  mentioned  at  the  time  of  baptism,  and  neither 
the  register,  nor  any  copy  of  it,  was  produced  at  the  trial,  and  an 
indictment  for  murder  described  her  as  '  Eliza  Waters,'  Waters 
being  the  name  of  her  mother ;  it  was  held,  upon  a  case  reserved, 
that  the  child  had  not  acquired  the  name  of  Waters  by  reputation, 
and  that  the  conviction  was  wrong.  (»)   Where,  however,  an  indict-  Byans*  case, 
ment  charged  the  murder  of  Emma  Evans,  and  it  appeared  that  ^pufatjon. 
the  deceased  was  an  illegitimate  child  born  in  a  workhouse,  and 
baptized  on  the  9th  of  September  by  the  name  of  Emma,  and 
drowned  on  the  11th  of  the  same  month,  when  about  six  weeks 
old,  and  that  up  to  the  time  of  the  baptism  she  was  not  called  by 
any  name,  but  that  from  the  ninth  to  the  11th  of  September  she 
was  called  Emma  Evans,  Evans  being  the  mother's  name  ;  it  was 
held  that  there  was  suflBcient  evidence  of  reputation  for  the  consi- 
deration of  the  jury,  and  that  this  case  was  distinguishable  from 
the  last,  because  there  was  no  evidence  there  that  the  child  was 
ever  called  Waters  at  all.  (t)    And  where,  on  an  indictment  for  the  Smith's  case, 
murder  of '  a  certain  female  child  whose  name  to  the  jurors  was 
unknown,'  it  appeared  that  the  child  had  not  been  baptized,  but 

(o)  Rex  V.  Williama,  7  C.  &  P.  298,  is  a  good  name. 

WiUiams,  J.,  after  consulting  Alderson,  (r)  Rex  v.  aark,  R.  &  R.  858. 

B.  (s)  Rex  V.  Waters,  R.  &  M.  C.  C.  R. 

ip)  Co.  Litt  8  a,  467,  S.  C.     7  C.  &  P.  250. 

(9)  R^.  V,  Smith.  1  Cox,  C.  C.  248.  (0  Reg.   v.    Evans,   8  C.   A  P.    766, 

Bnt  qusere  whether  the  authorities  show  Erakine,  J.,  after  consulting  Patteson,  T. 
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the  prisoner  had  said  she  should  like  it  to  be  called  '  Mary  Ann/ 
and  had  called  it '  her  Maiy  Ann '  at  one  time,  and  '  Little  Mary/ 
at  another ;  the  father  was  a  baptist,  and  the  child  was  a  bastard, 
and  twelve  days  old ;  and,  upon  a  case  reserved,  it  was  held  that 
the  child  had  not  gained  a  name  by  reputation,  and  therefore  the 
indictment  was  right  (u)  Where  an  indictment  for  larceny  laid 
the  goods  stolen  to  be  the  property  of  Victory  Baroness  Turldieim, 
and  the  prosecutrix  proved  that  Baroness  Turkheim  was  her  title 
only,  and  no  part  of  her  proper  name,  but  that  she  was  not  only 
reputed  to  possess  that  title,  but  did  actually  possess  it  in  right  of 
an  estate  inherited  from  her  father,  and  that  she  had  constantly 
and  uniformly  acted  in  and  been  known  by  that  appellation,  but 
that  her  name  without  her  title  was  Selina  Victoria ;  the  judges 
held  the  description  sufficient,  {v)  So  where  an  information  for 
libel  described  the  prosecutor  as  '  His  Serene  Highness  Charles 
Frederick  Augustus  William  Duke  of  Brunswick  and  Luneburg,' 
but  his  proper  name  was  Charles  Frederick  William  Augustus 
D'Este,  and  he  had  been  formerly  reigning  Duke  of  Brunswick 
and  Luneburg,  and  was  still  commonly  called  by  that  title,  but  he 
had  in  fact  ceased  to  be  reigning  duke,  the  Couit  of  Queen's 
Bench  held  the  description  sufficient,  as  it  was  that  by  which  he 
was  well  known,  {w) 

A  transposition  of  the  order  in  which  names  are  borne  causes  a 
variance.  Thus  it  is  a  variance  to  describe  Henry  Jules  Steiner  as 
Jules  Henry  Steiner.  (x) 

But  if  the  name  proved  be  ^c2em  aonaTis  with  that  in  the  indict- 
ment, and  different  in  spelling  only,  the  variance  will  be  immate- 
rial. Thus  Segrave  for  Seagrave  is  no  variance,  (y)  nor  is  Benedetto 
for  Beniditto,  {z)  nor  is  McNicole  for  McNicoll.  (a)  So  on  an  in- 
dictment for  committing  an  offence  on  one  John  Whyneard  it 
appeared  that  his  name  was  spelt  Winyard,  but  it  was  pronounced 
Winnyard ;  and  the  judges,  on  a  case  reserved,  held  that  the  pri- 
soner had  been  rightly  convicted.  (6)  But  an  indictment  charging 
the  prisoner  with  having  personated  *  Peter  M^Carin  *  is  not  sup- 
ported by  evidence  that  he  personated  *  Peter  M'Cam.'  (c)  So  it 
has  been  decided  that  '  Shakespeare '  cannot  be  considered  idem 
8ona7i8  with  '  Shakepear.'  (d)  Whether  two  names  sound  alike  is 
a  question  for  the  jury,  and  not  for  the  court,  (c) 


(w)  Rex  V,  Smith,  R.  &  M.  C.  C.  R. 
402,  S.  C,  6  C.  &  P.  161.  See  other 
cases  on  this  subject,  vol.  1,  p.  792. 

(v)  Sull's  case,  2  Leach,  861.  An  in- 
dictment for  a  robbery  on  an  nnmarried 
woman  in  her  maiden  name  is  good,  al- 
though she  marry  before  the  indictment 
IB  found.  Rex  v.  Turner,  1  Leach,  536. 
Where  an  indictment  charged  the  prisoner 
with  the  manslaughter  of  Mark  RobiuBon, 
and  a  witness  stated  that  the  deceased 
stayed  three  days  and  nights  at  his  inn, 
and  that  he  asked  the  deceased  his  name, 
and  that  letters  came  directed  in  that 
name,  which  letters  were  delivered  to  the 
deceased,  and  received  by  him  ;  Patteson, 
J.,  held  that  the  witness  might  be  asked 
what  name  the  deceased  told  him,  as  it 
was  evidence  to  show  the  name  by  which 
he  usually  went.  Rex  v.  Timmins,  7  C.  & 
P.  499. 


(w)  Reg.  V.  Gregory,  8  Q.  B.  508. 
Rex  «.  Sulls,  2  Leach,  861,  was  considered 
by  the  court  as  decisive  on  the  point. 
This  report  omits  the  name  Augustus 
among  the  proper  names,  but  the  mar- 
ginal note  shows  this  was  a  mere  mistake, 
and  the  names  are  all  given  in  2  Seas.  C. 
229. 

(x)  Reg.  V,  James,  2  Oox,  C.  C.  227. 
Pollock,  0.  B. 

(y)  Williams  v.  Ogle,  2  Stra.  889. 

(z)  Abitbol  V.  Beniditto,  2  Taunt  401. 
Reg.  V,  Withers.  4  Cox,  C.  C.  17. 

(a)  Reg.  V,  Wilson,  1  Den.  C.  C.  284. 

(b)  Rex  V.  Foster,  R.  &  R.  412. 

(c)  Rex  V.  Tannet,  R.  ft  R.  351. 

(d)  Rex  V.  Shakespeare,  10  East,  88. 
So  Tarbart  for  Tabart  is  a  fatal  vananoe 
in  a  bail  piece.  Bingham  v.  Dickie,  5 
Taunt.  14. 

(e)  Beg.  V,  Davis,  2  Den.  C.  G.  231. 
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Upon  an  indictment  for  robbing  Thomas  Bent,  it  was  proved  by  Evidence  of 
a  witness  that  he  knew  Lieutenant  Bent,  and  saw  him  sign  his  '"""®* 
name  twice — once  to  the  charge  of  the  robbery,  and  once  to  the 
deposition  in  support  of  the  charge,  and  from  those  signatures  he 
knew  his  name  to  be  Thomas  Bent ;  but,  except  so  far  as  he  knew 
the  fact  from  having  seen  Lieutenant  Bent  sign  his  name  on  those 
occasions,  he  knew  nothing  about  his  Christian  name.  So  much 
only  of  the  complaint  and  deposition  as  showed  that  they  had  been 
signed  by  Lieutenant  Bent  in  the  presence  of  the  witness  was  then 
read ;  and,  upon  a  case  reserved,  it  was  held  that,  although  the 
evidence  was  open  to  observation  to  the  jury,  yet  that  there  was  no 
doubt  that  it  was  admissible  as  evidence  of  the  Christian  name  of 
Lieutenant  Bent.  (/)  So  where  an  information  for  libel  alleged 
that  a  certain  person  had  murdered  E.  Grimwood,  and  the  coroner 
proved  that  on  the  inquest  on  a  female  she  was  called  by  the 
witnesses  E.  Grimwood,  and  he  produced  an  inquisition  on 
paper  purporting  to  be  taken  on  the  body  of  E.  Grimwood, 
it  was  held  that  this  was  evidence  that  the  deceased  went  by  that 
name,  (g) 

As  to  amending  the  indictment  at  the  trial  to  make  it  accord  Amending  in- 
with  the  evidence,  see  vol.  1,  p.  52.  ^i^""^  ** 

On  the  trial  of  indictments  for  offences  which  are  not  local  in        {  i  uca 
their  nature,  generally  speaking,  it  will  be  suifficient  to  show  that  j^  ^^ere  the 
the  offence  was  committed  in  some  place  within  the  county  or  other  offence  is  not 
division ;  and  a  mistake  of  the  place  in  which  an  offence  is  laid  ^^^^' 
will  not  be  material  upon  the  evidence  on  the  plea  of  not  guilty, 
if  the  fact  be  proved  at  some  other  place  in  the  same  county,  (h) 
Although  the  offence  must  be  proved  to  have  been  committed  in 
the  county  where  the  prisoner  is  tried,  yet,  after  such  proof,  the 
acts  of  the  prisoner  in  any  other  county,  tending  to  establish  the 
charge  against  him,  are  properly  admissible  in  evidence,  (t) 

And  it  is  no  objection  in  the  case  of  a  transitory  felony  on  the  Nor  is  it  any 
plea  of  not  guilty  that  there  is  no  such  place  or  parish  in  the  ^"^^^.'^^^ 
county  as  that  in  which  the  offence  is  stated  to  have  been  com-  there  iano 

mitted.  {j)  s^h  pariah. 

Since  the  14  &  15  Vict.  c.  100,  s.  23,  it  is  not  necessary  to  state 
any  venue  in  the  body  of  an  indictment,  unless  a  local  description 
be  required,  {k) 

To  the  above  rule,  as  to  the  paiish  and  place  being  immaterial,  Ezceptdona  as 
there  are  some  exceptions ;  as,  if  the  statute  upon  which  the  in-  to  proof  of 
dictment  is  framed  give  the  penalty  to  the  poor  of  the  parish  in  ^  ' 

which  the  offence  was  committed,  the  offence  must  be  proved  to 
have  been  committed  in  the  parish  laid  in  the  indictment.  (I) 

But  if  the  offence  be  in  its  nature  local,  and  there  be  no  such  Where  the 


In  this  case  the  indictment  laid  stolen 
property  in  Darios,  C,  and  he  said  that 
nis  name  was  Triua,  and  the  sessions  held 
that  the  names  were  idem  MnanHa^  as 
Darius  (as  pronounced  in  the  Dorset 
dialect,  D'rius)  and  Trius  sounded  alike  ; 
and  it  was  held  that  it  was  a  question  of 
fact  for  the  jury,  and  not  of  law  for  the 
court ;  and  the  judges  could  not  affirm 
as  matter  of  law  that  the  two  names 
sounded  alike. 

(/)  Reg.  t;.  Toole,  D.  k  B.  194. 


(g)  Reg.  V.  Gregory,  8  Q.  B.  608. 

(A)  2  Hawk.  P.  C.  c.  25,  s.  84. 

(I)  1  Phill.  Ev.  20(5,  Cth  cd. 

O)  Rexv.  Woodward,  MS.  Bayley,  J. 
8  Bum  J.  D.  &  Wms.  384.  S.  C.  R.  k 
M.  C.  C.  R.  823,  vol.  2,  p.  1064.  Rex  v, 
Perkins,  4  C.  &  P.  363,  Park,  J.  A.  J. 
Rex  v.  Dowling,  R.  k  M.  N.  P.  R.  433. 

(Jc)  See  the  section,  ariJU^  vol.  1, 
p.  24. 

(0  Archb.  Cr.  PI.  43.  See  Rex  v. 
Glossop,  4  B.  &  A.  6X6. 
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place  as  that  laid  in  the  indictment,  the  prisoner  must  be  acquitted 
of  such  local  ofience ;  if,  however,  the  indictment  contain  a  charge 
of  a  transitory  offence,  as  larceny,  the  prisoner  may  be  convicted 
of  such  transitory  offence,  although  he  is  acquitted  of  the  local 
offence,  (m)  So  the  offence  of  stealing  in  the  dwelling-house  to  the 
value  of  five  pounds  is  local,  and,  therefore,  if  the  house  be  stated 
to  be  situate  in  a  parish  and  county,  it  must  be  proved  that  the 
whole  of  such  parish  is  in  such  county,  and  if  it  be  not  so  proved 
the  prisoner  cannot  be  convicted  of  stealing  in  the  dwelling-house 
to  the  value  of  five  pounds,  but  he  may  be  of  the  simple  lar- 
ceny, (n) 

So  on  an  indictment  against  a  parish  for  not  repairing  a  high- 
way, on  their  common  law  liability  to  repair,  the  part  of  the  road 
out  of  repair  must  be  proved  to  be  within  the  parish,  (o)  So  it 
has  been  held  that  where  an  injury  is  partly  local  and  partly  tran- 
sitory, and  a  precise  local  description  is  given,  a  variance  in  proof 
of  the  place  is  fatal  to  the  whole,  for  the  whole  being  one  entire 
fact,  the  local  description  becomes  descriptive  of  the  transitory 
injury,  (p) 

Proof  that  the  place  or  parish  is  usually  and  commonly  known 
by  the  description  used  is  sufficient,  (q)  And  although  there 
be  two  parishes  of  the  general  name,  the  general  description  will 
be  sufficient  (r) 

But  now,  whenever  any  variance  occurs  between  any  local  de- 
scription and  the  evidence,  the  court  may  amend  the  record  under 
the  14  &  15  Vict.  c.  100,  s.  1.  {a) 

In  criminal  prosecutions  it  is  unnecessary  to  prove  the  time  of 
committing  the  offence  precisely  bs  laid,  unless  that  particular  time 
is  material ;  and  the  facts  may  be  proved  to  have  occurred  on  any 
day  previous  to  the  finding  of  the  bill  by  the  grand  jury,  (t)  And 
now,  by  the  14  &  15  Vict.  c.  100,  s.  24,  no  indictment  is  insuffi- 
cient ^  for  omitting  to  state  the  time  at  which  the  offence  was  com- 


(m)  Reg.  V.  Brookes,  C.  &  M.  648. 

(n)  Reg.  V.  Jackson,  Gloucester  Spr. 
Ass.  1842,  MS.  C.  S.  G.,  vol.  2,  p.  46. 

(o)  Vol.  1,  p.  496. 

ip)  1  Stark.  Ev.  466,  citing  Rex  v. 
Cranage,  1  Salk.  886.  In  this  case  the 
indictment  stated  that  the  defendant  with 
others  riotously  assembled,  et  quoddam 
cubiculum  cujusdam  S.  S.,  in  cUmo  manr 
sionali  cujvsdam  David  James  fregU  et 
tiUravU,  and  thirty  yards  of  stnff  took 
and  carried  away  ;  it  appeared  to  be  the 
house  of  David  Jameson;  and  Parker, 
C.  J.,  held  that  this  did  not  maintain  liie 
indictment,  for  part  is  local  and  part  not 
local ;  the  eubunilum  is  local,  the  taking 
and  carrying  away  is  not  local ;  but  then 
all  is  put  together  as  one  entire  fact  under 
one  description,  and  yon  cannot  divide 
them.  So  if  there  be  an  indictment  for 
acting  a  play  and  speaking  obscene  words 
in  such  a  parish,  in  a  play-house  in  Lin- 
coln's Inn  Fields :  if  there  be  no  play- 
house in  Lincoln's  Inn  Fields  the  defend- 
ant must  be  acquitted  ;  for  though  the 
words  are  not  local,  yet  they  are  made  so. 
One  may  make  a  trespass  local  that  is  not 


so.  If  the  speaking  had  been  alleged 
in  Lincoln's  Inn  Fiel(b,  then  it  had  been 
laid  as  venue  ;  but  here  it  is  otherwise, 
for  here  it  is  alleged  as  a  description 
where  the  play-house  stood.  Per  Parker, 
C.  J.,  ibid. 

(q)  1  Stork.  £v.  468.  Kirtland  v. 
Pounsett  1  Taunt.  670.  Goodtitle  v, 
Walter,  4  Taunt.  671.  Per  Mansfield, 
C.  J.,  in  Vowles  v.  Miller,  3  Taunt.  140. 
Ueg.  V.  St  John,  9C.  &  P.  40. 

(r)  1  Stark.  £v.  469,  citing  Doe  d. 
James  v,  Harris,  6  M.  &  S.  826.  Taylor 
V.  Willans,  8  Bing.  R.  449.-  Where  an 
indictment  stoted  that  a  highway  alleged 
to  be  out  of  repair  led  to  the  pariah  of 
Langwm,  in  the  county  of  Monmouth, 
and  it  appeared  that  there  were  two 
parishes  in  the  county,  Langwm  Isha 
and  Langwm  Ucha,  and  that  the  highway 
led  to  the  former ;  Bosanqnet,  J.,  held 
Hie  description  sufficient.  Rex  «.  Ijan- 
trissent,  Monmouth  Sum.  AsBl  1832. 
MSS.  C.  S.  G. 

(«)  Vol.  1,  p.  62. 

(0  1  Phil.  Ev.  614.  Rex  v.  Levy,  2 
Stark.  R.  468.     Abbott,  0.  J. 
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mitted  in  any  case  where  time  is  not  of  the  essence  of  the  offence, 
nor  for  stating  the  time  imperfectly/  (u)  and  therefore  it  seems 
clear  that  the  particular  time  need  only  be  proved  where  time  is  of 
the  essence  of  the  offence,  {v) 

It  is  immaterial,  in  general,  whether  the  value  ascribed  to  P«>of  of  value, 
property  in  the  indictment  be  proved  or  not.  By  the  14  &  15 
Vict.  c.  100,  s.  24,  no  indictment  is  insufficient  '  for  want  of  the 
statement  of  the  value  or  price  of  any  matter  or  thing,  or  the  amount 
of  damage,  injury,  or  spoil,  in  any  case  where  the  value,  or  price,  or 
the  amount  of  damage,  injury,  or  spoil  is  not  of  the  essence  of  the 
offence;'  {w)  and,  therefore,  it  seems  clear  that  the  value,  price,  or 
amount  need  only  be  proved  where  it  is  of  the  essence  of  the  offence. 

As  to  the  old  rule,  that  the  want  of  a  videlicet  would  in  some  Videlicet, 
cases  make  an  averment  material  that  would  not  otherwise  be  so  ; 
see  2  Saund.  291  c.  in  note  (1)  to  Dakin's  case.  As  a  rule,  the  want 
of  a  videlicet  will  never  do  harm  where,  from  the  nature  of  the 
case,  the  precise  sum,  date,  magnitude,  or  extent  is  immaterial,  {x) 

Where  in  an  action  for  a  libel  contained  in  a  pamphlet,  a  witness  Identity. 
proved  that  the  defendant  had  given  her  a  pamphlet,  and,  on  a  copy 
being  put  in  her  hand,  she  said,  *  This  is  my  handwriting.  I  believe 
this  to  be  the  pamphlet ;  it  was  like  it  and  in  this  form.  I  read 
different  portions  of  it,  and  lent  it  to  several  persons  ;  it  was  returned 
to  me,  and  I  then  wrote  this  upon  it.  The  defendant  has  given  me 
different  tracts  at  different  times.  I  cannot  swear  that  this  is  the 
same  pamphlet  he  gave  me.  It  is  an  exact  copy,  if  it  is  not  the 
same.  It  is  the  one  I  wrote  upon.  I  cannot  say  I  got  back  the 
same  copy  I  lent.  I  only  say  it  is  exactly  like  it.  If  that  is  not 
the  copy  the  defendant  gave  me,  I  do  not  know  what  has  become 
of  it ;'  it  was  held  that  there  was  some  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury 
that  the  copy  was  the  same  as  the  defendant  had  given  to  the 
witness,  (y) 

A  question  frequently  arises  in  cases  where  the  prisoner  pleads  identity  of 
that  he  has  been  previously  acquitted,  whether  the  acquittal  has  offences, 
been  of  the  same  offence  for  which  he  is  indicted.     Thus  where  the 
prisoner,  having  been  acquitted  of  a  rape  on  Mary  Lee,  pleaded 
that  acquittal  to  another  indictment  for  a  rape  on  Mary  Lee  at  the 


(u)  Kor  for  stating  the  offence  to  have 
been  committed  on  a  day  subsequent  to 
the  juiding  of  the  indictment,  or  on  an 
impossible  dayl  or  on  a  day  that  never 
happened.    See  the  section,  voL  1,  p.  35. 

(v)  And  a  case  might  occur  where 
time  was  of  the  essence  of  the  offence,  and 
yet  it  might  not  be  essential  to  prove  the 
precise  time  ;  as,  for  instance,  if  a  statute 
made  the  doing  of  an  act  in  certain 
months  of  the  year  an  offence,  it  would 
suffice  to  prove  that  the  act  was  done  be- 
tween sucn  a  day  and  such  another  day 
in  those  month^  though  the  particular 
day  could  not  be  proved.  See  Rex  v. 
Chandler,  1  Ld.  Kaym.  581,  and  Reg.  v. 
Simpson,  10  Mod.  R.  248,  in  note  (y), 
aiUCf  p.  96. 

{w)  See  the  section,  voL  1,  p.  85. 
Rex  V.  Forsyth,  Russ.  &  Ry.  C.  C.  R. 
274. 

(x)  1  Stark.  £v.  454.     Rex  v.  Gillham, 


6  T.  R.  266.     1  PhiH   Ev.   213  «.,  7th 
ed. 

(y)  Fryer ».  Gathercole,  4  £xch.  R. 
262.  Alderson,  B.,  said,  *If  I  give  a 
shilling  to  a  person  to  take  up  stairs  and 
to  put  away,  and  he  hands  me  one  back 
as  uie  same,  it  would  be  a  question  for 
the  jury  to  say  whether  it  is  the  same, 
and  there  is  nothing  unreasonable  if  thev 
find  that  it  is.'  Alderson,  B.,  also  said, 
'Suppose  I  pass  my  hand  across  my  eyes 
for  an  instant,  so  as  to  lose  sight  of  the 
coin  for  a  moment,  cannot  I  prove  the 
identity?'  Pollock,  C.  B.,  treated  the 
question  as  one  of  degree.  The  evidence 
would  be  weaker  or  stronger  in  propor- 
tion as  the  numbers  of  the  worK  were 
more  or  less,  and  the  probability  of  the 
copy  being  the  same  would  be  greater  or 
less  according  as  there  had  been  more  or 
less  landings  of  it. 
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same  time  and  place  as  was  alleged  in  the  other  indictment,  and 
issue  was  taken  on  the  identity  of  the  rapes  charged  in  the  two 
indictments,  the  prisoners*  counsel  only  put  in  the  record  of  the 
previous  acquittal,  and  the  commitment  of  the  magistrates  for  a 
rape  on  Mary  Lee ;  and  BoUand,  B.,  told  the  jury  that  it  did  not 
appear  to  him  that  there  was  any  evidence  of  the  identity  of  the 
rapes  charged  in  the  two  indictments,  {z) 


(«)  Rex  V.  Pariy,  7  C.  &  P.  836,  S.  0. 
Rex.-u.  Lea,  2  M.  0.  C.  R.  9.  The  jury, 
however,  found  a  verdict  for  the  prisoners, 
and  it  was  held  that  this  verdict  could  not 
be  disturbed.  Bolland,  B. ,  was  strongly 
of  opinion  that  the  commitment  was  not 
admissible.  In  Reg.  v.  Martin,  8  A.  &  E. 
481,  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  asked,  *Havo 
you  any  authority  for  saying  that  identity 
IS  shown  primd  facie  by  collation  of  the 


indictments?  A  defendant  may  have 
stolen  the  goods  of  the  same  party  twenty 
times  ;  and  on  Rex  v.  Parry  being  cited, 
Lord  Denman,  C.  J,,  said,  *  The  point  as 
to  the  sufficiency  of  the  proof  was  not  de- 
cided by  the  fourteen  judges. '  But  there 
is  no  doubt  that  there  was  no  evidence 
whatever  of  identity  in  that  case.  See 
vol.  1,  p.  84. 
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CHAPTER   THE   THIRD. 

OF  WRITTEN  EVIDENCE. 

Of  the  Proof  and  Effect  of—1.  Pvhllc  Docv/ments,  p.  407. — 2. 

Private  JDocv/menta,  p.  433. 

1st.  Of  the  proof  and  effect  of  public  documents.  Public  docn- 

Acts  of  Parliament  are  either  public  or  privata  The  printed  ™«»*«- 
statute  book  is  evidence  of  a  public  statute,  (a)  A  private  Act  of  Statutes. 
Parliament  was  usually  proved  formerly  by  a  copy  examined  ^ith 
the  Parliament  roll.  (6)  But  now,  by  the  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  113,  s.  3, 
'  all  copies  of  private,  and  local  and  personal  Acts  of  Parliament 
not  public  Acts,  if  purporting  to  be  printed  by  the  Queen's 
printers,  and  all  copies  of  the  journals  of  either  House  of  Parlis^ 
ment,  and  of  royal  proclamations,  purporting  to  be  printed  by  the 
printers  to  the  Crown,  or  by  the  printers  to  either  House  of 
Parliament,  or  by  any  or  either  of  them,  shall  be  admitted  as 
evidence  thereof  by  all  courts,  judges,  justices  and  others,  without 
any  proof  being  given  that  such  copies  were  so  printed.' 

By  the  13  &  14  Vict  c.  21,  a  7,  'Every  Act  made  after  (A.D. 
1850)  shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  a  public  Act,  and  shall  be 
judicially  taken  notice  of  as  such,  unless  the  contrary  be  expressly 
provided  and  declared  by  such  Act.'  A  private  Act  may  contain 
clauses  of  a  public  nature,  and  then  the  Act,  as  far  as  those  are  con- 
cerned, is  to  be  regarded  as  a  public  Act.  Thus  a  clause  relating 
to  a  public  highway,  occurring  in  a  private  Enclosure  Act,  has  been 
holden  provable  in  the  same  way  as  a  public  Act.  (c)  In  some 
Acts  of  Parliament  not  relating  to  the  kingdom  at  large,  a  special 
clause  is  often  inserted  declaring  them  to  be  public  Acts,  and 
that  they  shall  be  taken  notice  of  as  such,  without  being  specially 
pleaded  ;  in  which  case  they  are  to  be  proved  in  the  same  manner 
as  public  Acts ;  it  is  not  necessary  to  prove  them  by  an  examined 
copy,  or  to  show  that  the  printed  copy  was  printed  by  the  Queen's 
printer,  (d)  The  clause  referred  to  was  intended  for  the  facility 
of  proof;  it  will  not  give  the  Act  the  effect  of  a  public  Act  for 
other  purposes,  as  with  regard  to  the  recital  of  facts  contained  in 
it.  {e).  A  clause  was  often  formerly  inserted  in  private  Acts,  pro- 
viding that  they  shall  be  printed  by  the  King's  printer,  and  that  a 
copy  so  printed  shall  be  admitted  as  evidence  of  the  Act.  In  such 
cases,  a  copy,  purporting  to  be  printed  by  the  King's  printer,  will 
be  admissible  in  evidence :  it  is  not  necessary  to  prove  that  the 
Act  was  purchased  at  the  Eang's  printer.  (/)     By  the  41  Geo.  3, 

(a)  GUb.  Ev.  10.      2  Phil.  Ev.  127,  1  (e)  2  PhilL    Ev.    129,  citing  Brett  v. 

Stark.  Ev.  274.  Beales,  M.  k  M.  421. 

{b)  BulL  N.  P.  225.  (/)  2  PhiU.  Ev.  129,  Lincoln  Sum. 

(c)  Rex  V.  Utterby,  2  Pbdl.  Ev.  128,  Ass.    1882,  by  Park,  J.   A.  J.     R.   v, 

per  Hobroyd,  J.     And  see  Hob.  227.  Wallace,  10  Cox,  C.  C.  500.     Where  the 

{d)  2  PhiU.  Ev.  128,  citing  Beaumont  copy  of  an  Act  is  incorrect,  the    court                  ■-' 

V.  Mountain,  10  Bingh.  R.  404.     4  M.  will  be  governed  by  the  Parliament  roll 

ft  Sc.  177.    Woodward  v.  Cotton,  1  C.  Rex  v.  Jeffries,  1  Str.  446.    Spring  v. 

M.  &  R.  44.     4  Tyrw.  689.  Eve,  2  Mod.  240. 
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c.  90,  8. 9,  copies  of  the  statutes  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland  prior 
to  the  Union,  printed  by  the  printer  duly  authorized,  shall  be  re- 
ceived as  conclusive  evidence  of  the  several  statutes  in  the  courts 
of  either  kingdom. 

The  preamble  of  a  public  Act  of  Parliament,  reciting  that 
certain  outrages  had  been  committed  in  particular  parts  of  the 
kingdom,  was  adjudged  by  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  to  be  admis- 
sible in  evidence,  for  the  purpose  of  proving  an  introductory 
averment  in  an  infonnation  for  a  libel,  that  outrages  of  that  de- 
scription had  existed,  (g) 

The  journals  of  the  House  of  Lords  or  of  the  House  of  Commons 
are  evidence  in  criminal  cases  as  well  as  in  civil,  and  may  be 
proved  by  examined  copies ;  but  the  printed  journals  were  not 
formerly  evidence,  (fe)  But  now,  by  the  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  113,  s.  3, 
noticed  ante,  p.  407, '  copies  of  the  journals  of  either  House  of 
Parliament,  purporting  to  be  printed  by  the  printers  to  the  Crown, 
or  by  the  printers  to  either  House  of  Parliament,  or  by  any  or 
either  of  them,  shall  be  admitted  as  evidence  thereof,  without  any 
proof  being  given  that  such  copies  were  so  printed.* 

The  public  Acts  of  Government,  and  Acts  by  the  King  in  his 

f3olitical  capacity,  are  commonly  announced  in  the  Gazette,  pub- 
ished  by  the  authority  of  the  Crown ;  and  of  such  Acts  announced 
to  the  public  in  the  Gazette,  the  Gazette  is  admitted  in  courts  of 
justice  to  be  good  evidence,  (i)  A  proclamation  for  reprisals,  pub- 
lished in  the  Gazette,  is  evidence  of  an  existing  war.  (^')  Pro- 
clamations for  a  public  peace,  or  for  the  performance  of  a  quaran- 
tine, and  any  acts  done  by  or  to  the  King  in  his  regal  character, 
may  be  proved  in  this  manner,  or  by  printed  copies  under  the 
8  &  9  Vict.  c.  113,  s.  3  ;  (i)  and,  upon  the  same  principle,  articles  of 
war,  purporting  to  be  printed  by  the  King's  printer,  are  allowed 
to  be  evidence  of  such  articles.  (Z)  A  gazette,  in  which  it  was 
stated  that  certain  addresses  had  been  presented  to  the  King,  has 
been  adjudged  to  be  proper  evidence  to  prove  an  averment  of 
that  fact  in  an  information  for  a  libel ;  (m)  for  they  are  addresses, 
said  Lord  Kenyon,  C.  J.,  of  diflFerent  bodies  of  the  King's  subjects, 
received  by  the  King  in  his  public  capacity,  and  they  thus  become 
acts  of  state.  And  in  Rex  v.  Foi^sythy  {n)  the  twelve  judges  seemed 
to  think  that  the  production  of  the  Gazette  would  be  sufficient, 
without  proof  of  its  being  bought  of  the  Gazette  printer,  or  where 
it  came  from.  In  Rex  v.  Sutton  (o)  the  Court  of  King's  Bench 
determined  that  the  Kling's  proclamation  (which  recited  that  it  had 
been  represented  that  certain  outrages  had  been  committed  in 


ig)  Rex  V.  Sutton,  4  M.  &  S.  532. 

{h)  Lord  Melville's  case,  24  How.  St. 
Tr.  683.  Chubb  v,  Solomons,  3  C.  &  K. 
75.  Jones  v.  Eandall,  Cowp.  17.  But  a 
resolution  of  either  House  is  not  evidence 
of  the  truth  of  the  facts  there  affirmed  ; 
and  therefore,  in  the  case  of  Titus  Gates, 
who  was  charged  with  liaving  committed 
perjury  on  the  trial  of  persons  suspected 
of  the  Popish  Plot,  a  resolution  in  the 
journals  of  the  House  of  Commons,  as- 
serting tlie  existence  of  the  plot,  was  not 
allowed  to  be  evidence  of  that  fact.  4  St. 
Tr.  39,  1  Phill.  Ev.  406,  7th  ed.  ;  but 
see  2  PhilL  Ev.  106. 


(i)  2  PhilL  Ev.  107,  108.  1  Stark.  Er 
279. 

cy)  Ibid. 

{k)  See  this  clause,  anU^  p.  407.  See 
also  the  Documentary  Evidence  Act, 
1868,  post,  p.  409. 

(/)  2  Phill.  Ev.  108, 109.  See  the  27 
&  28  Vict.  c.  119,  as  to  the  articles  of  war 
for  the  Navy. 

(m)  Rex  c.  Holt,  5  T.  R.  436.  S.  C.  2 
Leach,  593. 

(71)  R.  &  R.  274.  R  V.  Wallace,  10 
Cox,  C.  C.  600.  AnU,  vol.  2,  p.  461. 
See  31  k  32  Vict.  c.  37,  post,  p.  409. 

(o)  4  M.  &  S.  532. 
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diflFerent  parts  of  certain  counties,  and  oflFered  a  reward  for  the  dis-  Bedtal  ia  pro- 
covery  and  apprehension  of  oflFenders)  was  admissible  in  evidence,  J^*of  Lts 
as  proof  of  an  introductory  averment  in  an  information  for  a  libel,  rodtod. 
that  acts  of  outrage  of  that  pai*ticular  description  had  been  com- 
mitted in  those  parts  of  the  country. 

The  31  &  32  Vict.  c.  37,  after  reciting  that  it  is  expedient  to 
amend  the  law  relating  to  Evidence  enacted  as  follows : — 

Sec.  1.   This  Act  may  be  cited  for  all  purposes  as  the  Docu-  Docnmeatary 
mentary  Evidence  Act,  1868.  1868?™*  ^"^ 

Sec.  2.  Primd/cune  evidence  of  any  proclamation,  order,  or  regu-  ^1  - 
lation  issued  before  or  after  the  passing  of  this  Act  by  Her  ^Majesty,  tain  pxoolAiiia- 
or  by  the  Privy  Council,  also  of  any  proclamation,  order,  or  regula-  tiona,  oiderB, 
tion  issued  before  or  after  the  passing  of  this  Act  by  or  under  the  ^^  wg^Iar 
authority  of  any  such  department  of  the  Government  or  officer  as 
is  mentioned  in  the  first  column  of  the  schedule  hereto,  may  be 
given  in  all  courts  of  justice,  and  in  all  legal  proceedings  whatso- 
ever, in  all  or  any  of  the  modes  hereinafter  mentioned,  that  is  to 
say :  (1).  By  the  production  of  a  copy  of  the  Gazette,  purporting 
to  contain  such  proclamation,  order,  or  regulation.     (2)  By  the  pro- 
duction of  a  copy  of  such  proclamation,  order,  or  regulation  pur- 
porting to  be  printed  by  the  Government  printer,  or  where  the 
question  arises  in  a  court  in  any  British  colony  or  possession,  of  a 
copy  purporting  to  be  printed  under  the  authority  of  the  Legis- 
lature of  such  British  colony  or  possession.     (3)  By  the  production, 
in  the  case  of  any  proclamation,  order,  or  regulation,  issued  by  Her 
Majesty  or  by  the  Privy  Council,  of  a  copy  or  extract,  purporting 
to  be  certified  to  be  true  by  the  Clerk  of  the  Privy  Council,  or  by 
any  one  of  the  Lords  or  others  of  the  Privy  Council,  and  in  the 
case  of  any  proclamation,  order,  or  regulation  issued  by  or  under  the 
authority  of  any  of  said  department  or  officers,  by  the  production  of 
a  copy  or  extract  purporting  to  be  certified  to  be  true  by  the  person 
or  persons  specified  in  the  second  column  of  the  said  schedule  in 
connection  with  such  departments  or  officer. 

Any  copy  or  extract  made  in  pursuance  of  this  Act  may  be  in 
print  or  in  writing,  or  partly  in  print  and  partly  in  writing.  No 
proof  shall  be  required  of  the  handwriting  or  official  position  of  any 
person  certifying,  in  pursuance  of  this  Act,  to  the  truth  of  any  copy 
of  or  extract  from  any  proclamation,  order,  or  regulation. 

Sea  3.  Subject  to  any  law  that  may  be  from  time  to  time  made 
by  the  Legislature  of  any  British  colonv  or  possession,  this  Act 
shall  be  in  force  in  every  such  colony  and  possession. 

Sec.  4.  If  any  person  commits  any  of  the  offences  following,  that  pnnisiimait  of 
is  to  say :  (1)  Prints  any  copy  of  any  proclamation,  order,  or  regu-  foigery. 
lation  which  falsely  purports  to  have  been  printed  by  the  govern- 
ment printer,  or  to  be  printed  under  the  authority  of  the  Legislature 
of  any  British  colony  or  possession,  or  tenders  in  evidence  any  copy 
of  any  proclamation,  order,  or  regulation,  which  falsely  purports  to 
have  been  printed  as  aforesaid,  knowing  that  the  same  was  not  so 
printed ;  or,  (2)  Forges,  or  tenders  in  evidence,  knowing  the  same 
to  have  been  forged,  any  certificate  by  this  Act  authorized  to  be 
annexed  to  a  copy  of  or  extract  from  any  proclamation,  order,  or 
regulation,  he  shall  be  guilty  of  felony,  and  shall,  on  conviction,  be 
liable  to  be  sentenced  to  penal  servitude  for  such  term  as  is  pre- 
scribed by  the  Penal  Servitude  Act,  1864,  as  the  least  term  to 
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which  an  offender  can  be  sentenced  to  penal  servitude,  or  to  be 
imprisoned  for  any  term  not  exceeding  two  years,  with  or  without 
hard  labour. 

Sec.  5.  The  following  words  shall  in  this  Act  have  the  meaning 
hereinafter  assigned  to  them,  unless  there  is  something  in  the 
context  repugnant  to  such  construction  (that  is  to  say)  :  "  British 
Colony  and  Possession  "  shall  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act  include 
the  Channel  Islands,  the  Isle  of  Man,  and  such  territories  as  may 
for  the  time  being  be  vested  in  Her  Majesty  by  virtue  of  any  Act 
of  Parliament  for  the  government  of  India,  and  all  other  Her 
Majesty's  dominions.  "Legislature"  shall  signify  any  authority 
other  than  the  Imperial  Parliament  or  Her  Majesty  in  Council 
competent  to  make  laws  for  any  colony  or  possession.  "Privy 
Council "  shall  include  Her  Majesty  in  Council  and  the  Lords  and 
others  of  Her  Majesty's  Privy  Council,  or  any  of  them,  and  any 
Committee  of  the  Privy  Council  that  is  not  specially  named  in  the 
schedule  hereto.  "  Grovemment  Printer  "  shall  mean  and  include 
the  printer  to  Her  Majesty,  and  any  printer  purporting  to  be  the 
printer  authorized  to  print  the  statutes,  ordinances,  Acts  of  State, 
or  other  public  Acts  of  the  Legislature  of  any  British  colony,  or 
possession,  or  otherwise,  to  be  the  Government  printer  of  such 
colony  or  possession.  "  Gazette  "  shall  include  the  London  Gazette, 
the  Edinburgh  Gazette,  and  the  Dublin  Gazette,  or  any  of  such 
gazettes. 

Sec.  6.  The  provisions  of  this  Act  shall  be  deemed  to  be  in  addi- 
tion to,  and  not  in  derogation  of,  any  powers  of  proving  documents 
given  by  any  existing  statute,  or  existmg  at  common  law. 

SCHEDULE.  {00) 


Column  1. 
NavM  of  DepartinerU  or  Officer. 
The  Commissioners  of  the  Treasury. 

The  Commissioners  for  executing  the  office 
of  Lord  High  Admiral. 


Secretaries  of  State. 

Committee  of  Privy  Council  for  Trade. 


The  Poor  Law  Board. 


COLITMN  2. 

Names  of  Certifying  Officers, 

Any  Commissioner,  Secretary,  or  Assist- 
ant Secretary  of  the  Treasury. 

Any  of  the  Commissioners  for  executing 
the  office  of  Lord  High  Admiral  or 
either  of  the  Secretaries  to  the  said 
Commissioners. 

Any  Secretary  or  Under  Secretary  of 
State. 

Any  member  of  the  Committee  of  Privy 
Council  for  Trade,  or  any  Secretary  or 
Assistant  Secretaiy  of  the  said  Com- 
mittee. 

Any  Commissioner  of  the  Poor  Law  Board 
or  any  Secreta^  or  Assistant  Secre- 
tary  of  the  said  Board. 


ipo)  By  the  Elementary  Education 
Act,  1870  (33  fc  84  Vict.  c.  76),  s.  83, 
the  Documentary  Evidence  Act,  1868, 
shall  apply  to  the  Education  Department 
in  like  manner  as  if  the  Education  De- 
partment were  mentioned  in  the  first 
column  of  the  schedule  to  that  Act,  and 
any  member  of  the  Education  Depart- 
ment, or  any  secretary  or  assistant 
secretary  of  the  Education  Department, 
were  mentioned  in  the  second  oolunm  of 
that  schedule. 

By  the  Post-office  Act,  1870  (38  h  84 
Vict.   c.   79),  s.   21,  the  Documentary 


Evidence  Act,  1868,  shall  have  effect  as 
if  the  Postmaster-General  were  men- 
tioned in  the  first  column,  and  any 
secretary  or  assistant  secretary  of  the 
post-office  were  mentioned  in  the  second 
column  of  the  schedule  to  that  Act ;  and 
any  approval  of  the  Treasury  under  this 
Act  shall  be  deemed  an  order  within  that 
Act. 

See  38  k  84  Vict  c.  14  (the  Natandi- 
ration  Act,  1870),  s.  12  ;  34*  85  Vict  c 
70  (the  Local  Government  Board  Act, 
1871),  8.  6 ;  86  &  37  Vict  c  71  (the 
Salmon  Fishery  Act,  1873),  s.  64. 
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By  the  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  113,  s.  1,  '  whenever  by  any  Act  now  in  Certaiii  docn- 
force  or  hereafter  to  be  in  force  any  certificate,  official  or  public  ments  to  be 
document,  or  document  or  proceeding  of  any  corporation  or  joint  ^dMcevith- 
stock  or  other  company,  or  any  certified  copy  of  any  document,  ont  proof  of 
bye-law,  entry  in  any  register  or  other  book,  or  of  any  other  pro-  *^  or  signa- 
ceeding,  shall  be  receivable  in  evidence  of  any  particular  in  any  j^^  sigi^ 
court  of  justice,  or  before  any  legal  tribunal,  or  either  House  of  tbe  same. 
Parliament,  or  any  committee  of  either  House,  or  in  any  judicial ' 
proceeding,  the  same  shall  respectively  be  admitted  in  evidence, 
provided  they  respectively  purport  to  be  sealed  or  impressed  with 
a  stamp,  or  sealed  and  signed,  or  signed  alone,  as  required,  or  im- 
pressed with  a  stamp  and  signed,  as  directed  by  the  respective 
Acts  made  or  to  be  hereafter  made,  without  any  proof  of  the  seal 
or  stamp  where  a  seal  or  stamp  is  necessary,  or  of  the  signature  or 
of  the  official  character  of  the  person  appearing  to  have  signed  the 
same,  and  without  any  further  proof  thereof  in  every  case  in  which 
the  original  record  could  have  been  received  in  evidence.' 

Sec.  2.  'All  courts,  judges,  justices,  masters  in  chancerjr,  mas-  S^^/^j^j*^ 
ters  of  courts,  commissioners  judicially  acting,  and  other  judicial  noticeV*^ 
officers  shall  henceforth  take  judicial  notice  of  the  signature  of  any  signatars  of 
of  the  equity  or  common  law  judges  of  the  Superior  Courts  at  «l^i*y  ^^ 
Westminster,  provided  such  signature  be  attached  or  appended  to  ^^^^^^ 
any  decree,  order,  certificate,  or  other  judicial  or  official  document.* 

A  certificate  of  a  conviction  made  at  the  quarter  sessions  for  a 
borough  within  the  Municipal  Corporations  Act,  purporting  to  be 
signed  by  a  person  described  thereon  as  deputy  clerk  of  the  peace 
of  the  said  borough,  and  having  the  custod  v  of  the  records  of  the 
said  quarter  sessions,  is  admissible  in  evidence,  under  the  8  &  9 
Vict.  c.  113,  s.  1,  as  purporting  to  be  made  by  an  officer  having  the 
custodv  of  the  records  of  the  court  where  the  conviction  was  made, 
within  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  84,  s.  24,  although  the  Municipal  Corpora- 
tions Act  (5  &  6  Will  4,  a  76)  gave  no  power  to  appoint  a  deputy 
clerk  of  the  peace  for  a  borough  within  that  act.  Per  Bram- 
well,  B.,  *  A  person  de  facto  filling  an  office,  carrying  with  it  the 
custody  of  the  records  of  the  court,  may  lawfully  give  such  a  certi- 
ficate, although  he  may  not  hold  such  office  dejure.  (p) 

By  23  &  24  Vict.  c.  127,  s.  22,  any  list  of  attorneys,  solicitors.  Law  list  evi- 
and  conveyancers,  purporting  to  be  published  by  the  authority  of  ^^'^^ 
the  Commissioners  of  Inland  Revenue,  and  to  contain  the  names  of 
attorneys,  solicitors,  and  conveyancers,  who  have  obtained  stamped 
certificates  for  the  current  year,  on  or  before  the  first  day  of 
January  in  the  same  year,  shall,  until  the  contrary  be  made  to 
appear,  be  evidence  in  all  courts,  and  before  all  justices  of  the 
peace  and  others,  that  the  persons  named  therein  as  attomejrs, 
solicitors,  or  conveyancers,  holding  such  certificates  as  aforesaid  for 
the  current  year,  are  attorneys,  solicitors,  or  conveyancers  holding 
such  certificates,  and  the  absence  of  the  name  of  any  person  from 
such  list  shall,  until  the  contrary  be  made  to  appear,  be  evidence 
as  aforesaid,  that  such  person  is  not  qualified  to  practise  as  an 
attorney,  soUcitor,  or  conveyancer  under  a  certificate  lor  the  current 
year ;  but  in  the  case  of  any  person  being  an  attorney  or  solicitor, 
whose  name  does  not  appear  in  such  list,  an  extract  from  the  roll 

{p)  R  r.  Parsons,   85  L.   J.   M.  G.167. 
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of  attorneys  and  solicitors  kept  by  the  registrar,  certified  under  the 
hand  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Incoi-porated  Law  Society  (while  such 
society  performs  the  duties  of  registrar),  or  of  the  registrar  for  the 
time  being,  shall  be  evidence  as  aforesaid  of  the  facts  appearing  in 
such  extract,  and  in  the  case  of  any  person,  being  a  conveyancer, 
whose  name  does  not  appear  in  such  list,  the  fact  of  his  being  so 
shall  be  proved  in  the  way  in  which  it  is  now  by  law  required  to 
be  proved.  (5) 

By  the  Extradition  Act,  1870,  33  &  34  Vict  a  52,  s.  15,  foreign 
warrants  and  depositions  or  statements  on  oath,  and  copies  thereof, 
and  certificates  of  or  judicial  documents  stating  the  fact  of  a  con- 
viction, shall  be  deemed  duly  authenticated  for  the  purposes  of 
this  Act,  if  authenticated  in  manner  provided  for  the  time  being 
by  law,  or  authenticated  as  follows  : — 

(1).  If  the  warrant  purports  to  be  signed  by  a  judge,  magis- 
trate, or  officer  of  the  foreign  state  where  the  same  was 
issued. 
(2).  If  the  depositions  or  statements,  or  the  copies  thereof, 
purport  to  be  certified  under  the  hand  of  a  judge, 
magistrate,  or  officer  of   the  foreign  state  where  the 
same  were  taken  to  be  the  original  depositions  or  state- 
ments, or  to  be  true  copies  thereof,  as  the  case  may 
require;  and 
(8).  If  the  certificate  of  or  judicial  document  stating  the  fact 
of   conviction  purports  to  be  certified    by   a  judge, 
magistrate,  qr  officer  of  the  foreign  state  where  the  con- 
viction took  place,  and  if  in  every  case  the  warrants, 
depositions,  statements,  copies,  certificates,  and  judicial 
documents,  as  the  case  may  be,  are  authenticated  by 
the  oath  of  some  witness,  or  by  being  sealed  with  the 
official  seal  of  the  minister  of  justice,  or  some  other 
minister  of  state.     And  all  courts  of  justice,  justices, 
and  magistrates  shall  take    judicial  notice   of    such 
official  seal,  and  shall  admit  the  documents  so  authenti- 
cated by  it  to  be  received  in  evidence  without  further 
proof  (r) 
By  the  Extradition  Act,  1873,  36  &  37  Vict  c.  60,  s.  4,  it  is  de- 
clared that  the  provisions,  of  the  principal  Act  (rr)  relating  to  deposi- 
tions and  statements  on  oath  taken  in  a  foreign  state,  and  copies 
of  such  original  depositions  and  statements,  do  and  shall  extend  to 
affirmations  taken  in  a  foreign  state,  and  copies  of  such  affirmations. 
By  37  &  38  Vict.  c.  42  (The  Building  Societies  Act,  1874,)  s.  20, 
any  certificate  of  incorporation  or  of  registration,  or  other  docu- 
ment relating  to  a  society  under  this  Act,  purporting  to  be  signed 
by  the  registrar,  shall,  in  the  absence  of  any  evidence  to  the  con- 
trary, be  received  by  the  court  and  by  all  courts  of  law  and  equity, 
and  elsewhere,  without  proof  of  the  signature,  and  a  printed  copy 
of  the  rules  of  a  society,  certified  by  the  secretary,  or  other  officer 
of  the  society,  to  be  a  true  copy  of  its  registered  rules,  shall,  in 
the  absence  of  any  evidence  to  the  contrary,  be  received  as  evidence 
of  the  rules. 

(?)  R.  V.  Wenham,   10   Cox,    C.   C.      Q.  B.  217.    Jte  parU  Dubois,  86  L.  J. 
222.  M.  C.  10. 

(r)  See  Ex  parU  Counhaye,  42  L.  J.  {rr)  The  Extradition  Act,  1870. 
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Becords  are  proved  either  by  producing  the  record  itself,  or  by  Pnwf  of 
an  exemplification,  or  by  a  copy,  {a)    As  a  general  rule,  when  nul  **'^* 
tiel  record  is  pleaded,  the  record,  if  a  record  of  the  same  court,  is  ^^^^^U^?Jjf 
produced  and  inspected  by  the  court ;  if  a  record  of  an  inferior  *         woord. 
court,  it  is  proved  by  the  tenor  of  the  record  certified  under  a 
writ  of  certiorari  issued  by  the  Superior  Court ;  if  a  record  of  a 
concun-ent  superior  court,  it  is  proved  by  the  tenor  certified  under 
a  writ  of  certiorari,  issued  out  of  chancery,  and  transmitted  thence 
by  writ  of  mitti/mue.  (t)     The  issue  of  nul  tiel  record  seldom 
occurs  in   criminal  cases,  except  in  the   instance   of  a  plea  of 
autrefois  acquit,  &c.  (u). 

Wherever  it  was  necessary  to  prove  the  finding  or  the  trial  of  when  it  Is 
an  indictment,  the  record  must  formerly  have  been  regularly  drawn  neoMBuy  to 
up,  and  either  produced,  or  an  examined  copy  of  it  produced  and  pro^indict- 
proved.  Where,  therefore,  an  indictment  for  a  conspiracy  alleged  ^^^ 
that  at  a  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  an  indictment  was  preferred 
against  A*  B.,  and  found  by  the  grand  jury,  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench  held  that  the  indictment  indorsed  a  true  bill,  but  without 
any  caption  to  it,  and  the  minutes  made  by  the  clerk  of  the  peace 
containing  the  style  of  the  sessions,  and  the  minutes  of  the  business 
done  at  it,  were  not  sufficient  evidence  of  the  finding  of  the  bill, 
and  that  the  record  itself  or  an  examined  copy  was  the  only 
legitimate  evidence  to  prove  it.  (y)  And  so  it  has  been  held  that 
a  plea  of  autrefois  convict  cannot  be  supported  by  the  indictment 
with  the"  finding  of  the  grand  jury  upon  it.  (w)  So  where  the 
prisoner  was  in  fact  confined  in  Abingdon  gaol,  and  the  governor 
of  that  gaol  proved  that  he  was  present  in  Court  when  the  prisoner 
was  tried  for  housebreaking,  and  heard  sentence  passed  upon 
him,  and  he  produced  the  calendar  of  the  sentences  passed  at  those 
assizes  signed  by  the  clerk  of  assize,  and  stated  that  there  was  not 
any  other  authority  for  carrying  into  execution  the  sentences  of 
the  Court  at  the  assizes,  even  in  cases  of  murder ;  Maule,  J.,  held 
that  this  was  not  evidence  of  the  prisoner  being  in  lawful  custody, 
as  the  sentence  of  the  Court  at  the  assizes  could  only  be  proved  by 
the  record,  (x)  Where  on  an  indictment  for  the  non-repair  of 
certain  highways,  upon  the  trial  of  which  the  question  was, 
whether  a  parish  was  bound  to  repair  all  the  highways  in  it  as  a 


(*)  1  Stark.  Ev.  888. 

it)  Tidd.  801,  804.  Rose.  Ev.  78. 
Before  the  14  &  15  Vict.  c.  99,  8. 18, 
where  a  record  of  a  court  of  quarter 
sessions  was  pleaded  in  a  court  of  over 
and  terminer,  or  the  conyerse,  it  ought, 
in  strictness,  to  have  been  proved  as 
above  stated  :  but  the  practice,  it  is  said, 
was  to  apply  simply  to  the  clerk  of  the 
peace,  or  clerk  of  assize,  who  would  make 
it  out  for  you  without  writ,  or  would  at- 
tend with  the  record  itself  at  the  trial. 
Arch.  Cr.  PI.  124.  See  now  the  above 
Act,  noticed,  |x»^  p.  416,  which  it  seems 
applies  in  the  cases  mentioned  in  it, 
where  there  is  an  issue  of  n/ul  del  re- 
cord. 

(u)  In  which  case  it  seems,  the  14 
ft  15  Vict  c.  99,  8.  18,  post,  415,  ap- 
plies. Upon  this  plea,  the  proof  of  the 
issue  lies  on  the  defendant,  and  he  will 


have  to  prove  the  record  of  acquittal : 
and  also,  it  has  been  said,  the  averments 
of  identity  in  his  plea.  1  Arch.  Cr.  PI. 
89.  But  this  seems  doubtful,  for  if  the 
replication  is  ntU  tiel  record,  it  should 
seem  to  admit  the  identity.  See  vol.  1, 
p.  88. 

(v)  Rex  V.  Smith,  8B.  &  C.  841. 

(to)  Rex  V.  Bowman,  6  C.  fc  P.  101. 
See  the  cases  coUected  in  note  (g),  voL  1, 
p.  48,  and  Porter  v.  Cooper,  6  C.  &  P. 
854,  and  Rex  v,  Thrinff,  5  C.  ft  P.  507, 
where  Gumey,  B.  hela  that  the  minute 
book  of  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions 
was  not  admissible  in  evidence  on  an  in- 
dictment for  perjury  to  prove  the  trial  on 
which  the  peijury  was  alleged  to  have 
been  committed ;  and  Rex  v,  Bellamy, 
R.  ft  M.  N.  P.  R.  171. 

{x)  Reg.  V,  Bourdon,  2  C.  b  E.  366. 
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parish,  or  the  several  townships  the  highways  situate  in  each  of 
them,  in  order  to  prove  the  conviction  of  the  parish  upon  a  similar 
indictment -in  1806,  a  witness  proved  that  he  went  to  the  house  of 
the  clerk  of  assize  for  the  Oxford  circuit,  in  London,  and  there 
saw  him  and  his  son,  and  asked  for  the  record,  and  received  a 
written  paper,  which  he  produced,  which  he  and  the  son  of  the 
clerk  of  assize  compared  with  a  document  then  produced  as  the 
record,  and  which  the  witness  stated  he  thought  was  on  paper,  but 
he  was  not  sure  whether  it  was  on  paper  or  parchment,  but  it 
was  much  torn,  and  the  son  of  the  clerk  of  assize  stated  that 
he  could  not  recollect  the  particular  transaction  ;  but  the  practice 
was,  when  a  record  was  required,  to  make  it  out  from  the  minutes 
and  the  indictment  on  an  original  parchment  roll,  which  was 
signed  by  the  clerk  of  assize,  and  a  copy  was  then  made  on  paper 
and  compared  with  the  roll,  and  stamped  with  the  Oxford  circuit 
stamp,  which  copy  was  given  to  the  party  applying  for  it,  and 
that,  as  far  as  his  own  experience  went,  the  roll  was  drawn  up 
from  the  indictment  and  minutes,  without  any  paper  draft  in  the 
first  instance  being  made,  and  that  he  never  knew  of  a  paper-copy 
having  been  kept ;  and  that  the  paper  produced  was  signed  by 
his  father  and  stamped  with  the  circuit  stamp;  Coleridge,  J., 
held  that  the  paper  was  admissible  as  an  examined  copy  of  the 
record,  {y) 

The  minutes  of  a  Court  of  oyer  and  terminer  may  be  received, 
where  the  matter  to  be  proved  by  the  minutes  has  occurred  before 
the  same  Court  sitting  under  the  same  commission ;  as  upon  the 
trial  of  Home  Tooke,  where  the  minutes  of  the  Court  were  received 
as  proof  of  the  trial  of  Hardy,  {z)  So  the  indictment  with  the 
oflScer's  note  upon  it  of  a  verdict  of  not  guilty  is  sufficient  evidence 
during  the  same  assizas,  upon  a  plea  of  autrefois  acquit,  that  the 
prisoner  was  acquitted  upon  such  indictment,  (a)  And  so  the 
caption  of  the  general  gaol  delivery  of  the  Central  Criminal  Court, 
the  indictment  with  the  note  of  the  prisoner's  plea,  the  verdict  and 
the  sentence  entered  thereon,  together  with  the  minutes  of  the 
trial  entered  by  the  officer  of  the  Court  in  the  minute  book,  are 
sufficient  evidence  at  a  subsequent  session  of  the  Central  Criminal 
Court,  {h) 

But  although  it  was  once  held,  on  the  trial  of  an  indictment  for 
perjury  alleged  to  have  been  committed  on  the  trial  of  an  appeal 
against  an  order  of  removal,  that  the  sessions  book  produced  by  the 
clerk  of  the  peace  was  not  sufficient  to  prove  the  trial  of  the 
appeal ;  (c)  yet  where  on  an  appeal  against  an  order  of  removal  the 
book  containing  the  proceedings  at  the  sessions  was  proved  to  be 
the  original  sessions  book,  regularly  made  up  and  recorded  after 
each  sessions  by  the  clerk  of  the  peace,  from  minutes  taken  by 
him  in  Court,  and  the  minutes  of  each  sessions  were  headed  by  an 


{y)  Reg.  V,  The  Inhabitants  of  Pem- 
bridge,  C.  k  M.  157. 

(s)  2  Phill.  Ev.  135,  citing  25  St.  Tr. 
446. 

(a)  Rex  V.  Parry,  7  C.  &  P.  886,  Bol- 
land,  B. 

(ft)  Reg.  V.  Newman,  2  Den.  C.  C. 
890  ;  21  L.  J.  M.  C.  75,  anU,  p.  89. 

{r)  Rex  V.  Ward,  C  C.  &  P.  366,  Park, 


J.  A.  J.  The  clerk  of  the  peace  stated 
that  he  should  have  drawn  np  a  record 
on  parchment,  if  he  had  been  applied  to 
so  to  do,  and  the  case  does  not  state  what 
the  form  of  the  entry  in  the  book  was. 
See  the  observations  of  the  com't  on  this 
case  in  Reg.  v.  Yeovely,  8  A.  &  E.  806, 
infra. 
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entiy  containing  the  style  and  date  of  the  sessions,  and  the  names 
of  the  justices  in  the  usual  form  of  a  caption,  and  no  other  record 
was  kept  of  the  proceedings  of  the  sessions  than  the  said  sessions 
book,  and  it  had  always  been  received  in  evidence  in  the  Court  of 
Quarter  Sessions,  for  the  purpose  of  proving  them ;  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  held,  that  such  book  ^  was  properly  received  in 
order  to  prove  the  quashing  of  an  order  of  removal  on  the  trial  of 
a  former  appeal  between  the  same  parishes,  (d) 

When  mU  tiel  record  is  not  pleaded,  but  it  is  necessary  to  prove  In  other  casea. 
a  record  in  support  of  some  allegation  in  the  pleadings,  the  record 
may  be  proved  either  by  an  exemplification  or  a  copy.  Exempli- 
fications are  either  under  the  great  seal  or  under  the  seal  of  the 
Court  in  which  the  record  is  produced,  and  are  admissible  with- 
out proof  of  the  genuineness  of  the  seal,  {e)  A  record  may  also 
be  proved  by  an  examined  copy,  except  upon  the  issue  of  nul  tid 
record.  (/)  The  copy  must  be  proved  by  some  witness  who  has 
examined  it  line  for  line  with  the  original,  or  who  has  examined 
the  copy  while  another  read  the  original,  (g)  It  ought  to  appear 
that  the  record  from  which  the  copy  was  taken  was  seen  in  the 
hands  of  the  proper  officer,  or  in  the  proper  place  for  the  custody 
of  such  records,  (h)  So  an  office  copy  in  the  same  Court  in  the 
same  cause,  is  equivalent  to  a  record ;  but  in  another  court,  or  in 
another  cause  in  the  same  Court,  the  copy  must  be  proved,  (i) 
In  order  to  prove  a  verdict,  a  copy  of  the  whole  record,  including 
the  judgment,  is  necessary,  for  otherwise  it  would  not  appear  but 
that  the  judgment  had  been  arrested,  or  a  new  trial  granted,  (j) 
Where  an  indictment  for  perjury  alleged  that  Burraston  was  con- 
victed upon  an  indictment  for  perjury,  upon  the  trial  of  which  the 
perjury  in  question  was  alleged  to  have  been  committed,  and  it 
appeared  by  the  record  when  produced  that  Burraston  had  been 
convicted,  but  the  judgment  against  him  reversed  upon  error  after 
the  finding  of  the  present  indictment,  it  was  held  that  the  record 
produced  supported  the  allegation  in  the  indictment,  {k) 

By  the  14  &  15  Vict.  c.  99,  s.  13,  'whenever  in  any  proceeding  Where necee- 
whatever  (t)  it  may  be  necessary  to  prove  the  trial  and  conviction  "^'^.^^"^^ 
or  acquittal  of  any  person  charged  with  any  indictable  offence,  it  acquittal  of 
shall  not  be  necessary  to  produce  the  record  of  the  conviction  or  an7penon,the 
acquittal  of  such  person,  or  a  copy  thereof,  but  it  shall  be  sufficient  ff^'l-'SS 
that  it  be  certified  or  purport  to  be  certified  under  the  hand  of  the  u^^r  iand  of 
clerk  of  the  Court  or  other  officer  having  the  custody  of  the  records  deA  of  ooort. 
of  the  Court  where  such  conviction  or  acquittal  took  place,  or  by 
the  deputy  of  such  clerk  or  other  officer,  that  the  paper  produced 


(d)  Beg.  r.  Yeovely,  8  A.  &  £.  806,  and 
see  per  Patteson,  J. ,  in  Rex  v.  Notting- 
ham Old  Water  Works  Company,  6  A.  & 
E.  865. 

(«)  Tookerv.  Bake  of  Beaafort,  Sayer, 
297. 

(/)  Upon  this  issue  the  record  in  cer- 
tain cases  can  be  proved  in  the  mode 
pointed  out  by  the  14  ft  15  Vict.  c.  99, 
8.  18,  infra, 

(g)  Reid  v.  Margison,  1  Campb.  469. 
It  is  not  necessary  for  the  persons  examin- 
ing to  exchange  papers,  and  read  them 
alternately,  uyles  v.  Hill,  ibid.  n.  As 
to  the  examination  of  the  wkol;  cl  the 


rules  of  a  benefit  society  enrolled  at  the 
office  of  the  clerk  of  the  peace,  see  Reg. 
V.  Boynes,  1  C.  &  E.  65,  ajUe,  p.  94. 

(h)  Adamthwaite  v,  Synge,  1  Stark. 
183.     4  Campb.  872.     S.  C. 

(i)  Rose.  Ev.  75.  Bumand  v.  Nerot, 
1  a  &  P.  578. 

01  Bull.  N.  P.  234.  But  the  nisi  pnus 
record,  with  the  postea  indorsed,  is  suffi- 
cient evidence  that  the  cause  came  on  to 
be  tried.     Pitton  r.  Walter,  1  Str.  162. 

{k)  Reg.  V.  Meek,  9  C.  &  P.  513, 
WilUams,  J.,  anUy  p.  21. 

(A  Richardson  v.  Wilks,  42  L.  J.  Ex. 
15.    L.  K  Six.  69. 
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is  a  copy  of  the  record  of  the  indictment^  trial,  conviction,  and 
judgment  or  acquittal,  as  the  case  may  be,  omitting  the  formal 
parts  thereof/  And  see  the  14  &  15  Vict.  c.  100,  s.  22.  (m) 
Proof  of  proTi-  By  34  &  35  Vict.  c.  112,  s.  18,  'a  previous  conviction  may  be 
oxiM  conviction,  proved  in  any  legal  proceeding  whatever  against  any  person  by 
producing  a  record  or  extract  of  such  conviction,  and  by  giving 
proof  of  the  identity  of  the  person  against  whom  the  conviction  is 
sought  to  be  proved  with  the  person  appearing  in  the  record  or 
extract  of  conviction  to  have  been  convicted.  A  record  or  extract 
of  a  conviction  shall  in  the  case  of  an  indictable  offence  consist 
of  a  certificate  containing  the  substance  and  effect  only  (omitting 
the  formal  part  of  the  indictment  and  conviction),  and  purporting 
to  be  signed  by  the  clerk  of  the  Court  or  other  officer  having  the 
custody  of  the  records  of  the  Court  by  which  such  conviction  was 
made,  or  purporting  to  be  signed  by  the  deputy  of  such  clerk  or 
officer ;  and  in  the  case  of  a  summary  conviction  shall  consist  of  a 
copy  of  such  conviction  purporting  to  be  signed  by  any  justice  of 
the  peace  having  jurisdiction  over  the  offence  in  respect  of  which 
such  conviction  was  made,  or  to  be  signed  by  the  proper  officer  of 
the  Court  by  which  such  conviction  was  made,  or  by  the  clerk  or 
other  officer  of  any  court  to  which  such  conviction  has  been  re- 
turned. A  record  or  exti-act  of  any  conviction  made  in  pursuance 
of  this  section  shall  be  admissible  in  evidence  without  proof  of  the 
signature  or  official  character  of  the  person  appearing  to  have 
signed  the  same.  A  previous  conviction  in  any  one  part  of  the 
United  Kingdom  may  be  proved  against  a  prisoner  in  any  other 
part  of  the  United  Kingdom,  and  a  conviction  before  the  passing 
of  this  Act  shall  be  admissible  in  the  same  manner  as  if  it  had 
taken  place  after  the  passing  thereof  A  fee  not  exceeding  five 
shillings  may  be  charged  for  a  record  of  a  conviction  given  in 
pursuance  of  this  section.  The  mode  of  proving  a  previous  con- 
viction authorized  by  this  section  shall  be  in  addition  to  and  not 
in  exclusion  of  any  other  authorized  mode  of  proving  such  con- 
viction.' 

The  several  statutes  which  afford  facilities  for  proving  a  previous 
conviction  by  means  of  a  certificate  of  the  clerk  of  assize,  or 
clerk  of  the  peace,  are  made  for  the  more  easy  proof  of  such  con- 
victions, and  do  not  prevent  the  proof  of  the  previous  conviction  by 
an  examined  copy  of  the  record,  (r) 

By  the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  94,  ss.  12,  13,  every  copy  of  a  record  in  the 
custody  of  the  master  of  the  rolls  certified  as  a  true  and  authentic 
copy  by  the  deputy  keeper  of  the  records,  or  one  of  the  assistant 
record  keepers,  and  purporting  to  be  sealed  or  stamped  with  the 
seal  of  the  record  office,  shall  be  received  as  evidence  in  all  courts 
of  justice,  and  before  all  legal  tribunals,  and  before  either  House  of 
Parliament,  or  any  committee  of  either  House,  without  any  further 


Copies  of  le- 
cords  in  the 
Beoord  Offico. 


(m)  AnU,  p.  86,  and  see  an^  p.  418. 

(r)  Rex  V.  Heniy  Saunders,  Gloucester 
Spr.  Ass.  1829,  MSS.  C.  S.  G.  The  pri- 
soner was  indicted  under  the  15  Geo.  2, 
c.  28,  s.  2,  for  uttering  base  coin  after  a 
previous  conviction,  and  Parke,  J.,  held 
that  an  examined  co^y  of  the  record  of 
the  prsyious  conviction   was  sufficient 


evidence  thereof;  for  the  statute,  by 
giving  an  easier  means  of  proof  under 
sec.  9,  did  not  exclude  the  proof  by  means 
of  an  examined  copy.  See  also  Reg.  v. 
Carter,  1  Den.  C.  C.  65.  Northam  v, 
Latouche,  4  C.  &  P.  140.  Edwards  v. 
Buchanan,  3  B.  &  Ad.  788,  Reg.  v« 
Manwaring,  D.  &  B.  132. 
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or  other  proof  thereof,  in  every  case  in  which  the  original  record 
could  have  been  received  there  in  evidence. 

Records  properly  produced  in  evidence  are  conclusive  against  Effect  of  re- 
those  who  are  parties  to  them  : — thus  a  record  of  conviction  of  a  ?"^  "*  ®^" 
parish  for  not  repairing  a  road,  is  for  ever  afterwards  evidence  of 
their  liability  to  repair ;  (n)  but  it  not  conclusive  as  against  other 
parties,  except  as  to  the  fact  that  the  persons  charged  have  been 
convicted ;  (o)  therefore  an  accessory  may  controvert  the  guilt  of 
his  principal,  notwithstanding  the  record  of  his  conviction,  (p)  and 
it  seems  that  the  record  of  the  conviction  of  the  principal  is  not 
admissible  against  the  accessory  in  any  case,  (q) 

A  writ   may  in    general   be   proved    by.  the    production    of  Proof  of  awrit. 
it.      But  when  it   is   treated  as    matter  of  record  in  the  plead- 
ing it  must  be  proved  by  a  copy  of  the  record  after  the  writ  Proceedings  in 
has    been  returned.  («)     An  answer  in  chancery   is  proved    by  chancery, 
the  production  of  the  bill  and  answer,  or  of  examined  copies  of 
them  ;  (t)  but  on  proof  by  the  proper  officer  that  the  bill  has 
been  searched  for  in  the  office,  and  not  found,  the  answer  may 
be  read  without  the  bill,  (u)     Depositions  in  a  suit  in  chancery 
are   not  in   general  admissible   without  proof  of   the  bill  and 
answer,  {v)     The  12  &  13  Vict.  c.  109,  s.  11,  enacts  that  a  seal  Documents 
shall  be  provided  for  the  High  Court  of  Chancery,  to  be  called  the  ■^^^**' 
Chancery  Common   Law   Seal,   and   that  *all   courts,   tribunals,  ^mmon^Sr 
judges,  justices,  officers,  and  other  persons  shall  take  notice  of  the  Seal, 
said  seal,  and  receive   impressions   thereof  in  evidence,  in  like 
manner  as  impressions  of  the  Great  Seal  are  received  in  evidence, 
and  shall  also  take  notice  of  and  receive  in  evidence,  without  further 
proof,  all  and  every  of  such  writs,  proceedings,  instruments,  docu- 
ments, and  writings  which  shall  purport  or  appear  to  be  sealed  or 
stamped  with  the  said  Chancery  Common  Law  Seal,  in  like  manner 
as  if  the  same  had  been  sealed  with  the  Great  Seal'    And  by 
sec.  13,  every  office  copy  issued  from  the  Petty  Bag  Office  shall  be 
sealed  with  the  said  Common  Law  Seal,  and  every  document  sealed 
with  such  seal,  and  pui'porting  to  be  a  copy  of  any  record  or  other 
document  of  any  description,  shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  true  copy  of 
such  record  or  other  document,  and  shall,  without  fiirther  proo^  be 
received  in  evidence  before  either  House  of  Parliament,  and  any 
committee  thereof,  and  also  by  all  courts,  tribunals,  judges,  justices, 
officers,  and  other  persons,  in  like  manner  and  to  the  same  extent 


(n)  Rex  V.  St.  Pancras,  Peake,  N.  P.  C. 
219  ;  see  2  Saund.  160,  vol.  1,  p. 
501. 

(o)  See  Rex  v.  Shaw,  R.  &  B.  526, 
where  upon  an  indictment  for  delivering 
instnunents  to  a  prisoner  to  facilitate  his 
escape  irom  gaol,  it  was  held  that  the 
record  of  his  conviction  bein^  produced 
by  the  proper  officer,  no  evidence  was 
admissiUe  to  dispute  what  it  stated. 

ip)  Rex  V,  Smith,  1  Leach,  288. 

(g)  Rex  V,  Turner,  R  &  M.  C.  C.  R. 
347,  vol.  1,  p.  184.  In  Keable  v.  Paine, 
8  A.  &  £.  .556,  Patteson,  J.,  said, 
'On  an  indictment  for  receiving  goods 
feloniously  taken,  the  felony  must  be 
proved,  and  neither  a  judgment  against 
the  felon,  nor  his  admission,  would  be 
evidence  against  the  receiver.* 

VOL.  III. 


{s)  Bull.  NL  Pri.  234. 

(t)  2  Phill.  Ev.  189.  The  recital  in 
the  jurat  of  the  place  where  the  answer 
purports  to  be  sworn,  is  sufficient  proof 
that  the  oath  was  administered  at  that 
place.  Rex  v.  Spencer,  R.  &  M.  N.  P.  0. 
97. 

(u)  Gilb.  Ev.  49.  See  as  to  the  proof 
of  the  identity  of  the  parties,  post,  p.  434. 
An  answer  offered  in  evidence  merely  as 
an  admission  of  the  party  on  oath,  is 
sufficiently  proved  by  an  examined  copy, 
without  proof  of  a  decree,  or  the  party's 
handwriting.  Lady  Dartmouth  v.  Ro- 
berts,  16  East,  334.  See  also  Ewer  v. 
Ambrose,  4  B.  &  C.  25. 

{v)  Bull   N.  P.    240.     GQb.  Ev.  62. 
Rose.  Ev.  79.     2  Phill.  Ev.  149. 

K    E 
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ProoeedmgB 
in  the  ecclesi- 
astical courts. 


Diroroe  Court. 


Proof  of  a  will. 


Proof  of  ad- 
ministratioiL 


Judgments 
of  inferior 
courts. 


as  the  original  record  or  other  document  would  be  received  if 
tendered  in  evidence  for  the  purpose  of  proving  the  contents  of 
such  record  or  other  document,  {w)  The  proceedings  in  the  eccle- 
siastical courts  are  proved  in  the  same  way  at  common  law  aa  those 
in  equity  ;  and  their  sentences  are  received  in  the  temporal  courts 
as  conclusive  evidence  of  the  fact  adjudged,  upon  questions  within 
their  jurisdiction  ;  but  in  a  suit  of  jactitation  of  marriage  a  sentence 
against  the  marriage  is  not  conclusive,  as  it  decides  not  directly, 
but  only  collaterally,  on  the  validity  of  the  marriage,  (a?)  By  20 
&  21  Vict.  c.  85,  a  court  of  record,  csdled  the  Court  for  Divorce  and 
Matrimonial  Causes,  was  established.  By  sec.  13  of  this  Act  the 
Lord  Chancellor  shall  direct  a  seal  to  be  made  for  the  said  court, 
and  may  direct  the  same  to  be  broken,  altered,  and  renewed  at  his 
discretion;  and  all  decrees  and  orders,  or  copies  of  decrees  or 
orders,  of  the  said  court,  sealed  with  the  said  seal,  shall  be  received 
in  evidence. 

When  it  is  necessary  to  show  a  title  to  personality  under  a  will, 
or  that  a  particular  person  is  executor,  the  will  cannot  be  read  in 
evidence,  but  the  probate  must  be  produced,  (y)  The  seal  of  the 
ecclesiastical  court  on  the  probate  proves  itself,  {z)  QeneraUy 
speaking,  a  probate  unrepealed  is  conclusive  evidence  of  the  valid- 
ity of  the  will ;  but  on  an  indictment  for  forging  a  will,  probate  of 
that  will  unrepealed  is  not  conclusive  evidence  of  its  validity,  so 
as  to  be,a  bar  to  the  prosecution,  (a)  To  prove  a  probate  revoked, 
an  entry  of  the  revocation  in  the  book  of  the  ecclesiastical  court, 
called  the  '  assignation  book,*  in  which  all  causes  were  officially 
entered,  is  good  evidence.  (6)  Administration  granted  before  the 
Probate  Act,  20  &  21  Vict  c.  77,  is  proved  by  the  production  of  the 
letters  of  administration,  or  a  certificate  or  exemplification  thereof, 
granted  by  the  ecclesiastical  court,  (c)  or  by  the  original  book  of 
Acts,  directing  the  grant  of  letters,  or  an  examined  copy  of  it.  (<i) 
By  the  20  &  21  Vict,  a  77,  the  Court  of  Probate  was  established. 
By  sec.  22  of  that  Act  the  judge  shall  cause  to  be  made  seals  for 
the  Court  of  Probate,  that  is  to  say,  one  seal  to  be  used  in  its  prin- 
cipal registry,  and  separate  seals  to  be  used  in  the  several  district 
registries,  and  may  cause  the  same  respectively  from  time  to  time 
to  be  broken,  altered,  and  renewed  at  his  discretion  ;  and  all  pro- 
bates, letters  of  administration,  orders,  and  other  instruments,  and 
exemplifications  and  copies  thereof  respectively,  purporting  to  be 
sealed  with  any  seal  of  the  Court  of  Probate,  shall  in  all  parts  of  the 
United  Kingdom  be  received  in  evidence  without  further  proof  thereof. 

Judgments  in  a  court-baron,  or  other  inferior  court,  may  be 
proved  by  the  production  of  the  book  containing  the  proceedings  of 
the  court  from  the  proper  custody,  and  if  not  made  up  in  form,  the 
minutes  of  the  proceedings  will  be  evidence,  or  an  examined  copy 
of  such  proceedings  or  mmutes  will  be  evidence,  (e)     But  this  rule 

(tr)  See  sees.  17, 18,  and  19,  as  to  the 
seal  for  the  enrolment  office,  the  certifi- 
cates of  enrolment,  and  sealed  copies  of 
enrolments  being  evidence. 

(x)  Duchess  of  Kingston's  case,  11  St. 
Tr.  268.     AiiU,  p.  267. 

(y)  Rex  V,  Barnes,  1  Stark.  N.  P.  C. 
248. 

(«)  Kempton  t>.  Cross.  Cas.  Temp. 
Hardw.   108.      20  &    21    Vict.   c.    77, 


8.  22,  infra. 

(a)  Rex  V,  Buttery,  R.  h,  R.  842. 

\b)  Rex  V.  Ramsbottom,  1  Leach,  25, 
in  note  to  Rhodes's  case. 

(e)  Kempton  v.  Cross,  Gas.  Temp. 
Hardw.  108. 

(<{)  Elden  v.  Keddel,  8  East,  187. 
Davis  V.  WiUiams,  18  East,  282. 

(0)  Rex  «.  Hains,  per  Holt,  Comb.  887. 
12  Vin.  Ab.  Ev.  A.  h,  26,  p.  99.      Roec. 
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does  not  extend  to  proceedLngs  of  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  on 
the  Crown  side,  which  is  a  court  of  record.  (/)  By  the  County  Courts 
Act,  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  95,  &  111,  it  is  enacted,  that  the  clerk  of 
every  court  holden  under  this  Act  shall  cause  a  note  of  all  plaints 
and  summonses,  and  of  all  orders,  aod  of  all  judgments  and  execu- 
tions, and  returns  thereto,  and  of  all  fines,  and  of  all  other  proceed- 
ings of  the  court,  to  be  fairly  entered  from  time  to  time  in  a  book 
belonging  to  the  court,  which  shall  be  kept  at  the  office  of  the  court ; 
and  such  entries  in  the  said  book,  or  a  copy  thereof  bearing  the  seal 
of  the  court,  and  purporting  to  be  signed  and  certified  as  a  true 
copy  by  the  clerk  of  the  court,  shall  at  all  times  be  admitted  in  all 
courts  and  places  whatsoever  as  evidence  of  such  entries  and  of  the 

i)roceeding  referred  to  by  such  entry  or  entries,  and  of  the  regu- 
arity  of  such  proceeding,  without  any  further  proof  (g) 

The  judgment  of  a  foreign  court  was  formerly  generally  proved  ^^^^  ^ 
by  proving  the  authenticity  of  the  seal  affixed  to  the  judgment.  ^^ 
In  the  case  of  Henry  v.  Adey,  where  the  plaintiff,  who  sued  here 
on  a  judgment  obtained  in  the  Island  of  Grenada,  was  nonsuited, 
because  he  could  not  prove  the  seal  affixed  to  be  the  seal  of  the 
island,  the  court  said,  they  could  not  take  official  notice  that  the 
seal  affixed  was  the  seal  of  the  island,  which  was  necessary  to  be 
shown  in  order  to  prove  the  judgment,  which  it  purported  to 
authenticate  ;  and  that  proving  the  judge's  handwriting  could  not 
advance  the  proof  of  the  seed,  unless  by  considering  him  in  the 
nature  of  a  witness  to  it,  which  was  not  pretended,  (k)      If  a 
colonial  court  possess  a  seal,  it  ought  to  be  used  for  the  purpose  of 
authenticating  its  judgments,  (i)     If  it  is  clearly  proved  that  the 
court  has  not  any  seal,  so  that  the  document  cannot  be  clothed 
with  the  form  of  a  legal  exemplification,  it  must  be  shown  to 
possess  some  other  requisite  to  entitle  it  to  credit ;  as  by  proving 
the  signature  of  the  judge  upon  the  judgment.  (J)    An  exemplifi- 
cation of  a  foreign  judgment,  that  is,  a  copy  authenticated  under 
the  seal  of  the  court,  is  evidence  of  tiie  judgment  in  the  courts  of 
this  country :  (k)  but  a  document,  purporting  to  be  a  copy  of  a 
judgment  made  by  the  officer  of  the  court,  is  not  admissible.  (I) 


£y.  80.  As  to  its  being  necessaiy  in 
proTinj^  the  jn<jU^ent  of  such  a  court  to 
give  eyidence  of  the  proceedings  previons 
to  the  judgment,  see  Com.  Dig.  £y. 
C.  1. 

(/)  R.  V,  Smith,  8  B.  &  C.  841. 

(g)  See  Dews  v.  Ryley,  20  L.  J.  a  P. 
264.     R.  V.  Rowland,  1  F.  &  F.  72. 

{k)  8  East,  221.  2  Phill.  £t.  148. 
See  also  Buchanan  v.  Bucker,  1  Campb. 
68.  Flindt  v.  Atkins,  8  Gampb.  216,  in 
a  note.  The  6  Geo.  4,  c  188,  s.  7,  enact- 
ing that  the  common  seal  of  the  society 
of  apothecaries  of  the  city  of  London 
shall  be  receired  as  sufficient  proof  of  the 
authenticity  of  the  certificate,  to  which 
such  seal  is  affixed,  cUd  not  make  such 
certificate  evidence  without  proof  that 
the  seal  affixed  is  the  flenuine  seal  of  the 
society.  Chadwick  v,  Sunning^  R.  ft  M. 
N.  P.  C.  806.  But  the  14  ft  15  Yict.  c. 
99,  8.  8,  makes  the  proof  of  the  seal  or  of 
the  antlienticity  of  the  certificate  unne- 
cessary.   Where  a  sherifiTs  officer  pro- 


duced the  warrant  under  which  he  had 
acted,  which  concluded  '  given  under  the 
seal  of  my  office,'  and  there  was  a  small 
piece  of  paper  wafered  to  it,  and  stamped 
with  a  wafer  stamp  ;  and  the  officer 
proved  that  he  did  not  know  this  to  be 
the  seal  of  the  sheriff  or  of  his  officer,  but 
he  had  received  the  warrant  from  the 
person  who  had  acted  as  under-sheriff, 
and  it  was  precisely  similar  to  all  the 
other  warrants  under  which  he  had  acted ; 
Parke,  B.,  held  that  this  yrsa  sufficient 
proof  of  the  seal.    Bunbury  i>*  Matthews, 

1  C.  ft  K.  880. 

(i)  Cavan  «.  Stewart,  1  Stark.  N.  P.  C. 
525. 
(;')  Alvesi^.  Bunbery,   4  Campb.  28. 

2  Phill.  Ev.  148. 

{k)  Black  i>.  Lord  Braybrook,  2  Stark. 
N.  P.  C.  11,  12. 

(Q  Appleton  v.  Lord  Braybrook,  2 
Stark.  K  P.  C.  6,  7.  6  M.  ft  S.  84.  2 
Phill.  Ev.  148. 
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But  now  by  the  14  &  15  Vict.  c.  99,  s.  7,  '  all  proclamations, 
treaties,  and  other  Acts  of  State  of  any  foreign  state  or  of  any 
British    colony,  and    all  judgments,  decrees,    ordere,  and   other 
judicial  proceedings  of  any  court  of  justice  in  any  foreign  state  or 
m  any  British  colony,  and  all  affidavits,  pleadings,  and  other  legal 
documents  filed  or  deposited  in  any  such  court,  may  be  proved  in 
any  court  of  justice,  or  before  any  person  having  by  law  or  by 
consent  of  parties  authority  to  hear,  receive,  and  examine  evi- 
dence, either  by  examined  copies  or  by  copies  authenticated  as 
hereinafter  mentioned  ;  that  is  to  say,  if  the  document  sought  to 
be  proved  be  a  proclamation,  treaty,  or  other  Act  of  State,  the 
authenticated  copy  to  be  admissible  in  evidence  must  purport  to 
be  sealed  with  the  seal  of  the  foreign  state  or  British  colony  to 
which  the  original  document  belongs  ;  and  if  the  document  sought 
to  be  proved  be  a  judgment,  decree,  order,  or  other  judicial  pro- 
ceeding of  any  foreign  or  colonial  court,  or  an  affidavit,  pleading, 
or  other  legal  document  filed  or  deposited  in  any  such  court,  the 
authenticated  copy  to  be    admissible  in    evidence   must  purport 
either  to  be  sealed  with  the  seal  of  the  foreign  or  colonial  court  to 
which  the   original  document  belongs,  or,  in  the  event  of  such 
court  having  no  seal,  to  be  signed  by  the  judge,  or,  if  there  be 
more  than  one  judge,  by  any  one  of  the  judges  of  the  said  court, 
and  such  judge  shall  attach  to  his  signature  a  statement  in  writing 
on  the  said  copy  that  the  court  whereof  he  is  a  judge  has  no  seal ; 
but  if  any  of  the  aforesaid  authenticated  copies  shall  purport  to  be 
sealed  or  signed  as  hereinbefore  respectively  directed,  the  same 
shall  respectively  be  admitted  in  evidence  in  eveiy  case  in  which 
the   original  document   could  have  been  received   in   evidence, 
without  any  proof  of  the  seal  where  a  seal  is  necessary,  or  of  the 
signature,  or  of  the  truth  of  the  statement  attached  thereto,  where 
such  signature  and  statement   are  necessary,  or  of  the  judicial 
character  of  the  person  appearing  to  have  made  such  signature 
and  statement/ 

By  28  &  29  Vict.  c.  63,  entitled  'An  Act  to  remove  doubts  as  to 
the  Validity  of  Colonial  Laws,'  s.  6,  '  the  certificate  of  the  clerk  or 
other  proper  officer  of  a  legislative  body  in  any  colony,  (w,)  to  the 
effect  that  the  document  to  which  it  is  attached  is  a  true  copy  of 
any  colonial  law  assented  to  by  the  governor  of  such  colony,  or  of 
any  bill  reserved  for  the  signification  of  her  Majesty's  pleasure^  by 


(m)  By  sec  1  the  term  "colony  "  shall 
in  this  Act  include  all  of  Her  Mi^esty's 
possessions  abroad  in  which  there  shall 
exist  a  legislatnre,  as  hereinafter  defined, 
except  the  Channel  Islands,  the  Isle  of 
Man,  and  snch  territories  as  may  for  the 
time  being  be  vested  in  Her  Majesty, 
under  or  by  virtue  of  any  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment for  the  government  of  India. 
The  terms  "  Legislature  "  and  "  Colonial 
Legislature"  shall  severally  signify  the 
authority,  other  than  the  Imperial  Par- 
liament or  Her  Majesty  in  Council, 
competent  to  make  laws  for  any  colony. 

The  term  "Representative  Legisla- 
ture "  shall  signify  any  colonial  legisla- 
ture which  shall  comprise  a  legislative 
body,  of  which  one  half  are  elected  by 


inhabitants  of  the  colony. 

The  term  "Colonial  Law  '*  shall  include 
laws  made  for  any  colony  either  by  such 
legislature  as  aforesaid,  or  by  Her  Ma- 
jesty in  Council : 

An  Act  of  Parliament,  or  any  provi< 
sion  thereof,  shall,  in  construing  this 
Act,  be  said  to  extend  to  any  colony  when 
it  is  made  applicable  to  such  colony  by 
the  express  words  or  necessary  intend- 
ment of  any  Act  of  Parliament. 

The  term  "  Gfovemor  "  shall  mean  the 
officer  lawfully  administering  the  govern* 
ment  of  any  colony. 

The  term  "Letters  Patent "  shall  mean 
letters  patent  under  the  Great  Seal  of  the 
United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and 
Ireland. 
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the  said  governor,  shall  be  prirad  facie  evidence  that  the  document 
80  certified  is  a  true  copy  of  such  law  or  bill,  and,  as  the  case  may 
be,  that  such  law  has  been  duly  and  properly  passed  and  assented 
to,  or  that  such  bill  has  been  duly  and  properly  passed  and  pre- 
sented to  the  governor ;  and  any  proclamation  purporting  to  be 
published  by  authority  of  the  governor  in  any  newspaper  in  the 
colony  to  which  such  law  or  bill  shall  relate,  and  signifying  her 
Majesty's  disallowance  of  any  such  colonial  law,  or  her  Majesty's 
assent  to  any  such  reserved  bill  as  aforesaid,  shall  be  pHmd  facie 
evidence  of  such  disallowance  or  assent. 

The  law  of  a  foreign  state  must  be  proved,  (n)  Where,  to  prove  Proof  of 
the  law  of  France  as  to  marriage,  the  French  vice-consul  produced  '^"^8"  ^^^ 
a  book,  which  he  said  contained  the  code  of  laws  upon  which  he 
acted  at  his  office  ;  that  it  was  printed  at  the  office  for  the  printing 
of  the  laws  of  France  ;  and  that  it  would  have  been  acted  upon  in 
any  of  the  French  courts ;  it  was  ruled  by  Abbott,  C.  J.,  to  be 
sufficient  proof  of  the  law.  (o)  The  law  of  a  foreign  state  may 
be  proved  by  the  parol  evidence  of  witnesses  possessing  profes- 
sional skill,  (p)  And  the  proper  course  to  prove  the  law  of  a 
foreign  country  is  to  call  a  witness  expert  in  it,  and  to  ask  him, 
on  his  responsibility,  what  that  law  is,  and  not  to  read  any  frag- 
ments of  a  code,  (q)  So  a  person  of  experience  in  the  profession 
of  the  law  of  another  country  may  state  his  opinion  what,  accord- 
ing to  the  law  of  that  country,  would  be  the  legal  eflTect  of  the 
facts  previously  spoken  to  by  the  witnesses,  taking  the  facts  to  be 
accurate.  Thus  a  gentleman  at  the  Scotch  bar  has  been  allowed 
to  state  his  opinion,  whether  a.  :marriage,  as  proved  by  the  wit- 
nesses,  would  be  valid  according  to  the  Scotch  law.  (r)  And 
where,  on  an  indictment  for  bigamy,  it  was  proved  that  the  Dent's  case, 
prisoner  had  been  manied  to  a  soldier  of  the  name  of  Dent,  and 
afterwards  to  one  Wall,  and  the  defence  was  that  Dent  had  been 
legally  married  in  Scotland,  previous  to  his  marriage  with  the 
prisoner,  and  a  witness  proved  that  Dent  being  with  his  regiment 
m  Scotland,  the  witness,  Dent,  a  female,  and  several  others,  went 
to  a  house,  to  which  they  were  directed  after  inquiring  for  the 
house  of  the  clergyman  of  the  place,  where  a  gentleman  performed 
a  ceremony  somewhat  similar  to  the  marriage  service  of  the 
Church  of  England,  between  Dent  and  the  female,  and  that  they 
afterwards  lived  together  as  man  and  wife ;  Wightman,  J.,  held 
that  a  gentleman,  who  had  lived  in  Scotland  until  he  was  twenty, 
and  who  had  frequently  been  there  since,  and  who  was  possessed 
of  very  considerable  literary  attainments,  and  stated  that  he  was 
well  acquainted  with  the  law  of  marriage  in  Scotland,  although  he 
was  not  a  lawyer,  was  competent  to  prove  that  the  marriage  in 
question  was  a  valid  marriage  according  to  that  law.  («)  But  this 
case  was  expressly  overruled  in  the  Sussex  Peerage  case,  {t)  where  Suaaez 
it  W93  held  that  the  person,  who  proves  a  foreign  law,  must  be  Poe»gecifle. 

(«)  Clegg  V,  Ijcyy,   8    Campb.    166.  CL  A  F.  85,  infra. 

Rose.   Ev.  82.      Baron  de  Bode'a  case,  (r)  Rex  v.  Wakefield,   Murray's  ed., 

post,  p.  422.  p.  238. 

(o)  Lacon  v,  Higgins,  3  Stark.  178.  (a)  Reg.    v.  Dent,   Monmouth  Spring 

{p)  Per  Gibbs,  C.  J.,  MiUerr.  Ken-  Ass.    1843,  MSS.   C.  S.  G.      1  C.  &  K. 

rick,  4  Campb.  155.  97. 

{q)  Cocks  r.  Purday,  2  C.  &  K.  269,  {i)  11  CI.  k  F.  86.     See  R  v.  Savage, 

Erie,  J.     Tbe  Sussex  Peerage  case,  11  18  Cox,  C.  C.  178. 
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peritua  wrtute  officii  vel  profeaaionid ;  and  that  though  the  witaeas 
may  refresh  his  memory,  or  correct  or  confirm  his  opinion,  by 
foreign  law  books,  yet  the  law  itself  must  be  taken  from  his 
evidence,  (u)  Where,  therefore,  evidence  having  been  given  to 
show  the  state  of  the  law  of  inheritance  in  Alsace  at  a  particular 
time,  a  witness  was  called,  who  stated  himself  to  be  a  French  ad- 
vocate practising  at  Strasbourg,  in  the  department  of  Bas  Rhin, 
and  that  the  feudal  law  had  been  put  an  end  to  in  Alsace  by  the 
torrent  of  the  French  revolution  de  facto  in  1789,  and  by  the 
treaty  of  Luneville  dejure ;  and  upon  being  asked  whether  there 
was  not  a  decree  to  that  effect,  he  added  that  there  was  such  a 
decree  of  the  4th  of  August,  1789,  of  the  national  assembly,  and 
that  he  had  learned  this  in  the  course  of  his  legal  studies,  it  being 
part  of  the  history  of  the  law  which  he  learned  while  studying 
the  law ;  it  was  objected  that  this  evidence  could  not  be  received, 
unless  the  decree  itself  were  proved  and  put  in  ;  but  the  majority 
of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  held  that  it  might;  for  the 
opinions  of  persons  of  science  must  be  received  aa  to  the  facts  of 
their  science.  That  rule  applies  to  the  evidence  of  legal  men, 
and  is  not  confined  to  unwiitten  law,  but  extends  also  to  the 
written  laws  which  such  men  are  bound  to  know.  Properly 
speaking,  the  nature  of  such  evidence  is,  not  to  set  forth  the  con- 
tents 01  the  written  law,  but  its  effect  and  the  state  of  law  re- 
sulting from  it.  If  an  English  court  were  to  attempt  to  expound 
the  written  law  of  a  foreign  country,  it  would  be  liable  to  the 
most  serious  errors.  The  question  is  not  what  the  language  of 
the  written  law  is,  but  what  the  law  is  altogether,  as  shown  by 
exposition,  interpretation,  and  adjudication,  {y) 

Where  a  witness  was  a  German  jurisconsult,  and  had  studied 
the  German  law  at  the  University  of  Leipsic  in  Saxony,  but 
had  not  transacted  business  at  Cologne,  and  had  no  knowledge  of 
the  laws  of  Cologne  but  from  books ;  Alderson,  B.,  held  that  he 
could  not  give  evidence  of  the  law  of  Cologne,  as  he  had  not  had 
any  practice  at  Cologne,  {w)  But  where  a  native  of  Belgium 
stated  that  he  had  formerly  carried  on  the  business  of  a  merchant 
and  commissioner  in  stocks  and  bills  of  exchange  at  Brussels^  but 
was  now  an  hotel  keeper  in  London,  and  that  he  was  well 
acquainted  with  the  Belgian  law  upon  the  subject  of  bills  and 
notes ;  it  was  held  that  he  was  competent  to  prove  that  by  the  law 
of  Belgium  it  is  not  necessary,  even  though  a  bill  or  note  is  made 
payable  at  a  particular  place,  that  it  should  be  presented  there  for 
payment ;  for  inasmuch  as  he  had  been  carrying  on  a  business 
which  made  it  his  interest  to  take  cognizance  of  the  foreign  law, 
he  fell  within  the  description  of  an  expert,  {x) 


{u)  In  this  case  it  was  held  that  a  Ro- 
man Catholic  Bishop,  holding  the  office 
of  coadjutor  to  a  yicar  apostolic  in  this 
countxy,  was,  in  yirtae  of  that  office,  to 
be  considered  as  a  person  skilled  in  the 
matrimonial  law  of  Korne,  and  therefore 
competent  to  prove  that  law. 

(v)  Baron  de  Bode's  case,  8  Q.  B.  208, 
246.     Patteson,  J.,  disaerUUvUe. 

{vo)  Bristow  v.  De  Seoqueyille,  3  C.  & 
K.  64  ;  and  this  ruling  was  held  correct 


by  the  full  court.  6  Exch.  R.  275.  In 
the  goods  of  Bonelli,  45  L.  J.  Prob.  42. 
(x)  Yander  Donckt  v.  TheUusson,  8 
C.  B.  812.  The  competency  of  a  witness 
to  prove  foreign  law  is  a  question  for  th« 
court,  and  it  seems,  as  a  general  rule, 
that  in  order  to  render  a  person  compe- 
tent he  should  have  some  peculiar  means 
fi'om  his  profession  or  business,  of 
becoming  acquainted  with  the  law,  with 
respect  to  which  he  is  caUed  on  to  speak. 
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A  judgment  obtained  in  one  of  the  superior  courts  in  Ireland,  Irish 
since  the  Union,  is  not  a  record  in  England,  (y)     But  now  by  the  judgment. 
14  &  15  Vict.  c.    99,  8.  9,  *  every  document  which    by  any  law  ^J?^*^"^??,*® 
now  in  force  or  hereafter  to  be  in  force  is  or  shall  be  admissible  in  ^i|j]^^i  p^oof 
evidence  of  any  particular  in  any  court  of  justice  in  England  or  of  seal,  &c.,  in 
Wales  without  proof  of  the  seal  or  stamp  or  signature  authen-  En^d  or 
ticating  the  same,  or  of  the  judicial  or  official  character  of  the  eqtujiy  ad- 
person  appearing  to  have  signed  the  same,  shall  be  admitted  in  missible  in 
evidence  to  the  same  extent  and  for  the  same  purposes  in  any  Ireland, 
court  of  justice  in  Ireland,  or  before  any  person  having  in  Ireland 
by  law  or  by  consent  of  parties  authority  to  hear,  receive,  and 
examine  evidence,  without  proof  of  the  seal  or  stamp  or  signature 
authenticating  the  same,  or  of  the  judicial  or  official  character  of 
the  person  appearing  to  have  signed  the  same.' 

Sec.  10.  'Every  document  which  by  any  law  now  in  force  or  Documenta 
hereafter  to  be  in  force  is  or  shall  be  admissible  in  evidence  of  any  admigsibie 
particular  in  any  court  of  justice  in  Ireland,  without  proof  of  the  ^f\^  &^ 
seal  or  stamp  or   signature    authenticating   the  same,  or  of  the  in  Ireland  ' 
judicial  or   official   character   of  the  person    appearing  to   have  ^^]y  ad^is- 
signed  the  same,  shall  be  admitted  in  evidence  to  the  same  extent  eq  J|J^d  or 
and  for  the  same  purposes  in  any  court  of  justice   in  England  Wales. 
or  Wales,  or   before   any  person   having   in   England    or  Wales 
by  law  or  by  consent  of  parties  authority  to  hear,  receive,  and 
examine  evidence,  without  proof  of  the  seed  or  stamp  or  signature 
authenticating  the  same,  or  of  the  judicial  or  official  character  of 
the  person  appearing  to  have  signed  the  same.'  {z) 

By  the  22  &  23  Vict.  c.  63,  in  any  judicial  proceeding  insti-  Mode  of  ascer- 
tuted  in   any  court,  civil,  criminal,  or  ecclesiastical,  within  Her  taining^e 
Majesty's  dominions,  if  the  court  deem  it  necessary  for  the  proper  f^nt  parts  of 
disposal  of  such  proceeding  to  ascertain  the  law  applicable  to  the  the  Queen's 
facts  of  the  case  as  administered  in  any  other  part  of  Her  Majesty's  dominions. 
dominions,  the   court   in  which  the   proceeding  is  pending  may 
direct  a  case  to  be  prepared  setting  forth  the  facts,  as  these  may 
be  ascertained  by  verdict  of  a  jury  or  other  mode  competent,  &c., 
and  the  court  shall  settle  the  question  of  law  arising  out  of  the 
same,  and  remit  the  case  to  the  superior  court,  whose  opinion  is 
desired  in  such  other  part  of  Her  Majesty's  dominions.     The  Act 
then  prescribes  the  mode  of  obtaining  the  opinion  of  the  court, 
and  of  remitting  it  to  the  court  by  which  the  opinion  was  required, 
'  which  court  is  thereupon  to  apply  such  opinion  to  such  facts  in  the 
same  manner  as  if  the  same  had  been  pronounced  by  such  court 
itself  upon  a  case  reserved,  or  upon  a  special  verdict ;  or  the  court 
may,  if  the  opinion  has  been  obtained  before  the  trial,  order  it  to 
be  submitted  to  the  jury  with  the  other  facts  of  the  case  as  evi- 
dence, or  conclusive  evidence,  of  the  foreign  law  therein  stated. 

The  24  &  25  Vict  c.  11,  contains   similar   provisions  for  the  in  foreign 
purpose  of  enabling  any  superior  court  in  Her  Majesty's  dominions  countries. 
to  obtain  the  opinion  of  any  court  of  any  foreign  state,  with  which 
Her  Majesty  may  have  made  a  convention  for  that  purpose,  as  to 
the  law  of  such  state. 

Yanderdoncht  v,  Thellitson,  8  C.  B.  812,  (z)  By  sec   11,  docnments  admissible 

Cresswelly  J.     See  Beg:  v,  Porey,  6  Cox,  without  proof  of  seal,  &c.,   in  England, 

G.  C.  88.  Wales,  or  Ireland,  are  equally  admissible 

(y)  Harris  v.  Sounders,  4  B.  &  C.  411.  in  the  colonies. 
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Convictions  before  justices  of  the  peace  are  either  produced  in 
court,  and  the  handwriting  of  the  magistrates  to  them  proved,  (a) 
or  they  may  be  proved  by  examined  copies,  which  the  clerk  of 
the  peace  of  the  proper  county  will  make  out,  upon  an  application 
for  that  purpose,  (6)  or  they  may  be  proved  in  certain  cases  by 
copies  or  certificates  under  the  provisions  of  sundry  statutea  (c) 
But  a  conviction  cannot  be  proved  by  the  notes  in  the  minute 
book  of  the  justices  before  whom  it  took  place,  or  by  oral  evi- 
dence, (d)  In  many  instances,  public  books  are  admitted  in 
evidence  to  prove  the  facts  recorded  in  them.  The  muster-book 
in  the  navy  oflBce  has  been  admitted  in  evidence  to  prove  the 
death  of  a  sailor ;  (e)  the  book  from  the  master  s  .office  in  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench,  to  prove  a  person  one  of  the  attorneys  of 
that  court ;  (/)  and  the  log-book  of  a  man-of-war,  which  convoyed 
a  fleet,  to  prove  the  time  of  the  convoy's  sailing,  (gr)  Bank-books 
are  good  evidence  to  prove  the  transfer  of  stock ;  (A)  and  on  a 
prosecution  for  a  libel  published  concerning  a  pei*son  in  his  office 
of  treasurer  of  a  parish,  an  entry  in  a  vestry-book,  stating  that  he 
was  elected  at  a  vestry  duly  held  in  pursuance  of  notice,  has  been 
considered  sufficient  evidence  to  support  an  allegation  in  the 
indictment  that  he  was  duly  elected  treasurer,  (i)  The  day-book 
of  a  public  prison,  containing  a  narrative  of  the  transactions  of 
the  prison,  has  been  received  upon  the  .same  principle,  as  proof  of 
the  time  of  a  prisoner's  commitment  or  discharge ;  (y)  but  it 
would  not  be  admissible  to  prove  the  cause  of  his  commitment.  (A;) 
So  on  an  indictment  for  forging  a  seaman's  will,  an  entry  in  a 
book  called  the  assignation-book,  in  which  all  causes  are  officially 
entered,  was  admitted  to  prove  the  probate  revoked,  (i)  The 
registers  of  christenings,  marriages,  and  burials,  preserved  in 
churches,  are  good  evidence  ;  (m)  and  in  order  to  prove  the  register 
of  a  marriage,  it  is  not  necessary  to  call  the  attesting  witnesses ; 
but  as  the  register  affords  no  proof  of  the  identity  of  the  parties, 
some  evidence  of  that  fact  must  be  given,  as  by  calling  the  min- 
ister, clerk,  or  attesting  witnesses,  if  they  were  acquainted  with  the 
parties ;  or  the  bell-ringers  may  be  called  to  prove  that  they  rung 
the  bells,  and  came  immediately  after  the  marriage,  and  were  paid 
by  the  parties ;  or  the  handwriting  of  the  parties  may  be  proved, 
even  where  the  register  is  not  produced ;  (ti)  or  persons  may  be 
called  who  were  present  at  the  wedding  dinner,  &c.  (o)     Registers 


(a)  Massey  v.  Johnson,  12  East,  67. 
Gray  v.  Cookson,  16  East,  13.  Mason  v. 
Barker,  Gloucester  Spr.  Ass.  1843,  £r- 
skine,  J.    MSS.  C.  S.  G. 

(h)  Arch.  Cr.  P.  218. 

(c)  See  24  &  26  Vict.  c.  96,  ss.  112, 
116,  24  &  26  Vict,  c  97,  a.  70,  and  the 
24  &  26  Vict,  c  96,  s.  110,  and  24  &  26 
Vict.  c.  97,  a  68,  provide  that,  when  any 
conviction  is  quashed  on  appeal,  a  memo- 
landum  thereof  is  to  be  made  on  the  con- 
viction, and  a  copy  thereof  is  to  be  added 
to  any  copy  or  certificate  of  the  convic- 
tion, and  IS  to  be  sufficient  evidence  that 
the  conviction  has  been  quashed. 

(rf)  Giles  V,  Siney,  11  Law  T.  810. 

\t)  Bull.  N.  P.  249.  Khodes's  case, 
1  Leach,  24. 


(/)  Rex  V,  Cropley,  2  Esp.  N.  P.  Q 
524. 

{g)  Disraeli  r.  Jowett,  1  Esp.  N.  P.  C. 
427, 

(i)  Breton  v.  Cope,  Peake,  N.  P.  C. 
80.  Marsh  V.  Colnet,  2  Esp.  N.  P.  C. 
665. 

( t)  Bex  V.  Martin,  2  Camph.  100. 

(i)  Bex  V.  Aickles,  1  Leach,  391. 

\k)  Salte  V.  Thomas,  8  B.  &  P.  188.  % 
Phill.  Ev.  164. 

if)  Bamsbottom^s  case,  1  Leach,  25,  in 
note.  It  would  have  been  no  bar  to  the 
conviction  had  the  probate  been  nnre- 
pealed.     Bex  v.  Buttery,  R.  A;  R.  842. 

(m)  Bull.  N.  P.  247. 

(n)  Sayer  v.  Glossop,  2  ExcL  R.  409. 

(o)  Birt  V.  Barlow,  Dougl.  171.     As  to 
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are,  however,  in  the  nature  of  records,  and  need  not  be  produced 
or  proved  by  subscribing  witnesses,  {p)  They,  therefore,  may  be 
proved  either  by  an  examined  copy  or  by  a  copy  certified  under  the 
14  &  15  Vict.  c.  99,  8.  14.  (g) 

The  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  86,  'An  Act  for  registering  Births, 
Deaths,  and  Marriages  in  England,'  by  sec.  38  enacts  that  *  all 
certified  copies  of  entries  purporting  to  be  sealed  or  stamped  with 
the  seal  of  the  said  register  office  shall  be  received  as  evidence  of 
the  birth,  death,  or  marriage  to  which  the  same  relates,  without 
any  further  or  other  proof  of  such  entry.*  (r) 

By  37  &  38  Vict.  c.  88  (Births  and  Deaths  Registration  Act, 
1874)  s.  88,  *  an  entry,  or  certified  copy  of  an  entry,  of  a  birth  or 
death  in  a  register  under  the  Births  and  Deaths  Registration  Acts, 
1836  to  1874,  or  in  a  certified  copy  of  such  a  register,  shall  not  be 
evidence  of  such  birth  or  death,  unless  such  entry  either  purports 
to  be  signed  by  some  person  professing  to  be  the  informant,  and 
to  b^  such  a  person  as  is  required  by  law  at  the  date  of  such  entry, 
to  give  to  the  registrar  info^ation  concerning  Buch  birth  or  death, 
or  purports  to  be  made  upon  a  certificate  from  a  coroner,  or  in  pursu- 
ance of  the  provisions  of  this  Act  with  respect  to  the  registration 
of  births  and  deaths  at  sea  (rr) ;  and  when  more  than  three  months 
have  intervened  between  the  day  of  the  birth  and  the  day  of  the 
registration  of  the  birth  of  any  child,  the  entry  or  certified  copy  of 
the  entry  made  after  the  commencement  of  this  Act  of  the  birth 
of  such  child  in  a  register  under  the  Births  and  Deaths  Registra- 
tion Acts,  1836  to  1874,  or  in  a  certified  copy  of  such  a  register, 
shall  not  be  evidence  of  such  birth,  unless  such  entry  purports, 

(a)  If  it  appear  that  not  more  than  twelve  months  have  so 

inteiTened,  to  be  signed  by  the  superintendent  registrar, 

as  well  as  by  the  registrar,  or 
{b)  If  more  than  twelve  months  have  so  intervened,  to  have 

been  made  with  the  authority  of  the  Registrar  General, 

and  in  accordance  with  the  prescribed  rules.' 

When  more  than  twelve  months  have  intervened  between  the 
day  of  a  death  or  the  finding  of  a  dead  body  and  the  day  of  the 
registration  of  the  death  or  the  finding  of  such  body,  the  entry  or 
certified  copy  of  the  entry  made  after  the  commencement  of  this 
Act  of  the  death  in  a  register  under  the  Births  and  Deaths  Regis- 
tration Acts,  1836  to  1874,  or  in  a  certified  copy  of  such  register, 
shall  not  be  evidence  of  such  death,  unless  such  entry  purports  to 
have  been  made  with  the  authority  of  the  Registrar-General,  and 
in  accordance  with  the  prescribed  rules/ 

By  8.  49,  where  reference  is  made  in  this  Act  to  a  registrar  or 
superintendent  registrar  in  connexion  with  any  birth  or  death  or 
other  event,  or  any  register,  such  reference  shall  (unless  the  con- 
trary be  expressed)  be  deemed  to  be  made  to  the  registrar  who  is 
the  registrar  for  the  sub-district  in  which  such  birth  or  death  or 

mere  sunikrity  of  names  being  evidence  (r)  The  Marriage  Act,  6  ft  7  Will.  4, 

of  identity,  see  Hubbs^d  v.  I^,  L.  K  c.  85,  s.  44,  incorporates  that  Act  with 

1  Ex.  255,  pod,  p.  434,  anU,  p.  814.  the  6  &  7  Will  4,  c.  86. 

(p)  Per  Lord  Mansfield,  Birtv.  Barlow,  {rr)  See  sec.  87  of  this  Act,  in  the 

1  l>ou^.  R.  171.  Appendix  of  Statutes. 

(9)  rod,  p.  427. 
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other  event  took  place,  or  who  keeps  the  re^ster  in  which  the 
birth  or  death  or  other  event  is  or  is  required  to  be  registered,  or 
who  keeps  the  register  referred  to,  and  to  the  superintendent 
registrar  who  superintends  such  register  as  aforesaid. 

By  sec.  51,  this  Act,  save  as  is  herein  otherwise  expressly  pro- 
vided, shall  extend  only  to  England  and  Wales. 

The  3  &  4  Vict,  a  92,  which  relates  to  registers  or  records  of 
births  or  baptisms,  deaths  or  burials,  and  marriages  lawfully 
solemnized,  kept  in  England  and  Wales,  other  than  the  parochiid 
registers  and  the  copies  thereof  deposited  with  the  diocesan  re- 
gistturs,  enacts  that  all  registers  and  records  deposited  in  the 
general  register  office  by  virtue  of  that  Act  (except  the  registers 
and  records  of  baptisms  and  marriages  at  the  Fleet  and  King's 
Bench  prisons,  at  May  Fair,  at  the  Mint  in  Southwark,  and 
elsewhere,  which  were  deposited  in  the  registry  of  the  Bishop  of 
London  in  1821),  shall  be  deemed  to  be  in  legal  custody,  and  shall 
be  receivable  in  evidence,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  that  Act 
By  see.  17,  '  in  all  criminal  cases  in  which  it  shall  be  necessary  to 
use  in  evidence  any  entry  or  entries  contained  in  any  of  the  said  . 
registers  or  records,  such  evidence  shall  be  given  by  producing  to 
the  Court  the  original  register  or  record.*  («) 

By  27  &  28  Vict  c.  97,  after  reciting  that  provision  is  made  by 
law  in  England  for  the  registration  of  burials  performed  according 
to  the  rites  of  the  Established  Church,  and  of  all  burials  in  grounds 
provided  under  the  Burials  Act ;  and  that  it  is  expedient  that  all 
burials  in  England  be  registered  : '  it  is  enacted  as  follows : 

1.  All  burials  in  any  burial  ground  in  England  which  are  not 
now  by  law  required  to  be  registered  shall  be  registered  in 
register  books  to  be  provided  for  each  such  burial  ground  by  the 
company,  body,  or  persons  to  whom  the  same  belongs,  and  to  be 
kept  for  that  purpose  according  to  the  laws  in  force  by  which 
registers  are  required  to  be  kept  by  rectors,  vicars,  or  curates  of 
parishes  or  ecclesiastical  districts  in  England. 

2.  Such  register  books  shall  be  so  kept  for  every  such  burial 
ground  by  some  officer  or  person  to  be  appointed  to  that  duty  by 
the  company,  body^  or  persons  to  whom  such  burial  ground 
belongs. 

3.  Copies  of  the  register  books  kept  under  this  Act  for  every 
such  burial  ground  shsdl  be  from  time  to  time  made,  verified,  and 
signed  by  such  officer  or  person  as  aforesaid,  and  sent  by  him  to 
the  registrar  of  the  diocese  wherein  the  burial  ground  to  which 
the  same  relates  is  situate^  to  be  kept  with  the  copies  of  the 
register  books  of  the  parishes  within  such  diocese. 

5.  The  register  books  kept  under  this  Act,  or  copies  thereof,  or 
extracts  therefrom,  shall  be  received  in  all  courts  as  evidence  of 
the  burials  entered  therein. 

Whenever  an  original  is  of  a  public  nature,  and  admissible  in 
evidence,  an  examined  copy  is  also  admissible.  (Q  Thus  examined 
copies  of  the  entries  in  the  council-book,  or  of  a  license  preserved 
in  the  secretary  of  state's  office,  (u)  of  entries  in  the  bank-books,  {v) 


(f)  In  ciyil  cases,  sec  9  makes  ex- 
tracts stamped  with  the  seal  of  the  office 
admissible  in  evidence.  The  21  k  22  Vict 
c.  26,  extends  the  proyislons  of  the  8  &  4 
Vict  c.  92,  to  other  registeis  of  a  similar 


description.    See  37  &  38  Vict  c  88» 
fifth  schedule. 

(Q  Lynch  v,  Gierke,  3  Salk.  154. 

(u)  Eyre  v.  Palsgrave,  2  Campb.  606. 

(v)  Marsh  p,  Colnett»  S  Bsp.  666. 
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of  entries  in  the  books  of  the  East  India  Company,  (w)  or  in  the 
books  of  the  commissioners  of  the  land  tax,  (x)  or  of  excise,  (j/)  are 
allowed  to  be  read  in  evidence.  So  an  examined  copy  of  a  parish 
register  is  evidence  ;  (z)  but  not  an  examined  copy  of  the  register 
of  a  marriage  in  the  Swedish  ambassador's  chapel  in  Paris,  (a)  It 
seems,  however,  that  the  books  of  the  King's  Bench  or  Fleet 
prisons,  which,  as  it  has  been  just  mentioned,  are  evidence  of  the 
time  of  a  prisoner's  dischai'ge,  are  not  such  public  documents  that 
a  copy  of  them  may  be  given  in  evidence.  (6) 

Aiid  now  by  the  14  &  15  Vict.  c.  99,  s.  14,  'whenever  any  SzAminedor 
book  or  other  document  is  of  such  a  public  nature  as  to  be  ad-  certi66d  copies 
missible  in   evidence  on   its  mere  production  from   the  proper  ^mbriuTin 
custody,  and  no  statute  exists  which  renders  its  contents  provable  eridenoe. 
by  means  of  a  copy,  any  copy  thereof  or  extract  therefrom  shall 
be  admissible  in  evidence  in  any  court  of  justice,  or  before  any 
person  now  or  hereafter  having  by  law  or  by  consent  of  parties 
authority  to  hear^  receive,  and.  examine  evidence,  provided  it  be 
proved  to  be  an  examined  copy  or  extract,  or  provided  it  purport 
to  be  signed  and  certified  as  a  true  copy  or  extract  by  the  officer 
to  whose  custody  the  original  is  intrusted,  and  which  officer  is 
hereby  required  to  furnish  such  certified  copy  or  extract  to  any 
person  applying  at  a  reasonable  time  for  the  same,  upon  payment 
of  a  reasonable  sum  for  the  same,  not  exceeding  fourpence  for 
every  folio  of  ninety  words.'  (c) 

A  copy  of  an  entiy  in  the  register  book  of  births  in  a  r^iatrar's 
district  within  a  superintendent  registrar's  larger  district,  certified 
to  be  a  true  copy  under  the  hand  of  the  deputy  superintendent 
registrar,  who  also  certified  under  his  hand  that  the  register  book 
was  in  his  lawful  custody,  was  held  to  be  admissible  evidence  of 
the  entry  in  the  register  book  upon  the  mere  production  of  such 
copy,  (d) 

The  judicial  records  of  the  King's  Courts  are  safely  kept  for  Inspectioii  of 

Eublic  convenience,  that  any  subject  may  have  access  to  them  for  r^^"*^ 
is  necessarv  use  and  benefit;   which  was  the  ancient  law  of 
England,  ana  is  so  declared  by  an  Act  of  Parliament  in  the  46th 
year  of  Edward  III.  (e)    But  in  the  case  of  an  acquittal  on  a  copy  of  in- 
prosecution  for  felony,  a  copy  of  the  indictment  cannot  be  re-  dictment  after 
gularly  obtained  without  an  order  from  the  Court.  (/)  This  rule,  it  ^^^  ^""^ 


(w)  DougL  593,  fk 

{x)  Bex  r.  King,  2  T.  R.  284. 

(y)  Fuller  v.  Fetch,  Garth.  S46. 

(z)  Bull.  N.  P.  247. 

(a)  Leader  v.  Barry,  1  £sp.  353. 

{b)  Saltd  V.  Thoma8»  8  B.  &  P.  190.  2 
Ph.  Ev.  164. 

(e)  The  proTisioiia  in  this  section  are 
only  comulative,  and  do  not  restrict  the 
proof  to  the  mode  pointed  out  by  this 
section.  Re^.  v,  Manwarin/;,  D.  k  B.  132, 
where  Williams,  J.,  said,  '  I  must  protest 
affainst  it  being  supposed  that  I  agree  in 
the  notion  that  wnen  a  document  of  a 
pubUc  nature  cannot  be  produced  the 
parties  are  tied  down  to  any  particular 
mode  of  secondaiy  proof.'  See  Dorrett 
V.  Meux»  15  C.  B.  142,  and  see  Reg.  9, 
Manwaring,  D.  &  B.  182,  anie,  p.  801, 
as   to   a   certificate  of  a   supermtend- 


ent  registrar  of  the  regisftnttion   of   a 
chaoel 

(5)  R.  V,  Weaver,  48  L.  J.  M.  0.  13, 
12  Cox,  C.  C.  527. 

Je)  2  PhilL  £▼.  174. 
/)  This  practice  originated  with  an 
er  made  m  the  16  Gar.  2,  by  Hyde, 
Chief  Justice  of  the  King's  Bench ; 
Bridgman,  Chief  Justice  of  tne  Common 
Pleas  ;  Twisden,  J.,  Tyrfl,  J.,  andKelvng, 
J., '  to  be  observed  by  the  justices  of  the 
peace  and  others  at  the  sessions  in  the 
Old  Bailey,'  as  follows  : — '  That  no  copies 
of  any  indictment  for  felony  be  given 
without  special  order,  upon  motion  made 
in  open  court,  at  the  fleneral  gaol  deliyery 
upon  motion,  for  the  lute  frequency  of  ac- 
tions against  prosecutors  (which  cannot 
be  without  copies  of  the  indictments)  de- 
terreth  people  from  prosecuting  for  the 
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is  said,  proceeds  from  an  anxiety  to  protect  prosecutors  from  being 
harassed  by  unfounded  actions  for  malicious  prosecutions,  which 
actions  cannot  be  maintained  without  proving  the  fact  of  the  pro- 
secution by  the  record  or  an  examined  copy  of  it ;  and  it  has  also 
been  said  that  it  is  not  usual  to  grant  a  copy  of  the  record  of  acquittal, 
where  there  is  any  the  least  probable  cause  for  the  prosecution,  (gr) 
But  the  copy  is  admissible  without  proof  of  the  order  of  the  Court 
allowing  a  copy  of  the  record ;  for  though  it  be  the  duty  of  the 
officer  charged  with  the  custody  of  the  records  of  the  Court  not  to 
produce  a  record,  or  give  a  copy  of  it  but  upon  competent  au- 
thority, yet  if  the  officer,  in  neglect  of  his  duty,  shall  have  given 
a  copy,  or  produces  the  original,  the  evidence  in  itself  is  unobjec- 
tionable, and  must  be  received.  QC)  The  rule  is  confined  to  cases 
of  felony;  in  prosecutions  for  misdemeanors  the  defendant  is 
entitled  to  a  copy  of  the  record,  as  a  matter  of  right,  without  a 
previous  application  to  the  Court,  (t)  Formerly  a  defendant  on  a 
criminal  charge  was  not  entitled  to  an  inspection  of  the  grounds 
upon  which  the  prosecution  was  instituted ;  {j)  and,  therefore, 
neither  in  cases  of  treason  nor  of  felony  had  he  any  right  to  a 
copy  of  the  depositions  of  the  witnesses  who  were  to  appear 
against  him.  ijc) 


King  upon  great  occasions.*  Eel.  8.  The 
jurisdiction  of  these  judges  to  make  this 
order  appears  extremely  questionable,  and 
has  been  frequently  doubted.  See  Browne 
v.  Gumming,  10  B.  &  C.  70,  and  the  au- 
thorities there  referred  to.  In  Rex  v. 
Brangan,  1  Leach,  27,  the  prisoner,  hay- 
ing TOen  acquitted,  applied  for  a  copy 
of  the  indictment ;  but  Willes,  C,  J.,  ad- 
mitting that  the  prosecution  bore  the 
strongest  marks  of  being  malicious,  re- 
fused the  application,  because  it  was  not 
necessary  that  he  should  grant  it,  de- 
claring that  by  the  laws  of  this  realm 
eyery  prisoner,  upon  his  acquittal,  had  an 
undoubted  right  and  title  to  a  copy  of 
the  record  of  such  acquittal,  for  any  use 
he  might  think  fit  to  make  of  it,  &c. ;  and 
that  after  a  demand  of  it  had  been  made 
the  proper  officer  might  be  punished  for 
refusing  to  make  it  out.  In  Browne  v. 
Gumming,  the  court  expressed  no  opinion 
as  to  the  authority  of  the  judges  to^make 
the  order,  but  refused  to  restrain  the 
plaintiff  from  using  a  copy  of  an  indict- 
ment alleged  to  haye  been  improperly- 
obtained,  on  the  ground  that,  takins  all 
the  factstogether,  they  did  not  think  there 
had  been  a  mistake  or  misrepresentation 
of  such  a  nature  as  to  call  upon  the 
court  to  interfere.  The  order  in  ques- 
tion, if  not  expressly  oyemiled,  is  much 
shaken  by  Rex  t.  The  Justices  of  Mid- 
dlesex, 5  B.  &  Ad.  1113.  In  that  case 
Bowman  had  been  tried  and  conyicted 
of  larceny  at  the  Glerkenwell  sessions, 
after  those  sessions  had  lapsed  for  want  of 
an  adjournment,  and  beins  indicted  for 
the  same  offence  afterwarajB,  at  the  Old 
Bailey,  he  proposed  to  plead  aiUre/ois 
convict,  and  the  court  adjourned  the  case 
to  ffiye  time  for  an  application  for  a  copy 
of  me  record  ;  Rex  v.  Bowman,  6  G.  &  r. 


101 ;  and  an  application  was  afterwards 
made  to  the  clerk  of  the  peace  for  a  copy 
of  the  record,  which  was  refused.  And 
the  Oourt  of  Queen's  Bench  granted  a 
mandamus  to  make  up  the  record  of  the 
proceedings   against    Bowman,    on  the 

Cund  that  '  the  prisoner  had  a  right  to 
^e  the  record  of  the  proceedings  which 
passed  at  the  sessions  correctly  made  up, 
and  to  make  anyuse  of  it  he  could.*  The 
report  in  Rex  v.  The  Justices  of  ^liddlesex 
erroneously  states  the  application  for  the 
mandamus  to  haye  been  after  the  prisoner 
had  pleaded  his  former  conyiction.  See 
Rex  V.  Bowman,  6  G.  &  P.  101,  and  337. 
This  case  seems  to  oyemile  Rex  v.  Van- 
dercomb,  2  Ijcach,  708,  and  Rex  v.  Parry, 
7  G.  &  P.  886,  where  the  court  refused 
to  grant  the  prisoners  copies  of  their  in- 
dictments, in  order  to  enable  them  to 
plead  atUrefois  aequU,  and  seems  to  es- 
tablish the  position  that  tiie  prisoner  is 
entitled,  cu  of  right,  to  a  copy  of  the  in- 
dictment for  such  a  purpose  ;  and,  if  for 
such  a  purpose,  it  is  difficult  to  see  why 
he  should  not  haye  the  same  right  for  the 
purpose  of  instituting  a  ciyil  suit  to  seek 
repanition  for  the  injury  which  he  has 
sustained  by  the  malicious  conduct  of  the 
prosecutor.     G.  S.  G. 

ig)  Tidd.  647.  Groenvelt  r.  Barrett, 
1  Ld.  Ra^.  258.  It  seems  that  a  per^ 
son  acquitted  is  entitled  to  a  copy  of  the 
record  as  a  matter  of  right.  See  note 
(/),  aupra. 

(h)  Legatt  r.  ToUeryey,  14  East,  802. 

(i)  Morrison  t>.  Kelly,  1  Black.  Rep. 
885.  Eyans  v.  PhiUips,  MS.  Selw.  N.  P. 
962.     2  PhilL  Ev.  176. 

(;• )  2  PhiU.  Ey.  178. 

(k)  2  Phill.  Ey.  178.  In  some  species 
of  treason  the  prisoner  is  entitled  to  a 
copy  of  the  indictment,  ibid.  Rex  v.  Hoi- 
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But  now  the  6  &  7  Will  4,  c.  114, '  An  Act  for  enabling  persons  ^^  *  7  Will  4, 
indicted  of  felony  to  make  their  defence  by  counsel  or  attorney/  by  ^      '  *■   ' 
sec.  3  enacts  '  that  all  persons  who  after  the  passing  of  this  Act  Oopiefl  of  de- 
shall  be  held  to  bail  or  committed  to  prison  for  any  offence  against  positions  to  be 
the  law,  shall  be  entitled  to  require  and  have,  on  demand  (from  the  pj^^ra!* 
person  who  shall   have  the  lawful  custody  thereof,  and  who  is 
hereby  required  to  deliver  the  same),  copies  of  the  examinations 
of  the  witnesses  respectively  upon  whose  depositions  they  luive 
been  so  held  to  bail,  or  corrmiitted  to  prison^  on  payment  of  a 
reasonable  sum  for  the  same,  not  exceeding  three  halfpence  for 
each  folio  of  ninety  words :  provided  always,  that  if  such  demand 
shall  not  be  made  before  the  day  appointed  for  the  commence- 
ment of  the  assize  or  sessions  at  which  the  trial  of  the  pei*son  on 
whose  behalf  such  demand  shall  be  made  is  to  take  place,  such 
person  shall  not  be  entitled  to  have  any  copy  of  such  examination 
of  witnesses,  unless  the  judge  or  other  person  to  preside  at  such 
trial  shall  be  of  opinion  that  such  copy  may  be  made  and  delivered 
without  delay  or  inconvenience  to  such  trial ;  but  it  shall  never- 
theless be  competent  for  such  judge  or  other  person  so  to  preside 
at  such  trial,  if  he  shall  think  fit,  to  postpone  such  trial  on  account 
of  such  copy  of  the  examination  of  witnesses  not  having  been 
previously  had  by  the  party  charged.' 

Sec.  4.  *  All  persons  under  trial  shall  be  entitled,  at  the  time  Prisoners 
of  their  trial,  to  inspect,  without  fee  or  reward,  all  depositions  (or  ©"ititiol  to  in- 
copies  thereof)  which  have  been  taken  against  them,  and  returned  J^^on  teSL 
into  the  Court  before  which  such  trial  shall  be  had.'  (Q 

The  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,  s.  34,  repealed  this  Act  so  far  '  as  After  exami- 
relates  to  the  right  of  parties  charged  with  offences  to  have  copies  J^tioMsre 


land;  4  T.  R.  691.  In  that  case  an  in- 
formation had  been  filed  against  an  officer 
of  the  East  India  Company,  on  charges 
of  delinquency  foanded  upon  a  report 
of  a  board  of  inouiry  in  India :  and  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench  were  of  opinion 
that  he  had  no  right  to  have  an  inspection 
of  that  report,  and  that  the  court  nad  no 
discretionary  power  to  grant  it. 

{I)  Sec.  1,  reciting  that  *it  is  iust 
and  reasonable  that  persons  accused  of 
offences  against  the  law  should  be  enabled 
to  make  Uieir  full  answer  and  defence  to 
aU  that  is  alleged  against  them/  enacts 
that  '  all  persons  tried  for  felonies  shall 
be  admitted,  after  the  close  of  the  case 
for  the  prosecution,  to  make  full  answer 
and  defence  thereto,  by  counsel  learned 
in  the  law,  or  by  attorney  in  courts  where 
attomies  practise  as  counsel.'  Sec.  2, 
providing  that  in  all  cases  of  summair 
conviction  persons  accused  shall  be  ad- 
mitted  to  make  their  full  answer,  &c., 
is  repealed  by  the  11  A;  12  Vict  c  42,  but 
re-enacted  by  sec.  12.  As  to  the  practice 
which  has  prevailed  since  this  statute 
passed,  it  has  been  held  that  a  prisoner's 
counsel  cannot  be  permitted  to  tell  the 
jury  any  &ct8  which  he  has  heard  from 
the  prisoner,  but  which  he  is  not  in  a  con- 
dition to  prove.  Reg.  v.  Butcher,  2  M.  & 
Rob.  228,  Coleridge,  J.  If  the  prisoner 
does  not  employ  counsel,  he  is  at  liberty 


to  make  a  statement  for  himself,  and  tell 
his  own  storv,  which  is  to  have  such 
weight  with  the  jury  as,  all  circumstances 
considered,  it  is  entitled  to ;  but  if  he  em- 
ploys counsel  he  must  submit  to  the  rules 
which  have  been  established  with  respect 
to  the  conducting  cases  by  counseL  Reg. 
«.  Beard,  8  C.  &  P.  142,  Coleridge,  J. 
And  the  same  learned  judge  held  that 
after  the  prisoner's  counsel  had  addressed 
the  jury  for  him,  the  prisoner  himself  was 
not  at  liberty  also  to  address  them.  Reg. 
V.  Boucher,  8  C.  &  P.  141.  But  where  on 
an  indictment  for  maliciously  wounding 
the  prosecutor  when  no  other  person  was 
present,  the  prisoner  had  made  a  state- 
ment before  the  magistrate,  which  was 
not  put  in  by  the  counsel  for  the  prose- 
cution ;  Alderson,  B.,  permitted  the  pri- 
soner to  make  a  statement  before  his 
counsel  addressed  the  jury,  and  then  his 
counsel  addressed  the  iury  and  com- 
mented on  the  prisoners  statement  as 
according  with  the  evidence,  and  only 
supplying  what  was  otherwise  deficient 
in  it  The  learned  Baron  said,  '  I  think  it 
is  right  that  a  person  should  have  an  op- 
portunity of  stating  such  facts  as  he  may 
think  material,  and  that  his  counsel  should 
be  allowed  to  comment  on  that  state- 
ment, as  one  of  the  circumstances  of  the 
case.  On  trials  for  high  treason  the  pri- 
soner is  always  allowed  to  make  his  own 
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of  the  depositions  or  examinations  against  them/  and  hj  sec.  27 
enacts  that '  at  any  time  after  all  the  examinations  aforesaid  shall 
have  been  completed,  and  before  the  first  day  of  the  assizes  or 
sessions  or  other  first  sitting  of  the  Court  at  which  any  person  so 
committed  to  prison  or  admitted  to  bail  as  aforesaid  is  to  be  tried, 
such  person  may  require,  and  shall  be  entitled  to  have,  of  and 
from  the  officer  or  person  having  the  custody  of  the  same,  copies 
of  the  depositions  on  which  he  shall  have  been  committed  or  bailed, 
on  payment  of  a  reasonable  sum  for  the  same,  not  exceeding  at 
the  rate  of  three  halfpence  for  each  folio  of  ninety  words.' 

The  22  &  23  Vict,  c  33,  which  authorizes  coroners  to  admit  to 
bail  any  person  against  whom  a  verdict  of  manslaughter  has  been 
found,  by  sec.  3  enacts  that  '  at  any  time  after  all  the  depositions 
of  witnesses  shall  have  been  taken,  every  person  against  whom 
any  coroner's  jury  may  have  found  a  verdict  of  manslaughter  shall 
be  entitled  to  have  from  the  person  having  custody  thereof  copies 
of  the  depositions  on  which  such  verdict  shall  have  been  found, 
on  payment  of  a  reasonable  sum  for  the  same,  not  exceeding  the 
rate  of  three  halfpence  for  every  folio  of  ninety  words.'  (m) 


statement  after  his  counsel  has  addressed 
the  jury.  It  is  true  that  the  prisoner's 
statement  ma^  often  defeat  the  defence 
intended  by  his  counsel ;  but  if  so  the 
ends  of  justice  will  be  furthered  ;  besides, 
it  is  often  the  genuine  defence  of  the 
party,  and  not  a  mere  imaginary  case  in- 
yented  by  the  ingenuity  of  counsel.* 
Reg.  V.  Malings,  8  C.  &  P.  242.  And 
at  tne  same  assizes  Gumey,  B.,  after  con- 
ferring with  Alderson,  n.,  allowed  a 
similar  course  to  be  adopted,  but  said 
that  he  thought  it  ought  not  to  be  drawn 
into  a  precedent ;  and  the  prisoner  read 
a  written  statement  Reg.  v.  Walking, 
S  C.  &  P.  248.  The  report  does  not 
state  what  the  particular  facts  were  in 
this  case.  Alderson,  B.,  allowed  the 
same  course  in  Reg.  r.  Dyer,  1  Cox,  C.  C. 
113,  and  Reg.  «.  Williams,  1  Cox,  C.  C 
863 ;  and  in  Rog.  v.  Mansano,  2  F.  A;  F.  04, 
Martin,  B.,  uter  consulting  Channell, 
B.,  allowed  the  same  course,  as  there  was 
a  precedent  for  it  in  8  C.  &  P.,  although 
he  was  entirely  opposed  to  the  practice. 
But  where  on  an  indictment  for  child- 
murder  the  two  preyioos  cases  in  8  C.  & 
P.  were  cited,  and  permiuion  asked 
for  the  prisoner  to  make  a  statement,  Pat- 
teson,  J.f  said,  'The general  rule  certainly 
ought  to  be  that  a  prisoner  defended  by 
counsel  should  be  entirely  in  the  hands  of 
his  counsel,  and  that  rule  should  not  be 
infringed  on,  except  in  yery  special  cases 
indeea.  If  the  prisoner  were  allowed  to 
make  a  statement,  and  stated  as  a  fact 
an^hing  which  could  not  be  proyed  by 
eyidence,  the  jury  should  dinniss  that 
statement  from  their  minds  ;  but  if  what 
the  prisoner  states  is  merely  a  comment  on 
what  is  already  in  eyidenee,  his  counsel 
can  do  that  much  better  than  he  can.' 
The  pri«)ner  did  not  make  any  statement. 
Reg.  V.  Rider,  8  0.  &  P.  689.  And  where 
on  an  indictment  for  a  misdemeanor  in 


uttering  base  coin,  a  prisoner  wished  to 
make  a  statement  of  facts  to  the  juiy  be- 
fore his  counsel  addressed  them,  and  it 
was  said  that  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  had 
allowed  it  to  be  done  ;  Bosanquet,  J.,  re- 
fused to  permit  it,  and  obseryed  that  he 
was  not  informed  of  the  circumstances  of 
the  cases  decided  on  this  Act,  which  he 
thought  could  only  be  meant  to  put  pri- 
soners in  the  same  situation  in  felonies  as 
they  were  in  before  in  misdemeanors,  and 
in  those  cases  certainly  a  defendant  could 
not  be  allowed  the  priyilege  of  two  state- 
ments, one  by  himself,  and  one  by  hia 
counsel.  Reg.  v.  Burrows,  2K,  k  Rob. 
124.  And  so  where  Reg.  v.  Dyer,  suffra, 
and  Reg.  t>,  Malins,  supra  were  cited, 
Byles,  if.,  refused  to  allow  the  prisoner  to 
state  his  defence  before  his  counsel  ad- 
dressed the  jnij,  but  gaye  the  prisoner 
the  option  of  either  speaking  himself  or 
haying  his  counsel  speak  for  him.  No 
facts  are  stated  in  tms  case,  which  was 
a  Mint  prosecution.  Reg.  v.  Taylor,  1 
F.  &  F.  585.  Counsel  for  the  prosecu- 
tion, except  in  yery  simptle  cases,  open 
the  case  before  calling  witnesses.  See 
Rex  V,  Qascoine,  7  G.  &  P.  772.  S.  P. 
Reg.  V.  Morgan,  6  Cox,  0.  0.  116,  per 
Talfourd,  J. 

{m)  This  section  is  as  clearly  oonfined 
to  cases  of  manslaughter  as  the  pieyions 
seetionsas  tobailin  casesof  manslaughter. 
Two  questions  arise  respecting  the  6  &  7 
Will.  4,  c.  114,  s.  8: 1st,  Did  thatsection 
apply  to  depositions  before  a  coroner! 
In  Reg.  V,  White,  5  Cox,  C.  C.  562,  Piatt, 
B.,  held  that  it  did  ;  and  this  ruling 
seems  to  be  correct ;  for  the  paramount 
intent  of  the  Act  to  giye  the  prisoner 
copies  of  the  depositions  in  all  cases  ii  ao 
clear,  and  the  absurdity  of  holding  that  a 
person  committed  for  murder  ii  not  en- 
titled to  copies  of  the  depositions  before 
the  coroner,  though  be  is  to  those  befors 
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At  a  meeting  of  the  jodges  aft«r  the  passing  of  tbe  6  &7WilL4,  BataiMto 
c.  114,  for  the  purpose  of  choosing  the  Spring  Circuits  of  1837  JJfJ'JJ'**** 
(Littledale,   J.,    Bosanquet,  J.,   and    Coleridge,  J.,   being   absent  ingofikiT' 
from  indis{)osition),  a  discussion  took  place  as  to  some  points  which 
were  thought  likely  to  occur  at  the  assizes,  in  consequence  of  the 
recent  Act  for  allowing  prisoners  indicted  for  felony  to  make  full 
defence  by  counsel ;  and  the  course  of  practice  which  the  judges 
present  thought  it  would  be  most  advisable  to  adopt  will  be  found 
in  7  C.  &  P.  676.     Rules  1,  2,  &  3,  as  to  cross-examining  a  witness 
on  his  deposition  made  before  a  magistrate,  are  obsolete,  by  reason 
of  28  &  29  Vict  c.  18,  noticed  past 

Rule  4f.  If  the  only  evidence  called  on  the  part  of  the  prisoner 
is  evidence  to  character,  although  the  counsel  for  the  prosecution  is 
entitled  to  the  reply,  it  will  be  a  matter  for  his  discretion  whether 
he  will  use  it  or  not  Cases  may  occur  in  which  it  may  be  fit  and 
proper  so  to  do.  (o) 

Rule  5.  In  eases  of  public  prosecutions  for  felony,  instituted  by 
the  Crown,  the  law  officers  of  the  Crown,  and  those  who  represent 
them,  are,  in  strictness,  entitled  to  the  reply,  although  no  evidence 
is  produced  on  the  part  of  the  prisoner.  (  p) 


magistrates,  is  so  great,  that  the  reason- 
able constmction  of  the  clause  is  that  the 
prisoner  is  entitled  to  copies  in  both  cases 
alike ;  though  Mr.  Archbold  Jerv.  Acts, 
84,  2nd  ed.,  has  expressed  a  strong  doabt 
on  the  point.  The  next  question  is,  how 
far  is  the  section  repealea  by  the  11  &  12 
Vict.  c.  42,  8.  34  t  That  cUuse  was  not 
referred  to  in  Reg.  v.  White,  which  was 
decided  after  that  Act  passed.  That  case, 
therefore,  can  hardly  be  treated  as  an 
authority  that  the  clause  is  not  repealed 
as  to  depositions  before  a  coroner  ;  but, 
although  the  terms  of  the  repeal  are  wide, 
it  should  seem  that  they  may  reasonably 
be  limited  so  as  only  to  repeal  the  clause 
as  to  depositions  before  magistrates  ;  for 
a  verdict  of  murder  or  manslaughter  may 
be  found  by  a  coroner's  jury  against  a 
person  who  is  not  present  at  the  inquest, 
and  it  can  hardly  be  correctly  said  that 
any  person  is  charged  vnth  an  offence  be- 
fore a  coroner,  or  that  the  depositions  are 
taken  against  any  one  on  the  holding  of 
an  inquest  If  this  reasoning  be  correct, 
the  22  &  28  Vict.  c.  33,  s.  3,  was  un- 
necessary, and  tbe  difficulty  arising  from 
that  clause  being  confined  to  manslaugh- 
ter is  immaterial. 

The  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  114,  gave  the 
{prisoner  no  right  to  copies  of  the  deposi- 
tions after  the  commencement  of^  the 
assizes  or  sessions,  unless  the  court  were 
of  opinion  that  the  copies  might  be  made 
without  inconvenience  ;  and  this  part  of 
the  section  does  not  appear  to  be  ainected 
by  the  repeal,  as  the  repeal  only  extends 
to  'the  riaJU  of  parties  charged  with 
offences  to  have  copies.* 

(o)  See  anie,  p.  890.  It  is  not  usual  to 
reply  when  witnesses  to  character  alone 
are  called. 

(p)  7  C.  &  P.  676.  In  Bex  v.  Mars- 
den,  M.  k  M.  439,  an  indictment  for 
publishing  a  libel  on  the  Duke  of  Wel- 


lington, the  Attorney-General,  instructed 
by  tlie  Solicitor  for  the  Treasury,  con- 
ducted the  prosecution,  and  stated,  in 
answer  to  an  objection  that  he  was  not 
entitled  to  reply,  that  he  appeared  in 
his  official  capacity ;  Lord  Tenterden, 
C.  J.,  said,  'There  is  no  doubt  of  the 
role;  wherever  the  King's  counsel  appears 
officially,  he  is  entitled  to  replv.'  But  on 
the  same  day  in  Rex  v.  Bell,  ibid.  440,  a 
criminal  inK)nnation  for  a  libel  on  the 
Lord  Chancellor,  the  Attomey-Qeneral 
stated  that  he  appeared  as  the  counsel 
and  private  friend  of  the  Lord  Chancellor, 
and,  no  evidence  being  offered  in  defence, 
he  did  not  reply.  In  Reg.  v.  Qardner, 
1  C.  &  K.  628,  an  indictment  for  stealing 
money  out  of  a  post  letter,  Whately,  Q.C.> 
claimed  the  reply,  as  he  represented  the 
Attomey-Ckneral ;  but  it  was  mged  that 
this  was  like  a  prosecution  bv  any  other 
of  the  public  departments.  Pollock,  C.  B., 
'  If  this  is  a  prosecution  by  the  Attomey- 
Qeneral,  those  who  represent  him,  though 
not  usually  counsel  for  the  Crown,  have 
the  right  to  reply,  as  in  the  Mint  cases 
at  the  Old  Bailey. '  TOn  the  Oxford  cir* 
cuit  I  never  knew  the  right  to  reply 
claimed  in  a  Mint  case.  I  was  my- 
self counsel  for  the  Mint  at  Hereford, 
Monmouth,  and  Gloucester  for  many 
years,  and  never  claimed,  or  had  it  sug- 
gested to  me  that  I  should  claim,  the 
reply  where  no  evidence  was  given  for 
the  prisoner.]  And  in  Reg.  v.  Taylor, 
1  F.  &  F.  585,  which  wss  a  Mint  pro- 
secution on  circuit,  Byles,  J.,  would  not 
admit  the  right  of  reply.  In  Reg.  v, 
Beckwith,  7  Cox,  C.  C.  505,  an  indict- 
ment for  forging  votiiu;  papers  at  an 
election  of  guardians  of  tne  noor,   the 

?ro8ecution  had  been  directed  by  the 
oor  Law  Board,  and  Bliss,  Q.  C,  stated 
that  he  appeared  for  the  Attorney-Ge- 
neral and  claimed  the  reply  ;  citing  Reg. 
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A  prisoner  is  not  entitled  under  the  Act  to  a  copy  of  his  own 
examination,  taken  before  the  committing  magistrate,  which  has 
been  returned  with  the  depositions,  but  only  to  a  copy  of  the 
depositions  of  the  witnesses  against  him.  (q)  This  decision,  ob- 
serves Mr.  Phillipps,  (r)  is  founded  on  the  express  language  of  the 
Act,  which  speaks  of  depositions  of  witnesses,  and  says  nothing 
of  the  examinations  of  prisoners.  Yet  it  may  in  some  cases  be  as 
necessary  for  the  full  defence  of  the  prisoner  that  he  should  be 
furnished  with  a  copy  of  his  own  statement  taken  in  writing 
before  the  magistrate,  as  it  is  to  have  a  copy  of  the  depositions, 
especially  where  a  part  of  the  case  for  the  prosecution  consists  of 
evidence  intended  to  disprove  or  contradict  the  prisoner's  state- 
ment. In  such  a  case,  if  it  were  necessary  for  the  ends  of  justice, 
the  judge,  by  virtue  of  his  judicial  authority,  might  allow  the 
prisoner  to  inspect  his  written  examination,  (s) 

It  was  held  that  a  prisoner  was  not  entitled,  under  the  6  &  7 
Will.  4,  c.  114,  s.  3,  to  copies  of  the  depositions  until  he  was 
finally  committed  or  held  to  bail  for  the  purpose  of  trial,  and  there- 
fore he  was  not  so  entitled  on  being  committed  for  further  exami- 
nation, (t)  and  it  has  also  been  held  that  a  prisoner  is  not  entitled, 
under  the  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  43,  s.  27,  to  such  copies,  unless  he  has 
either  been  committed  to  prison  to  take  his  trial  at  a  particular 
time,  or  has  been  admitted  to  bail  to  make  his  appearance  at  a 
certain  time,  for  the  purpose  of  being  tried  ;  and  therefore  a 
p'erson  committed  till  the  next  sessions  for  want  of  sureties  to  keep 
the  peace,  and  then  do  what  should  be  enjoined  him  by  the 
court,  is  not  entitled  to  copies  of  the  depositions  taken  against 
him.  (u) 

Where  additional  evidence  has  been  obtained  after  the  com- 
mittal, but  no  depositions  containing  such  evidence  taken,  the 
court  has  no  authority  to  order  a  copy  of  such  evidence,  (v) 

Where  the  prisoner  was  committed  for  receiving  iron,  knowing 
it  to  have  been  stolen,  and  a  person,  who  had  been  committed  as 
having  stolen  the  iron,  was  admitted  as  a  witness  for  the  Crown, 
Patteson,  J.,  allowed  the  prisoner's  counsel  to  inspect  the  deposi- 
tions which  had  been  returned  against  the  person  charged  as  the 
thief,  (w) 

Where  a  true  bill  was  found  against  a  prisoner  for  the  murder 


V.  Gardner  ;  but  Byles,  J.,  said,  '  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  right  to  reply  where  the 
prisoner  calls  no  witnesses  ought  to  be 
limited  to  the  Attorney-General  when 
prosecuting  in  person,  and  if  I  could  do 
BO,  I  would  not  allow  it  even  in  that  case. 
I  certainly  cannot  permit  it  under  any 
other  circumstances/  and  refused  to 
allow  a  reply.  In  Re^.  v.  Christie,  7 
Ck)Z,  C.  C.  506,  an  indictment  for  mur- 
der on  the  sea,  Bliss,  Q.  C,  at  the  close  of 
the  case  for  the  prosecution,  claimed  the 
reply  under  any  circumstances,  as  he  ap- 
peared ex  officio  as  Attorney-General  of 
the  County  Palatine  of  Lancaster  ;  Mar- 
tin, B.,  '  I  cannot  admit  your  claim  ;  the 
right  is  a  yery  objectionable  one ;  I  shall 
limit  it  wherever  possible,  and  I  wish  I 
could  prevent  even  the  Attorney-General 


of  England  from  exercising  it.*  C.  G.  S. 

(q)  Reg.  V.  Aylett,  8  C.  A  P.  669, 
Littledale,  J.,  and  Parke,  B. 

(r)  2  Phill.  Ev.  181. 

(s)  See  per  Coleridge,  J.,  in  ^  parte 
Greenacre,  note  (x),  infra. 

{t)  Reg.  V.  Mayor  of  London,  5  Q.  B. 
555. 

(w)  Ex  parte  Humphrys,  4  Seas.  C.  179, 
Colerid^,  J.,  who  seemeid  also  clearly 
of  opinion  that  a  prisoner  would  have  no 
right  to  a  copy  of  the  depositions  after  he 
had  been  tried. 

(v)  Reg.  V,  Connor,  1  Cox,  C.  C.  288, 
Patteson,  J. . 

(w)  Reg.  V,  Walford,  8  CAP.  767. 
The  re^rt  does  not  state  whether  these 
depositions  were  taken  in  the  presence  or 
absence  of  the  prisoner. 
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of  a  person,  on  the  investigation  of  whose  death  the  coroner's  jury 
returned  a  verdict  of  *  Wilful  murder  against  some  person  or  per- 
sons unknown/  and  the  depositions  taken  before  the  coroner  were 
in  the  possession  of  the  officer  of  the  court  before  whom  the  pri- 
soner was  to  be  tried;  it  was  held  that,  although  the  coroner 
could  not  have  been  compelled  to  return  the  depositions  under  the 
7  Qeo.  4,  c.  64,  s.  4,  yet  the  judges  had  power  by  their  general 
authority  as  a  court  of  justice,  if  they  thought  it  essential  to 
the  interests  of  justice,  to  order  a  copy  of  them  to  be  given  to  the 
prisoner,  (x) 

Where  a  prisoner  was  indicted  for  obtaining  money  by  falsely  Lotten. 
pretending  that  a  parcel  contained  a  number  of  letters,  and  those 
letters  had  been  seized  under  a  search-warrant,  and  were  in  the 
possession  of  the  prosecutrix,  who  had  written  and  sent  them  to 
the  prisoner,  an  order  was  made  by  the  Central  Criminal  Court  for 
an  inspection  of  the  letters,  but  not  for  copies,  (y) 

Where  civil  rights  are  depending,  a  party  has  a  light  to  inspect,  Inspection  of 
and  take  copies  of  such  books,  &c.,  as  are  of  a  piiblic  nature,  P'*^^^  *^^ 
wherein  he  has  an  interest ;  (z)  but  a  rule  for  inspecting  a  public 
writing  is  never  granted,  where  the  party  who  has  them  m  his 
custody  would,  by  producing  them  for  inspection,  expose  himself 
to  a  criminal  prosecution ;  for  in  crimiTial  cases  a  party  is  never 
compelled  to  furnish  evidence  against  himself  (a) 

2ndly.  Of  the  proof  of  private  documents.  Before  the  28  &  29  Vict  2.  Of  the  proof 
a  18,  the  execution  of  all  written  instruments  which  were  attested;  of  private 
whether  under  seal  or  not,  must  have  been  proved  by  the  subscribing  *<*^°*''**^ 
witness,  if  he  could  be  produced,  and  was  capable  of  being  exa- 
mined. (6)  And  this  although  he  had  become  blind,  as  he  might,  from 
his  recollection  of  the  transaction,  give  most  important  evidence  re- 
specting it.  (c)  But  where  the  attesting  witness  was  dead,  (d)  or  in-  • 
sane,  (e)  or  absent  in  a  foreign  country,  or  not  amenable  to  the 
process  of  the  superior  courts,  (/)  aswnerehe  was  in  Ireland,  (gf)  or 
where  he  could  not  be  found  after  diligent  inquiry,  (h)  evidence  of  the 
witness's  handwriting  was  admissible,  {i)  In  these  cases  tl\e  proof  of 
the  subscribing  witness's  handwriting  was  evidence  of  the  execution 
of  the  instrument  by  the  party  therein  named,  whose  signature  the 
instrument  purported  to  bear ;  and  for  the  purpose  of  proving  the 
execution,  that  is,  that  the  instrument  was  executed  by  the  party  so 
named,  it  was  not  necessary  to  prove  the  handwriting  of  the  party,  (j) 


{x)  Ex  parte  Greenacre,  S  C.  fc  P.  82, 
Littledale,  J.,  and  Coleridge,  J.,  and  per 
Coleridge,  J.,  'Sapposing  these  deposi- 
tions had  been  against  some  other  person 
tried  a  year  ago  for  an  offence  with  which 
this  particular  prisoner  had  nothing  to 
do,  yet  if  we  had  them,  have  we  not 
authority  as  a  court  of  justice,  if  we  think 
it  essential  to  the  interests  of  justice,  to 
order  a  copy  of  them  to  be  given  to  him  ? 
I  tbink  that  we  have.' 

(y)  Biog.  V,  Colucci,  8  F.  &  F.  103. 
Qucert  whether  these  letters  were  not  the 
property  of  the  prisoner  ;  and  qtuere  the 
right  to  issue  a  search- waixant  for  them. 
C.  S.  G. 

(2)  Tidd.  647. 

(a)  Tidd.  649.     As  to  the  inspection 

VOL.   III. 


of  bankers*  books  under  the  Bankers' 
Books  Evidence  Act,  1876,  see  s.  6  of 
the  Act,  post,  439  and  Appendix. 

(b)  Doe  V.  Dtlmford,  2  M.  &  S.  62. 
Higgs  V.  Dixon,  2  Stark.  N.  P.  C. 
180.  Abbot  o.  Plumbe,  1  DougL  216. 
Whymanv.  Garth,  8  Exch.  K.  503. 

(c)  Cronk  v.  Frith,  9  C.  &  P.  197, 
Lord  Abingcr,  C.  B.,  2  M.  &  Hob.  262. 

(d)  Anon.  12  Mod.  607.  See  Re£^  r. 
St.  Giles,  1  E.  &  B.  642. 

(0)  Currie  v.  Child,  3  Campb.  283. 
(/)  Prince  V.  Blackburn,  2  East,  250. 
(g)  Hodnettr.  Forman,  1  Stark.  N.  P.  C. 
90. 
(A)  Cuuliffe  V.  Sefton,  2  Ea.st,  183. 
(i)  2  Phill.  Ev.  210,  et  seq, 
ij)  2  PhUl.  Ey.  214. 

»  f 
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But  now  by  the  28  &  29  Vict.  c.  18,  s.  7,  '  it  shall  not  be  neces- 
sary to  prove  by  the  attesting  witness  any  instrument,  to  the 
validity  of  which  attestation  is  not  requisite,  and  such  instrument 
may  be  proved  as  if  there  had  been  no  attesting  witness.' 

Where  an  instrument  is  lost  the  execution  by  the  parties 
may  be  proved.  (A;)  It  seems  that  in  a  case  where  attestation 
was  requisite  where  the  attesting  witness  to  a  lost  instrument 
is  dead,  it  is  unnecessary  to  prove  his  handwriting,  unless  it  be 
necessary  for  the  purpose  of  proving  his  identity,  (i)  Under 
particular  circumstances  an  instrument  signed  by  one  prisoner  and 
attested  by  another  prisoner  was  held  to  be  admissible  against 
both  upon  proof  of  their  signatures,  (m)  Where,  before  the 
above  Act,  the  attesting  witness  to  a  promissory  note  was  in 
Canada^  and  his  handwriting  was  proved  by  his  nephew,  who 
did  not  know  where  either  the  defendant  or  the  plaintiff  lived, 
or  anything  about  the  defendant,  or  about  his  making  his  mark 
to  the  note,  the  Court  of  Exchequer  held  that  this  was  in- 
sufficient ;  for  although  proof  of  the  attestation  would  be  evidence 
of  eveiytbing  on  the  face  of  the  instrument,  viz.,  of  everything  he 
as  attesting  witness  asserted,  yet  by  his  attestation  he  does  not 
assert  that  ikii  defendant  signed  the  note  ;  but  that  scmve  F.  M. 
did ;  that  F.  M.  is  left  unidentified  and  unconnected  with  the 
person  sued;  but  the  issue  to  be  proved  is  that  this  F.  M. 
executed,  {n)  So  where  an  attesting  witness  to  a  promissory  note 
proved  that  the  signature  Hugh  Jones  was  written  on  the  note  in 
his  presence  by  a  Hugh  Jones  who  kept  a  public-house  at  a 
particular  place  in  Anglesea,  but  he  had  not  seen  him  since  the 
date  of  the  note,  and  the  name  was  a  veiy  common  one  in  Anglesea ; 
it  was  held,  on  the  authority  of  the  preceding  case,  that  there  was 
no  sufficient  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  of  the  identity  of  the 
person  who  had  signed  the  note  with  the  defendant,  against  whom 
the  action  was  brought  upon  the  note,  (o)  But  where  a  bill  of  ex- 
change was  directed  to  'Charles  Banner  Ci'awford,  East  India 
House,*  and  a  witness  proved  that  the  handwriting  of  the  accept- 
ance, *  C.  B.  Crawford,'  was  that  of  a  clerk  of  that  name  in  the  East 
India  House,  who  had  left  it  five  years  ago,  but  he  did  not  know 
whether  he  was  the  defendant  in  the  action ;  it  was  held  that 
there  was  sufficient  evidence  of  the  identity,  {p)  So  where  three 
bills  of  exchange  were  accepted  in  the  name  of  Henry  Thomas 


{k)  Keeling  v.  Ball,  Peake,  £y.  App. 
xxxii. 

(V)  Reg.  V.  St.  Giles,  1  E.  &  B.  642. 
22  L.  J.  M.  C.  64. 

{in)  Reg.  V.  Marsh,  1  Den.  C.  C.  505. 
This  was  an  indictment  against  Marsh  and 
Lord  for  attempting  to  obtain  money  from 
an  Insurance  Company  by  a  false  claim 
in  writing  for  a  loss  of  a  horse,  which 
wad  signed  by  Marsh  and  attested  by 
Lord  ;  and  Wightman,  J.,  held  that  the 
document  waa  admissible  on  proof  of 
the  handwriting  of  the  prisoners  without 
calling  Lord  as  a  witness.  The  point 
was  reserved,  but  the  case  went  on  on 
an  objection  to  the  indictment,  see 
vol.  2,  p.  594,  and  this  point  was  not 
noticed.      It  should  be  noticed  that  in 


this  case  the  instrument  was  put  in 
evidence  as  part  of  the  fraud  chai^ged 
against  both  prisoners. 

(m)  Whitlock  V,  Musgrare,  3  Tyrw. 
541,  C.  &  M.  621. 

{o)  Jones  V.  Jones,  9  M.  &  W.  75. 
Parke,  B.,  'Theplaintiffmight  have  called 
the  defendant's  attorney  to  say  whether 
tlie  person  who  employed  him  was  the 
Hngn  Jones  who  kept  the  public  house.' 
Lora  Abinger,C.  B.,  said,  'The alignment 
for  the  plaintiff  might  be  correct,  if  the 
case  had  not  introduced  the  existence  of 
many  Hugh  Joneses  in  the  neighbourh6od 
where  the  note  was  made. ' 

{p)  Greenshields  r,  Crawford,  9  M.  & 
W.  314. 
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Byde,  and  made  payable  at  the  Regent  Street  branch  of  the 
London  and  Westminster  Bank,  and  the  cashier  of  that  bank 
proved'  that  he  knew  the  handwriting  of  Henry  Thomas  Ryde,  and 
that  the  acceptances  were  in  his  writing,  that  he  had  kept  an 
account  at  the  Begent  Street  branch,  but  his  only  means  of  know- 
ledge as  to  the  handwriting  consisted  in  his  having  as  cashier  paid 
cheques  drawn  in  the  name  of  Henry  Thomas  Byde,  whom  he  did 
not  know  and  had  never  seen  write ;  it  was  held  that  there  was 
sufficient  evidence  of  identity  of  the  person  who  had  accepted  the 
bills  with  Henry  Thomas  Byde,  the  defendant  in  an  action  brought 
upon  those  bills,  (q)  So  where  a  witness  proved  that  he  saw  a 
person  of  the  name  of  William  Seal  Evans  write  a  letter  about  five 
years  ago,  which  letter  was  produced,  and  established  a  case  against 
the  defendant,  William  Seal  Evans,  for  goods  sold  and  delivered, 
if  the  identity  of  the  writer  and  the  defendant  were  shown^  but 
the  witness  had  not  seen  the  person  since,  and  did  not  know 
whether  he  was  the  defendant ;  it  was  held  that  there  was  suffi- 
cient evidence  of  the  identity,  (r)  Evidence  that  the  defendant 
was  present  when  the  instrument  was  prepared^  {a)  or  that  he  had 
made  acknowledgments  respecting  it,  ( ^  )  would  be  sufficient  to 
connect  him  with  the  instrument  And  if  an  instrument  describes 
a  party  on  the  face  of  it  by  name,  place  of  abode,  and  trade  (as  F. 
M.  of  B.  in  the  county  of  T.,  carpenter),  the  cases  establish  that 
proof  of  the  handwriting  of  the  subscribing  witness  would  be 
sufficient  to  show  that  it  was  signed  by  a  person  truly  described  as 
being  of  that  name  and  place  ;  but  still  the  plaintiff  must  show 
that  the  defendaiit  corresponds  with  that  description,  (u)  So 
where  in  an  action  against  James  Boberts,  as  a  petitioning  creditor, 
it  appeared  from  the  proceedings  in  the  Bankruptcy  that  the 
petitioning  creditor  was  James  Boberts ;  it  was  held  that  this  was 
sufficient  pHrndfade  evidence  of  identity,  (v)  So  where  a  genuine 
licence  was  proved  under  the  seal  of  the  Apothecaries'  Company, 
which  granted  a  right  to  practise  and  dispense  medicines  as  an 
apothecary  to  a  person  of  the  same  Christian  and  surname  as  the 


435 


(q)  Roden  v.  Ryde,  4  Q.  B.  626. 

(r)  SeweU  v.  JStbiis,  4  Q.  B.  626. 
This  and  the  precedmg  case  were  decided 
at  the  same  time.  The  grounds  of  the 
decision  seem  to  have  been,  that  where 
no  particular  circumstance  tends  to  raise 
a  question  as  to  the  party  being  the  same, 
even  identity  of  name  is  something  from 
which  an  inference  may  be  drawn.  If 
the  name  were  one  of  very  freauent  oc- 
currence, there  might  not  be  mucn  ground 
for  drawing  the  conclusion  ;  but  where 
a  name  is  not  so  common,  the  inference 
would  be  different  The  supposition  that 
the  right  man  has  been  sued  is  reasonable, 
because,  if  not,  he  might  so  easily  prove 
that  he  was  not  the  person,  and  on  ac- 
count of  the  danger  a  party  would  incur 
if  he  served  process  on  a  wrong  party 
intentionaUjr.  In  a  criminal  case  it 
seems  that  m  ffeneral  the  mere  fact  that 
a  person  of  the  same  name  as  the  pri- 
soner signed  a  document  or  the  uke 
would  not  be  considered  sufficient  evi- 
dence of  identity.  See  Logan  v.  Alder, 
8  Tyrw.  557,  where  Bolland,   B.,  said. 


*  Suppose  a  person  to  be  tried  for  forging 
the  signature  of  W.  R.  Alder  of  U.  House 
to  a  bond,  and  that  the  subscribing  witness 
said,  "  I  saw  that  bond  signed  at  the  inn  I 
keep,  but  I  never  saw  the  party  execu- 
ting before  or  since, "  could  that  prisoner's 
case  be  left  to  the  jury?'  See  Roden  v. 
Ryde,  tuprct,  per  Patteson,  J.,  and  Lord 
Denman,  C.  J.  In  Reg.  v.  Ellen  Murtagh, 
6  Ooz,  C.  0.  447,  the  prisoner  was  in- 
dicted for  making  a  false  declaration,  and 
it  was  proved  that  the  declaration  was 
made  by  a  woman  describing  herself  as 
Ellen  Murtagh,  and  that  she  affixed  her 
mark  to  it,  but  the  witnesses  were  unable 
to  identify  the  prisoner  as  that  woman, 
and  a  statement  of  the  prisoner  having 
been  held  inadmissible,  she  was  acquitted, 
and  it  was  not  even  suggested  that  there 
was  any  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury. 
Pennefather,  B.,  and  Moore,  J. 

Is)  Nelson  v.  Whittall,  1  B.  &  A.  19. 

(t)  Whitelock  i'.  Musgrave,  supra, 

(w)  Whitelock    r.    Musgrave,    supra, 
per  Bayley,  J. 

(v)  Hamber  r.  Roberts,  7  C.  B.  861. 

r  r  2 
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plaintiff,  who  had  acted  &s  an  apothecary,  prescribing  and  dis- 
pensing medicines  to  his  patients ;  it  was  held  that  there  was 
ample  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  of  the  identity  of  the  plaintiff 
with  the  person  named  in  the  licence,  {vv)  So  where  in  an  action 
against  a  pilot  for  negligence  in  the  management  of  a  vessel,  it 
was  objected  that  no  evidence  had  been  given  that  the  defendant 
was  the  pilot,  whereon  the  plaintiff's  counsel  called  out  Mr.  Hen- 
derson, intending  to  call  the  defendant's  son  as  a  witness- to  prove 
,  that  fact,  when  a  person  answered  him  and  said,  '  I  am  the  pilot ; ' 
he  was  not  sworn,  but  was  proved  to  have  been  acting  as  pilot  at 
the  time  of  the  accident ;  it  was  held  that  there  was  some  evidence 
of  identity,  as  the  name  and  calling  resembled  those  of  the 
defendant.  \v)\ 
Hondwtmg  In  jr)oe  rf,  MuM  v.  SucJcei^wre,  5  Ad.  &  E.  p.  730,  Patteson,  J., 
ow  prov  .  j^  reported  to  have  said, '  All  evidence  of  handwriting,  except  where 
the  witness  sees  the  document  wiitten,  is  in  its  nature  comparison. 
It  is  the  belief  which  a  witness  entertains  upon  compai*ing  the 
writing  in  question  with  an  exemplar  in  his  mind  derived  from 
some  previous  knowledge.  That  knowledge  may  have  been  ac- 
quired, either  by  seeing  the  party  write,  in  which  case  it  will  be 
stronger  or  weaker,  according  to  the  number  of  times  and  the 
periods,  and  other  circumstances  under  which  the  witness  has  seen 
the  party  write,  but  it  will  be  suflicient  knowledge  to  admit  the 
evidence  of  the  witness  (however  little  weight  may  be  attached  to 
it  in  such  cases),  even  if  he  has  seen  him  write  but  once,  and  then 
merely  signing  his  surname;  Oarrelh  v.  Alexarider  (x),  Potvell 
v.  Ford,  (y)  Lewis  v.  Sapio ;  {z)  or  the  knowledge  may  have  been 
acquired  by  the  witness  having  seen  letters  or  other  documents 
professing  to  be  the  handwriting  of  the  party,  and  having  after- 
wards communicated  personally  with  the  party  upon  the  contents  of 
those  letters  or  documents,  or  having  otherwise  acted  upon  them  by 
written  answers,  producing  further  correspondence,  or  acquiescence 
by  the  party  in  some  matter  to  which  they  relate,  or  by  the  witness 
transacting  with  the  party  some  business  to  which  they  relate,  or 
by  any  other  mode  oi  communication  between  the  party  and  the 
witness  which,  in  the  ordinary  course  of  the  transactions  of  life, 
induces  a  reasonable  presumption  that  the  letters  or  documents 
were  the  handwriting  of  the  party.  Lord  Ferrers  v.  Shirley,  (a) 
BuUer's  Nisi  Prius,  236,  Carey  v.  Pitt,  (6)  Thorpe  v.  Gisbuime,  \c) 
Harrington  v.  Fry,  (d)  evidence  of  the  identity  of  the  party  being 
of  course  added  aZiunde,  if  the  witness  be  not  personally  acauainted 
with  him.  These  are  the  only  modes  of  acquiring  a  knowledge  of 
handwriting,  which  have  hitherto,  as  far  as  I  have  been  able  to 
discover,  in  our  law  been  considered  sufficient  to  entitle  a  witness 
to  speak  as  to  his  belief  in  a  question  of  handwriting  In  both 
the  witness  acquires  his  knowledge  by  his  own  observations  upon 
facts  coming  under  his  own  eye,  and  as  to  which  he  does  not  rely 

Jw)  Simpson  r.  Dismore,  9  M.  &  W.  (w)  Smith  v.  Henderaon,  9M.  AW.  978. 

47 ,  and  see  Rnssell  v.  Smyth,  9  M.  k  W.  (sc)  4  Esp.  37. 

810,  where  the  same  Christian  and  siir-  h/)  2  Stark.  N.  P,  C.  164. 

name,  profession,  residence,  and  age  of  a  («)  M.  &  M.  89. 

Serson  named  in  a  suit  as  those  of  the  (a)  Fitzg.  196. 

efendant  were  held  sufficient  evidence  {b)  Peake,  Add.  Co.  180. 

of  identity  of  the  party  named  in  the  suit  (c)  2  C.  &  P.  21. 

with  the  defendant.  (d)  R.  &  M.  90. 
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on  the  information  of  others,  and  the  knowledge  is  usually,  and 
especially  in  the  latter  mode,  acquired  incidentally,  and,  if  1  may 
80  say,  unintentionally,  without  reference  to  any  particular  object, 
person,  or  document. 

If  a  witness  states  that  he  has  only  seen  a  party  write  once,  but 
thinks  the  signature  is  his  handwriting,  it  is  evidence  to  go  to  the 
jury,  (e)  Where  on  an  information  for  a  libel,  in  order  to  show 
that  certain  letters  were  in  the  handwriting  of  the  defendant,  a 
witness  proved  that  he  had  never  seen  the  defendant  wiite,  but  he 
had  seen  a  number  of  letters,  which  purported  to  have  come  from 
him  on  the  subject  of  a  cause  in  which  he  was  engaged  on  one 
side,  and  the  witness  on  the  other  side,  and  the  witness  had  acted 
upon  those  letters  in  the  course  of  the  cause ;  Lord  Tenterden, 
C.  J.,  held  that  the  witness  was  competent  to  prove  the  defendant's 
handwriting.  (/)  But  where  an  attorney  for  three  defendants 
stated  that  he  did  not  know  the  handwiiting  of  one  of  the 
defendants,  but  before  undertaking  to  defend  the  action,  he  had 
required  a  retainer  signed  by  all  three  defendants,  and  had  received 
a  retainer  purporting  to  be  signed  by  all  the  defendants,  upon 
which  he  had  acted ;  it  was  held  that  the  attorney  was  not  com- 
petent to  prove  the  handwriting  of  the  one  defendant ;  for  one  of  the 
other  two  defendants  might  have  signed  the  retainer  for  him  with 
his  assent,  (g)  Where  a  witness  had  observed  a  name  signed  to 
an  affidavit,  which  had  been  used  by  the  plaintiff's  counsel  in 
answer  to  an  application  to  postpone  the  cause,  and  in  the  affidavit 
it  was  sworn  that  the  party  signing  it  was  the  plaintiff^s  wife ; 
Park,  J.  A.  J.,  held  that  the  witness  might  speak  to  that  person's 
name  as  the  attesting  witness  to  an  agreement  purporting  to  be 
signed  by  the  plaintiff  (h) 

Before  the  28  &  29  Vict.  c.  18,  it  was  an  established  rule,  that  GompariBon  of 
handwriting  could  not  be  proved  by  comparing  the  paper  with  any   handwriting, 
other  papers  acknowledged  to  be  genuine,  (i) 

But  now  by  the  28  &  29  Vict  c.  18,  s.  8,  '  comparison  of  a  dis- 
puted writing  with  any  writing  proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
judge  to  be  genuine  shall  be  permitted  to  be  made  by  wit- 
nesses ;  and  such  writings,  and  the  evidence  of  witnesses  (j) 
respecting  the  same  may  be  submitted  to  the  court  and  jury  as  evi- 
dence of  the  genuineness  or  otherwise  of  the  writing  in  dispute.'  (k) 


(e)  Garrels  v,  Alexander,  4  Esp.  87. 
Lewis  V.  Sapio,  M.  &  Malk.  N.  P.  C.  89, 
bv  Abbott,  C.  J.  Stranger  v.  Searle,  1 
Esp.  14.  R.  V.  Crouch,  4  Cox,  C.  C. 
168.  R.  V.  Barber,  1  C.  &  E.  484.  A 
witness  may  prove  the  identity  of  a  mark 
from  having  seen  the  person  make  it  on 
several  occasions.  Geoi^  v,  Sorrey,  M. 
&  M.  516. 

(/)  Rex  V.  Slaney,  6  C.  &  P.  218. 

{a)  Drew  v.  Prior,  5  M.  A;  Gr.  264. 

(A)  Smith  V.  Sainsbuiy,  5  C.  A;  P.  196. 
Bnt  see  Greaves  v.  Hunter,  2  C.  &  P. 
477. 

(0  Reg.  V.  WUton,  1  F.  &  F.  891, 
Bramwell  j  B.  Reg.  v.  Coleman,  6  Cox, 
C.  C.  168.  Retf.  V.  Shepherd,  1  Cox, 
C.  C.  287,  Erie,  J.  Griffith  v,  Williams, 
1  Cr.  &  J.  47.  Doe  d,  Penr  v.  Newton, 
5  A.  1^  £.  514.  1  Nev.  k  P.  4.  Solita 
V,  Yarrow,   1  M.  ft  Rob.  188.    Eaton  r. 


Jervis,  8  C.  ft  P.  278.     Bromage  v.  Rico, 
7  C.  ft  P.  548. 

(;■;  See  R.  v,  Harvev,  11  Cox,  C.  C. 
546.     R.  V.  WiUiams,  9  Cox,  C.  C.  448. 

(k)  This  clause  extends  by  sec.  1,  '  to 
all  courts  of  judicature,  as  well  criminal 
as  all  others,  and  to  all  persons  having 
by  law  or  by  consent  of  parties  authority 
to  hear,  receive,  and  examine  evidence.* 
See  Doe  d.  Mudd  v.  Suckermore,  5  A.  ft 
E.  702.  2  Nev.  ft  P.  16.  R.  v.  Cator,  4 
Esp.  107.  Goodtitle  v.  Brahara,  4  T.  R. 
497.  Gumer  v.  Longlands,  5  B.  ft  A. 
880.  As  to  cross-examining  a  witness  as 
to  other  documents  which  were  not  in 
evidence  in  the  case,  before  this  Act, 
see  Young  v.  Honner,  2  M.  ft  Rob.  586. 
1  C.  ft  K.  51.  Griffiths^.  Ivory,  11  Ad. 
ft  E.  822.  Hughes  v.  Rogers,  8  M.  ft  W. 
128.    Parke,  B. 
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Peculiar 
spelling  of 
words. 


This  section  allows  documents  proved  to  be  genuine  but  not  re- 
levant to  the  issue  to  be  put  in  for  the  purpose  of  comparison.  {I) 
The  genuineness  of  sucn  documents  must  be  decided  by  the 
judge,  (m)  It  seems  that  a  person  may  write  something  in  court 
for  the  express  purpose  of  comparison  under  this  section.  A  docu- 
ment, however,  written  under  such  circumstances,  cannot  altoge- 
ther be  relied  on  as  representing  the  writer's  ordinary  hand- 
writing, (ti) 

If  a  person  has  been  in  the  habit  of  spelling  a  word  in  an  un- 
usual manner,  that  is  some  evidence  that  a  writing  containing  that 
word  so  spelled  was  written  by  that  person,  the  value  of  such  evi- 
dence depending  on  the  degree  of  peculiarity  in  the  mode  of  spell* 
ing  and  the  number  of  occasions  on  which  the  person  has  used  it ; 
and  the  proof  of  such  habit  is  not  confined  to  the  evidence  of  a 
witness  who  is  acquainted  with  it  from  having  seen  the  person 
write  or  correspond  with  him,  but  one  or  more  specimens  written 
by  him  with  that  peculiar  orthography  (o)  will  be  admissible ;  for 
the  object  is  not  to  show  similarity  of  the  form  of  the  letters  and 
mode  of  writing  of  a  particular  word  or  words,  but  to  prove  a  par- 
ticular mode  of  spelling  a  word,  which  may  be  evidenced  by  the 
person  having  orally  spelt  it  in  a  different  way,  or  written  it  in 
that  way  once  or  oftener  in  any  sort  of  characters,  the  more  fre- 
quently the  greater  the  value  of  the  evidence.  Letters,  therefore, 
written  by  a  plaintiff,  in  which  the  defendant's  name  was  impro- 
perly spelled  Titchbome  instead  of  Tichborne,  were  held  to  be 
admissible  in  evidence,  in  order  to  show  that  a  libel  in  which  the 
name  was  spelt  in  the  same  erroneous  manner  was  in  fact  written 
by  the  plaintiff,  (p) 

As  to  the  examination  of  skilled  witnesses  as  to  genuineness  of 
writing,  see  post,  Book  6,  ch.  5.  s.  2. 

A  copy  of  a  parish  register  purporting  to  be  signed  by  the  curate 
eighty  years  ago  may  be  received  with  no  other  proof  of  handwrit- 
ing than  the  evidence  of  the  present  parish  clerk,  who  speaks  from 
his  having  seen  the  same  handwriting  attached  to  other  entries  in 
the  register,  (q) 

Formerly    a   written    instrument,    which    required    a   stamp, 

documente  are    was  inadmissible,  as  a  general  rule,  in  criminal  as  well  as  civil 

^mSsa  ^  "*     cases,  unless  it  were  duly  stamped,  and  no  parol  evidence  could 

cases.  be  received  of  its  contents.    But  now  by  the  17  &  18  Vict,  a  83, 

s.  27,  *  every  instrument  liable  to  stamp  duty  shall  be  admitted 

in  evidence  in  any  ciiminal  proceeding,  although  it  may  not  have 

the  stamp  required  by  law  impressed  thereon  or  affixed  thereto.'  (r) 

By  39  &  40  Vict.  c.  48  (the  Bankers'  Books  Evidence  Act, 
1876),  s.  3,  from  and  after  the  commencement  of  this  Act  (11th 
August,  1876),  the  entries  in  ledgers,  day  books,  cash  books,  and 


Proof  of 
ancient  docu- 
ments. 


Unstamped 


Banking  books 
and  copies  of 
entries  in 
same  when 
evidenoe. 


{I)  Birch  V.  Ridgway,  1  F.  &  F.  270. 
Cresswellv.  Jackson,  2  F.  A;  F.  24. 

{in)  Cooper  v.  Dawaon,  1  F.  &  F.  560. 
Bartlett  v.  Smith,  11  M.  &  W.  488. 

(n)  SeeCk>bbettv.  Kilmin8ter,4^F.&F. 
490.  Arbonv.  FosselL  8  F.  k  F.  152. 
R.  V.  Aldrid^,  8  F.  A:F.  781.  Williama's 
case,  1  Lew.  187.  R.  v.  Taylor,  6  Cos, 
C.  C.  68. 

(o)  Qiuere  'cacography.* 


{p)  Brookes  v.  Tichborne,  6  £xch.  R. 
929. 

(q)  Doe  d  Jenkins  v.  Da^es,  10  Q.  B. 
814.  As  to  proof  of  ancient  wiitiagBi^ 
see  caaes  cited,  Doe  d,  Muddv.  Sucker- 
more,  5  Ad.  A;  £.  718. 

(r)  See  83  k  84  Yict  c.  97,  the  Stamp 
Act,  1870,  8.  17,  which,  except  in  ciimi- 
nal  proceedings,  preyenta  onatamped 
documenta  being  given  in  evidence. 
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other  account  books  of  any  bank  (a)  shall  be  admissible  in  all 
legal  proceedings  (t)  as  pHmd  facie  evidence  of  the  matters, 
transactions,  and  accounts  recorded  therein  on  proof  being  given 
by  the  affidavit  in  writing  of  one  of  the  partners,  managers,  or 
officers  of  such  bank,  or  by  other  evidence  that  such  ledgers,  day 
books,  cash  books,  or  other  account  books  are  or  have  been  the 
ordinary  books  of  such  bank,  and  that  the  said  entries  have  been  i 
made  in  usual  and  ordinary  course  of  business,  and  that  such  books 
are  in  or  come  immediately  from  the  custody  or  control  of  such 
bank.  Nothing  in  this  clause  contained  shall  apply  to  any  legal 
proceeding  to  which  any  bank  whose  ledgers,  day  books,  cash 
books,  and  other  account  books  may  be  required  to  be  produced 
in  evidence  shall  be  a  party. 

Sec.  4.  Copies  of  all  entries  in  any  ledgers,  day  books,  cash 
books,  or  other  account  books  used  by  any  such  bank  may  be 
proved  in  all  legal  proceedings  as  evidence  of  such  entries  without 
production  of  the  originals,  by  means  of  the  affidavit  of  a  person 
who  has  examined  the  same,  stating  the  fact  of  said  examination, 
and  that  the  copies  sought  to  be  put  in  evidence  are  correct. 

Sec.  5.  Provided  always,  that  no  ledger,  day  book,  cash  book, 
or  other  account  book  of  any  such  bank,  and  no  copies  of  entries 
therein  contained,  shall  be  adduced  or  received  in  evidence  under 
this  Act,  unless  five  days'  notice  in  writing,  or  such  other  notice  as 
may  be  ordered  by  the  court,  (u)  containing  a  copy  of  the  entries 
proposed  to  be  adduced  and  of  the  intention  to  adduce  the  same  in 
evidence,  shall  have  been  given  by  the  party  proposing  to  adduce 
the  same  in  evidence  to  the  other  party  or  parties  to  the  said 
legal  proceeding,  and  that  such  other  pai*ty  or  parties  is  or  are  at 
liberty  to  inspect  the  original  entries  and  the  accounts  of  which 
such  entries  form  a  pail,  ly) 

Sec.  7.  On  the  application  of  any  party  to  any  legal  proceed-  judge  may 
ings  who  has  received  notice,  a  judge  of  one  of  the  superior  courts  oi^?r  that 
may  order  that  such  entries  and  copies  mentioned  in  the  said  ^^l^^''^* 
notice  shall  not  be  admissible  as  evidence  of  the  matters,  transac- 
tions, and  accounts  recorded  in  such  ledgers,  day  books,  cash  books, 
and  other  account  books. 

Sec.  9.  The  fact  of  any  such  bank  having  duly  made  their  Proof  as  to 
return  to  the  Commissioners  of  Inland  Revenue  may  be  proved  in  "^^^  of  bonk. 
any  legal  proceedings  by  production  of  a  copy  of  such  return, 
verified  as  having  been  duly  made  by  the  affidavit  in  writing  of 
one  of  the  partners,  or  of  the  manager,  or  of  one  of  the  officei-s  of 
such  bank,  or  by  the  production  of  a  copy  of  a  newspaper  purport- 
ing to  contain  a  copy  of  such  return,  published  in  such  newspaper 
by  the  said  Commissioners  of  Inland  Bevenue. 

As  to  other  points  respecting  the  proof  and  effect  of  public  and 
private  documents,  since  they  are  of  rare  occurrence  in  criminal 
proceedings,  it  is  thought  more  advisable  to  refer  the  reader  to  the 
general  Treatises  on  the  Law  of  Evidence,  than  to  encumber  this 
work  with  any  notice  of  them. 

(«)  A4  to  the  meaning  of  this  word,  see  (u)  As  to  the  meaning  of  '  the  court,* 

siea  1  of  the  Act  in  the  appendix  at  the  aee"  sec.  1  of  the  Act,  in  the  appendix, 

end  of  this  vol.  (v)  Ab  to  a  jndge  of  one  of  the  supe- 

(^  As  to  the  meaning  of  legal  pro-  rior  courts  havine  power  to  order  an  in- 

oeedmgs,  see  sec.  1  of  the  Act,  noticed  in  spection  of  sach  book,  &c.,  see  sec.  tf  of 

the  appendix.  the  Act,  in  the  appendix. 
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CHAPTER  THE  FOURTH. 


Confeado&s 
■nfficient  for 
oonTiction 
withont  proof 


OF  CONFESSIONS  AND  ADMISSIONS,  p.  440.  —  OF  STATEMENTS  OF 
THE  ACCUSED  BEFORE  MAGISTRATES,  p.  499— AND  OF  DEPOSI- 
TIONS, p.  510. 

Sec.  I. 
Of  Confessions  and  Admissions. 

A  FREE  and  voluntary  confession  of  guilt  made  by  a  prisoner, 
whether  in  the  course  of  conversation  with  private  individuals,  or 
under  examination  before  a  magistrate,  is  admissible  in  evidence 
as  the  highest  and  most  satisfactory  proof,  because  it  is  fairlv  pre- 
sumed that  no  man  would  make  such  a  confession  against  himself 
if  the  facts  confessed  were  not  true,  (a) 

A  confession,  if  duly  made,  and  satisfactorily  proved,  is  sufficient 


(a)  Gilb.  Ev.  12S.  Lambe's  case,  2 
Ijeach,  552,  4th  edition.  Mr.  J.  Black- 
stone,  and  Mr.  J.  Foster,  entertained  a 
different  opinion.  (See  Fost.  248.)  The 
former  in  we  fourth  volume  of  his  Com- 
mentaries, p.  857,  says,  in  speaking  of 
confessions  made  to  persons  not  in  au- 
thority as  magistrates  :  '  Even  in  cases  of 
felony  at  common  law,  they  are  the 
weakest  and  most  suspicious  of  aU  testi- 
mony, very  liable  to  be  obtained  by  arti- 
fice, false  hopes,  promises  of  favour,  or 
menaces,  seldom  remembered  accurately, 
or  reported  with  precision,  and  incapable 
in  their  nature  of  being  disproved  by 
other  negative  evidence.*  A  distinction 
may  be  properly  made  in  the  weight  to 
be  attacned  to  confessions.  If  a  confes- 
sion be  reduced  into  writing,  either  bv 
the  prisoner,  or  by  some  one  else,  ana 
read  over  to  him,  and  it  be  clearly  shown 
that  the  confe»ion  was  the  spontaneous 
and  voluntary  act  of  the  prisoner,  such 
a  confession  would  be  entitled  to  great 
consideration.  But  if  a  confession  were 
proved  by  a  witness,  and  rested  upon  his 
capability  of  understanding  what  was  said 
by  the  prisoner,  his  competency  to  re- 
member the  very  words  used,  and  his 
fidelity  and  accuracy  in  relating  them  to 
the  juiy,  it  ought  to  be  received  with  veiv 
great  caution.  'For,'  as  has  been  weU 
observed  (Greenleafs  Evid.  247)»  ^be- 
sides the  danger  of  mistake,  from  the 
misapprehension  of  witnesses,  the  misuse 
of  words,  the  failure  of  the  par^  to  ex- 
press his  own  meaning,  and  the  infirmity 


of  memory,  it  shouldbe  recollected  thatthe 
mind  of  the  prisoner  himself  is  oppressed 
by  the  calamity  of  his  situation,  and  that 
he  is  often  influenced  by  motives  of  hope 
or  fear  to  make  an  untrue  confession. 
The  zeal,  too,  which  so  generaUy  prevaiU 
to  detect  offenders,,  especially  in  cases  of 
a^ravated  guilt,  and  the  strong  disposi- 
tion in  the  persons  engaged  in  pursmt  of 
evidence  to  rely  on  slight  grounds  of  sus- 
picion, which  are  eza^eerated  into  suffi- 
cient proof,  together  wuh  the  character  of 
persons  necessarily  called  as  witnesses  in 
cases  of  secret  and  atrocious  crime,  aU 
tend  to  impair  the  value  of  this  kind  of 
evidence,  and  sometimes  lead  to  its  re- 

1'ection  where  in  civil  actions  it  would 
lave  been  received.*  The  weighty  obser- 
vation of  Mr.  J.  Foster  is  also  to  be  kept 
in  mind,  that '  this  evidence  is  not,  in  the 
ordinary  course  of  things,  to  be  dieq^ooved 
by  that  sort  of  negative  evidence  by  which 
the  proof  of  plain  facts  may  be  and  often 
is  confronted.'  Fost  248.  Mr.  B.  Pkoke 
has  on  several  occasions  observed  that 
'  too  ^eat  weight  ought  not  to  be  attached 
to  evidence  of  what  a  partj^  has  been 
supposed  to  have  said ;  as  it  veiy  fre- 
quently happens,  not  only  that  the  wit- 
ness lias  misunderstood  what  the  party 
has  said,  but  that  by  unintentionaUy 
altering  a  few  of  the  expressions  really 
used,  he  gives  an  effect  to  the  statement 
complete^  at  variance  with  what  the 
party  really  did  say.*  Earle  v,  Picken, 
6  C.  &  P,  542,  note.  Rex  v.  Simons, 
C.  &  P.  540. 
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aloue  to  warrant  a  conviction,  without  any  corroborating  evidence 
cdiunde  (6) 

A  confession  is  obviously  not  conclusive  evidence  against  a  pri-  of  the  effect 
soner,  and  when  it  involves  matter  of  law  as  well  as  matter  of  fact,  of  confessions, 
is  to  be  received  with  more  than  usual  caution.  Thus  on  an 
indictment  for  setting  fire  to  a  ship  with  intent  to  defraud  Qreen- 
fell  and  Eddy,  being  part-owners  of  the  ship,  a  declaration  of  the 
prisoner  that  Greemell  and  Eddy  were  part-owners  was  received 
in  evidence ;  but  it  was  objected  that  the  bUl  of  sale,  under  which 
Qreenfell  and  Eddy  claimed,  was  invalid  in  point  of  law ;  and  it 
was  held  that,  if  by  reason  of  the  invalidity  of  the  document  evi- 
dencing the  transfer  of  their  shares,  their  legal  title  to  them  could 
not  be  established,  the  declaration  of  the  prisoner  could  not  be 
relied  upon  for  that  purpose,  (c)  So  where,  on  an  indictment  for 
bigamy,  the  prisoner  had  confessed  the  first  marriage,  but  it  ap- 
peared that  the  marriage  was  void  for  want  of  the  consent  of  the 
guardian  of  the  woman,  the  prisoner  was  acquitted,  {d) 

(a)  Confessions  must  be  free  and  voluntary,  p.  441. 

(6)  What  promises  and  inducements  wUl  exclude  confessions, 
p.  442. 

(c)  What  threats  and  menaces  will  do  so,  p.  45& 

Id)  Confessions  made  after  former  one,  unduly  obtained ;  or  after 
inducements  once  made,  p.  458. 

(e)  As  to  persons  whose  inducements  will  exclude  confessions, 
p.  463. 

(/)  Confession  elicited  by  questions,  p.  472. 

(g) '  When  prisoner's  examination  on  oath  evidence,  p.  473. 

(A)  Discoveries  and  acts  done  in  consequence  of  confessions  un- 
duly obtained,  p.  482. 

(i)  Against  whom  confessions  and  statements  evidence,  p.  485. 

Ij)  Proof  of  confessions  and  statements — ^When  onus  on  prose- 
cutor to  contradict  same,  p.  491. 

(a)  Confessions  "must  he  free  and  voluntary. 

But  a  confession,  in  order  to  be  admissible,  must  be  free  and  Must  be  froe 
voluntary :  that  is,  must  not  be  extracted  by  any  sort  of  threats  or  «id  Toluntaiy. 


{h}  Wheeling's  case,  in  note,  1  Leach, 
Sll.  Rex  «L  £ldridge,  B.  A;  R.  C.  C.  R. 
440.  Rex  V.  Falkner,  ibid.  4S1.  Rex  v. 
White  and  Langdon,  R.  &  R.  50S.  Rex 
V.  Tippit,  R.  A;  R.  609.  Reg.  v.  Burton, 
Dears.  C.  C.  2S2.  Rex  v.  Tuffs,  6C.&P. 
167.  In  Rex  v.  Edgar,  Monmouth  Spr. 
Asa.  1881,  MSS.  C.  S.  G.,  the  prisoner 
was  indicted  for  obtaining  money  of  a 
fHendlv  socie^  by  false  pretencw;  the 
rules  of  the  society  had  not  been  enrolled, 
but  the  prisoner,  who  was  a  member  of 
the  society,  had  acted  under  them,  and 
it  was  contended  that  he  had  thereby  ad- 
mitted their  validity,  and  the  position  in 
the  text  was  cited  as  a  stronjper  decision ; 
on  which  Ftetteson,  J.,  said  'Could  a 
man  be  conyicted  of  murder  on  his  con- 
fession alone,  without  any  proof  of  the 
person  beins  killed  ?  I  doubt  whether 
he  could.'    In  Reg.  v.  Satcliffe,  4  Cox, 


C.  C.  270,  where  a  robbery  had  been 
committed  on  a  moonlight  night,  Cress- 
well,  J.,  left  the  case  to  the  jury  on  con- 
fessions of  the  prisoner,  though  the 
prosecutor  swore  the  prisoner  was  not  one 
of  the  men  who  robDed  him.  The  i«- 
mark  on  this  case  is  that  the  prosecutor 
might  be  in  error ;  tiie  prisoner  inMst 
know  whether  he  was  guilty  or  not.  In 
the  United  States  the  prisoner's  confes- 
sion when  the  corpus  delicti  is  not  other- 
wise proved,  has  been  held  insufficient  for 
his  conviction.  Qreenleafs  Evid.  251, 
Guild's  case,  5  Halst  168,  185.  Long's 
case,  1  Hayw.  524  (455).  2  Hawk.  P.  C. 
c  46,  s.  86. 

(c)  Rex  V,  Philp,  R.  k  M.  C.  C.  R. 
268. 

{d)  Anonymous,  8   Stark.    £v.    894, 
note  (m),  cor,  Le  Blanc,  J. 
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violence,  nor  obtained  by  any  direct  or  implied  promises,  however 
slight,  nor  by  the  exertion  of  any  improper  influence,  (e)  because 
under  such  circumstances  the  party  may  have  been  influenced  to 
say  what  is  not  true,  and  the  supposed  confession  cannot  safely  be 
acted  upon.  (/) 

The  object  of  the  rule  relating  to  the  exclusion  of  confessions 
is  to  exclude  all  confessions  which  may  have  been  procured  by  the 
prisoner  being  led  to  suppose  that  it  will  be  better  for  him  to  admit 
himself  to  be  guilty  of  an  oifence  which  he  really  never  com- 
mitted, (g)  In  determining,  therefore,  whether  a  confession  be 
admissible  or  not, '  the  only  proper  question  is,  whether  the  induce- 
ment held  out  to  the  prisoner  was  calculated  to  make  his  confession 
an  untrue  one.'  Qi) 

A  confession  can  never  be  received  in  evidence,  where  the  pri- 
soner has  been  influenced  by  any  threat  or  promise ;  for  the  law 
cannot  measure  the  force  of  the  influence  used,  or  decide  upon  its 
effect  upon  the  mind  of  the  prisoner,  and,  therefore,  excluaes  the 
declaration,  if  any  degree  of  influence  has  been  exerted,  (i)  It  is 
a  question  for  the  court,  and  not  for  the  jury,  to  decide  whether, 
under  the  particular  circumstances  of  the  case,  the  confession  be 
admissible,  {j) 

The  general  principle  on  which  the  decisions  on  this  subject 
seem  to  have  proceeaed  seems  to  be  this :  that  if,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances, there  be  reasonable  ground  for  presuming  that  the 
disclosure  was  made  under  the  influence  of  any  promise  or  threat 
of  a  temporal  nature,  the  evidence  ought  not  to  be  received,  (k) 

(b)  What  promisea  a/nd  inducemerUs  wiU  exdvde  confessiona. 

As  to  what  shall  be  considered  as  a  promise  or  inducement, 
saying  to  the  prisoner  that  it  would  be  better  for  him  if  he  did 
confess  is  sufficient  to  exclude  the  confession,  (kk)  Where,  on  an 
indictment  for  robbery,  a  witness  stated  that  he  had  said  to  one  of 


{t)  It  is  a  mistaken  notion  that  evi- 
dence of  confessioiis  obtained  by  promises 
or  thieats  are  to  be  rejected  from  re^(ard 
to  public  fiftith.  Confessions  are  received 
in  evidence,  or  rejected  as  inadmissible, 
nnder  a  consideration  whether  they  are 
or  are  not  entitled  to  credit.  A  free 
and  voluntary  confession  is  deserving  the 
highest  credit,  because  it  is  presumed  to 
flow  from  the  strongest  sense  of  guilt ; 
and  therrfore  it  is  admitted  as  proof  of 
the  crime  to  which  it  refers  ;  but  a  con- 
fession  forced  from  the  mind  by  the 
flattery  of  hope,  or  the  torture  of  fear, 
c6mes  in  so  questionable  a  shape,  when 
it  is  to  be  considered  as  the  evidence  of 
gBUt,  that  no  credit  ought  to  be  given  to 
It ;  and  therefore  it  is  rejected.  Warick- 
shall's  case,  Eyre  and  Nares,  BB.,  1  Leach, 
263.  Three  men  were  tried  and  con- 
victed for  the  murder  of  Mr.  Harrison,  of 
Campden,  in  Gloucestershire.  One  of 
them,  under  the  promise  of  pardon,  con- 
fessed himself  guilty  of  the  fact  The 
confession,  therefore,  was  not  given  in 
evidence  against  him,  and  a  few  years 
afterwai^s  \X  i^peared  that  Mr.  Harrison 


was  alive.    Ibid,'  note  (a). 

(/)  Per  Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.,  Reg.  r. 
Scott,  D.  &  B.  47. 

iSf)  Per  Littledale,  J.,  in  "Rex. v.  Ck>urt, 
7  C.  &  P.  486,  po&t,  p.  896.  But  in  Beg. 
V.  Baldry,  2  Den.  C.  C.  480,  Lord  Camp- 
bell, G.  J.,  said,  '  The  reason  is,  not  that 
the  kw  supposes  that  the  statement  will 
be  false,  but  that  the  prisoner  has  made 
the  confession  under  a  bias,  and  that; 
therefore,  it  would  be  better  not  to  sub- 
mit it  to  the  jury.'  But  see  Lord  Camp- 
bell's dictum.  Beg.  v.  Scott,  tupra, 

(h)  Per  Coleridge,  J.,  in  Rez  r.  Tho- 
mas, 7  C.  A;  P.  845. 

ii)  2  Stark.  £v.  86. 

(j)  Rex  V,  Kute,  po^ja,  458.  In  B^ 
V.  Gamer,  I  Den.  C.  C.  829,  Brie,  ^ 
said,  '  In  every  case  it  is  for  the  judge  to 
decide  wl^Bther  the  words  were  used  in. 
such  a  manner,  and  under,  such  droom- 
stances,  as  to  induoe  the  prisoner  to  make 
a  confession  of  guilt,  whether  such  con- 
fession were  true  or  no.' 

(k)  2  Stark.  £v.  86. 

{khy  2  East,  P.  C.  c  16,  a.  94,  p.  659. 
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the  prisoners, '  You  bad  better  split,  and  not  suffer  for  all  of  tbem/ 
tbe  statement  of  tbe  prisoner  was  rejected.  (I)  One  of  a  firm  who 
employed  tbe  prisoner,  having  called  him  up  into  the  private 
counting  house  of  the  firm,  in  the  presence  of  another  of  the  firm, 
and  two  officers  of  police,  said,  '  I  think  it  is  right  that  I  should 
tell  you  that,  besides  being  in  the  presence  of  my  brother  and 
myself,  you  are  in  the  presence  of  two  officers  of  the  police  ;  and 
I  should  advise  you  that  to  any  question  that  may  be  put  to  you, 
you  will  answer  truthfully,  so  that  if  you  have  committed  a  fault, 
you  may  not  add  to  it  by  stating  what  is  untrue ; '  and  having 
shown  a  letter  to  him,  which  he  denied  to  have  written,  added, 
'  Take  care ;  we  know  more  than  you  think  we  know.'  The  pri- 
soner thereupon  made  a  confession.  Held,  that  these  words  did 
not  import  an  inducement  or  threat,  and  that  evidence  of  the  con* 
fession  was  admissible,  (m) 

If  a  person  advise  a  prisoner  to  be  sure  to  tell  the  truth,  and  Adviiing  a 
he  then  makes  a  statement,  such  statement  is  admissible,  on  the  prisoner  to  be 
ground  that  such  advice  cannot  be  supposed  to  induce  the  prisoner  ^^^^  **^  ^^ 
to  confess   that  he  is   guilty  of  a  crime   of  which   he  is  really 
innocent,  (n) 

Upon  an  indictment  for  murder,  it  appeared  that  the  prisoner, 
who  was  a  boy  of  the  age  of  fourteen,  was  taken  into  custody  by 
Mr.  Wragg,  not  a  constable,  and  on  the  same  night  was  in  the  par- 
lour of  the  inn,  to  which  he  was  taken ;  several  persons,  neighbours, 
but  no  constable,  were  in  the  room,  and  had  been  asking  him 
questions  about  the  children,  whom  he  was  charged  with  drown- 
ing. One  Clark,  who  was  present  when  Wragg  took  the  prisoner 
up,  and  who  was  not  a  constable,  stated,  '  1  told  him  to  kneel 
down  and  tell  the  truth.  Wragg  took  him  into  Adams'  parlour, 
and  began  to  question  him  how  the  children  came  to  get  into  the 
pit ;  whether  they  fell  in,  or  were  put  in  ;  he  said  he  should  not 
tell  anything  about  it.  Wragg  asked  him  if  he  would  tell  any 
one  else,  if  he  would  go  out  of  the  parlour;  the  prisoner  said 
'nothing ;  Wragg  then  went  out.  I  said  to  the  prisoner,  "  Now 
kneel  you  down  by  the  side  of  me,  and  tell  me  the  truth."  I  be- 
lieve this  was  the  first  thing.  He  did  kneel  down.  I  said,  I  was 
going  to  ask  him  a  very  serious  question,  and  I  hoped  he  would 


(/)  Rex  V.  Thomas,  6  C.  &  P.  353, 
Patteson,  J.  Bj  sacha  statement  as  that 
made  by  the  witness  the  prisoner  might 
be  indnced  to  suppose  that  he  woold  be 
more  mercifully  dealt  with  if  he  con- 
fessed, and  that  he  might  therefore  be 
induced  to  confess  himself  guilly  of  an 
offence  he  never  committed.  See  the 
Reporter's  note,  ibid.  There  are  many 
similar  cases  to  the  above  one  :  Moody^ 
case,  2  Crawf.  k  D.  C.  C.  Joy,  12.  Rex 
V.  Walkley,  6  C.Ie  P.  176.  Rex  v.  Mills, 
6  C.  A;  P.  146,  and  M8S.  C.  S.  6.  Rex 
9.  Shepherd,  7  C.  &  P.  579.  R.  v,  Kings- 
ton, 4  a  &  P.  887. 

(m)  R.  V,  Jarm  37  L.  J.  M.  C.  1,  ei 
fer  &eUy,  C.  B.,  *  As  to  the  words  **  you 
had  better  **  referred  to  in  the  arsument, 
there  are  many  cases  in  which  those 
w<nrds  have  occurred,  and  they  seem  to 
have  acquired  a  sort  of  technical  mean- 


ing, that  they  hold  out  an  inducement  or 
threat  within  the  rule  that  excludes  con- 
fessions, under  such  circumstances.  It  is 
sufficient  to  say  that  those  words  hare 
not  been  used  on  this  occasion  ;  and  that 
the  words  used  appear  to  me  to  import 
advice  given  on  moral  grounds,  and  not 
to  infringe  upon  the  rule  of  law  prohibit- 
ing a  threat  or  inducement  m  these 
cases.' 

{n)  R.  V.  Court,  7  C.  &  P.  486,  Little- 
dale,  J.  R.  v.  Holmes,  1  C.  A;  K.  248  ; 
R.  V,  Jarvis,  87  L.  J.  M.  C.  1,  per  Kelly» 
G.  B.  ;  R.  V,  Sleeman,  Dean.  C.  G.  249» 
where  the  words  were,  *  Don't  run  your 
soul  into  more  sin,  but  tell  the  truth,' 
and  it  was  held  there  was  no  threat  or  in- 
ducement. An  exhortation  to  sp^k  the 
truth  ought  not  to  exclude  a  confession. 
Semper  Erie,  J.,  R.  r.  Moore,  2  Den.  G. 
C.  522. 
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tell  me  the  truth  in  the  presence  of  the  Almighty.     I  then  said, 
''  Did  these  children  fall  into  the  pit  ?  "   He  said  be  pushed  one  in 
with  one  foot,  and  the  other  witn  the  other,  but  not  purposely/ 
Mr.  Moulden  asked  him  if  he  had  any  malice  or  revenge ;  he  said, 
No.     Subsequently  to  this,  the  son  of  the  innkeeper  stated  that 
next  day  the  prisoner  said  he  would  tell  him  all  about  it.     He 
neither  promised  nor  threatened  him.     The  prisoner  then  made 
a  statement  to  him,  which  was  given  in  evidence.     Other  decla- 
rations also  were  given  in  evidence.     An  examination  of  the  pri- 
soner, who  could  not  write,  was  put  in  ;  it  began, '  W.  Wild  being 
cautioned,  &c.,'  and  the  evidence  being  read  over  to  him,  said, 
'  I  can  give  no  other  account  than  I  have  already  given,'  &c.  (o) 
The  prisoner  having  been  found  guilty,  upon  a  case  reserved  as 
to  the  admissibility  of  the  evidence,  the  judges  present  were  una- 
nimous that  the  confession  was  strictly  admissible,  but  they  much 
disapproved  of  the  mode  in  which  it  was  obtained.  (j>)  The  mother 
of  a  little  boy  in  custody  on  a  charge  of  attempting  to  obstruct  a 
railway  train,  said  to  him  and  another  little  boy  in  custody  also  on 
the  same  charge,  in  the  presence  of  the  mother  of  the  latter  and  of 
the  policeman, '  You  had  better,  as  good  boys,  tell  the  tinith,'  where- 
upon both  boys  confessed.     Held,  that  the  confession  was  admis- 
sible. (5') 

A  confession  induced  by  saying, '  I  am  in  great  distress  about  my 
irons  ;  if  you  will  tell  me  where  they  are,  I  will  be  favourable  to 
you,*  cannot  be  given  in  evidence,  (r) 

Where  it  appeared,  on  an  indictment  for  larceny,  that  the  pri- 
soner, being  in  the  custody  of  a  constable,  the  latter  said  to  the 
prosecutor, '  You  must  not  use  any  threat  or  promise  to  the  pri- 
soner;' and  immediately  after  this,  the  prosecutor  said  to  the 
prisoner,  *  I  should  be  obliged  to  you  if  you  would  tell  us  what  you 
know  about  it ;  if  you  will  not,  we,  of  course,  can  do  nothing ;  I 
shall  be  glad  if  you  will.'  The  confession  was  held  inadmissible ; 
Patteson,  J.,  saying, '  I  think  this  is  a  distinct  promise ;  what  could 
the  prosecutor  mean  by  saying,  that  if  the  prisoner  would  not  tell, 
they  could  do  nothing,  but  that  if  the  prisoner  did  tell,  they  would 
do  something  for  him  ? '  («) 


(o)  The  statement  is  given  at  length  in 
the  re^rt,  aawell  as  the  statement  made 
to  the  innkeeper's  son,  but  they  are  omit- 
ted, as  nothing  turned  upon  their  con- 
tents.   C.  S.  O. 

{p)  Bex  V,  Wild,  R.  &  M.  C.  C.  R.  452. 
The  conviction  waA  affirmed,  but  the 
prisoner  was  transported  for  life.  Lord 
Penman,  C.  J.,yaughan,  J.,  Bolland,  B., 
and  Boeanquet,  J.,  were  not  present  at 
the  meeting  of  the  judges.  The  grounds 
of  this  decision  are  not  stated  in  the  re- 
port ;  hut  it  should  seem  that  the  case 
may  well  be  supported  on  the  ground 
that  the  words  addressed  to  the  prisoner 
had  no  tendency  whatever  to  induce  him 
to  make  a  false  statement,  but,  on  the 
contrary,  were  a  most  solemn  acyuration 
to  speak  the  truth.  The  decision  seems 
ftiUy  warranted  by  the  prindple  on  which 
Bex  V.  Gilham,  poti^  rests.  The  decision, 
however,  could  nardly  be  supported  on 
the  ground  that  the  inducement  was  held 


out  by  a  person  without  authority,  as  it 
was  held  out  by  a  person  present  at  the 
apprehension,  and  who  was  acting  in  con- 
currence  with  the  party  who  apprehended 
him,  and  they  were  keeping  tibe  prisoner 
in  custody,  no  constable  Ming  present. 
C.  S.  G. 

(9)  R.  V,  Beeve,  41  L.  J.  M.  C.  92 
B.  V.  Parker,  L.  k,  C.  42.  But  see  per 
Maule,  J.,  in  B.  v.  Gamer,  1  Den.  C.  C. 
829,  B.  V.  Baldry,  2  Den.  C.  C.  480  ;  per 
PoUock,  C.  B.,  B.  r.  Bale,  11  Cox,  C.  C. 
686. 

(r)  Cass's  case,  1  Leach,  298,  note  (a). 

(*)  Bex  V.  Partridge,  7  C.  &  P.  651. 
Dr.  Greenleaf;  Evid.  256,  alter  citing 
this  case,  and  Guild's  case,  pos^,  p.  460, 
observes,  *  It  is  extremely  difficult  to  re- 
concile tiiese  and  similar  cases  with  Uie 
spirit  of  the  rule  aa  expounded  by  Evre, 
O.  B* ,  in  WarickdhaH's  oaae,  wnU,  p.  448, 
note  (e)  ;  the  difference  is  between  con- 
fessions made  voluntarily,    and  those 
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Where  the  prosecutor  asked  the  prisoner,  on  finding  him, 
for  the  money  he,  ihe  prisoner,  had  taken  out  of  the  prose- 
cutor*8  pack,  but  before  the  money  was  produced,  said,  'he 
only  wanted  his  money,  and  if  the  prisoner  gave  him  that, 
he  might  go  to  the  devil  if  he  pleased ;  *  upon  which  the  pri- 
soner took  \\s,  6^d  out  of  his  pocket,  and  said  it  was  all  he 
had  left  of  it ;  a  majority  of  the  judges  held  that  the  evidence  was 
inadmissible,  (t)  Where  also  an  attorney,  who  was  endeavouring 
to  discover  some  burglars  for  the  purpose  of  prosecution,  said  to 
the  prisoner,  who  had  gone  to  him  for  the  purpose  of  making 
some  statements  relating  to  the  burglary,  '  I  dare  say  you  had  a 
hand  in  it ;  you  may  as  well  tell  me  all  about  it ; '  it  was  held  that 
this  excluded  a  statement  then  made,  (u)  So  where  a  prisoner 
being  in  custody  said  to  the  officer  who  had  the  charge  of  him, 
'  If  you  will  give  me  a  glass  of  gin  I  will  tell  you  all  about  it,'  Confefinon  ob- 
and  two  glasses  of  gin  were  given  to  him,  and  he  made  a  confes-  ^?^  ^7tP^} 
sion  of  his  guilt ;  Best,  J.,  considered  it  as  very  improperly  ob-  ^  o  gm. 
tained,  and  inadmissible  in  evidence,  {v)  But  where  a  prisoner  Oonfession 
made  a  statement  to  a  constable  in  whose  custody  he  was,  but  he  ^^^  drunk, 
was  drunk  at  the  time;  and  it  was  imputed  that  the  constable 
had  given  him  liquor  to  cause  him  to  be  so,  and  it  was  objected 
that  what  the  prisoner  said  under  such  circumstances  was  not  ad- 
missible ;  Coleridge,  J.,  said, '  I  am  of  opinion,  that  a  statement 
being  made  by  a  prisoner  while  he  was  drunk,  is  not,  therefore, 
inadmissible  against  him,  and  that,  to  render  a  confession  inadmis- 
sible, it  must  either  be  obtained  by  hope  or  fear.  This  is  matter 
of  observation  from  me,  upon  the  weight  that  ought  to  attach  to 
this  statement,  when  it  is  considered  by  the  jury.'  (w) 


** forced  from  the  mind  by  the  flattery  of 
hope,  or  by  the  torture  of  fear."  If  the 
party  has  made  his  own  calculation  of  the 
advantages  to  be  derived  from  confessing, 
and  thereupon  has  confessed  the  crime, 
there  is  no  reason  to  say  that  it  is  not  a 
voluntary  confession.  It  seems  that  in 
order  to  exclude  a  confession,  the  motive 
of  hope  or  fear  must  be  directly  applied 
by  a  tiiird  t)erson,  and  mnst  be  sufficient, 
in  the  juugment  of  the  court,  so  far  to 
overcome  the  mind  of  the  prisoner  as  to 
render  the  confession  unworthy  of  credit.  * 
In  Kex  r.  Green,  6  C.Ik  P.  655,  Taunton, 
J.,  said,  *  I  take  it  no  man  ever  makes  a 
confession  without  proposing  to  himself 
in  his  own  mind  some  advantage  to  be 
derived  from  it,'  post,  p.  448. 

{t)  Jones's  case,  R.  &  K.  152,  but  see 
Bex  p.  Griffin,  ibid.  151,  post,  p.  449. 

(u)  Rmj.  v.  Croydou,  2  Cox,  C.  C.  67. 
Rogers,  Q.C.,  after  consulting  Piatt,  B. 

(v)  Rex  V,  Sexton,  MS.  Chetw.  Biim. 
tit.  Confession,  p.  1086,  Doyl.  &  Wms. 
The  authority  of  this  case  has  been 
questioned  in  several  books.  Deac.  Cr. 
Law,  424,  Rose.  Cr.  £v.  87,  Joy,  17, 
and  it  seems  very  justly.  In  the  first 
place  the  offer  to  confess  was  volunteered 
on  the  part  of  the  prisoner ;  secondly, 
there  was  no  promise  or  threat  at  all  used 
by  the  constable,  nor  was  the  prisoner  in 
any  way  led  to  believe  that  by  confessing 


he  would  escape  from  the  charge,  or  be 
let  out  of  custody  ;  thirdly,  there  was  no 
inducement  to  state  anything  but  the 
truth.  In  1  Bum's  J.  bovl.  ft  Wms. 
1081,  note  {a\  it  is  said,  '  The  authority 
of  this  decision  seems  doubtful ;  for  it  is 
not  eveiy  hope  of  favour  held  out  to  a 
prisoner  that  will  render  a  confession 
afterwards  made  inadmissible ;  the  pro- 
mise must  have  some  reference  to  his 
escaiie  from  the  chaige.* 

{w)  Rex  V,  Spilsbury,  7  C.  &  P.  187. 
In  a  note  to  this  case,  1  Phill.  £v.  465,  it 
is  observed,  '  The  facts  of  the  case  as  re- 
ported do  not  warrant  the  marginal  note, 
which  is  as  follows  :^"  Sembk,  if  a  con< 
stable  ^ve  him  (the  prisoner)  liquor  to 
make  him  drunk,  in  tne  hope  of  his  say- 
ing something,  that  will  not  render  me 
statement  inadmissible,  but  it  will  bo 
matter  of  observation  for  the  judge  in 
his  summing  up."  It  is  not  to  oe  in- 
furred  from  the  case  tliat  a  confession — 
so  immorallv,  not  to  say  criminally,  ex- 
torted— ^would  be  received.'  The  princi- 
ple, however,  on  which  the  decision  turned 
would  seem  to  warrant  the  marginal  note, 
as  the  mere  giving  liquor  without  any  in- 
ducement in  woras  could  not  operate  as 
an  inducement  either  by  exciting  hope  of 
escape  or  fear  of  punishment  It  is  to 
be  observed,  also,  that  in  all  the  cases 
where  confessions  have  been  excluded 
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Telling  a  pri- 
soner that 
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say  wonld  be 
tiJcen  down 
and  nsed 
against  him 
will  not  ex- 
clude a  state- 
ment. 


•  If  an  inducement  be  held  out  to  one  prisoner  to  make  a  state- 
ment, which  implicates  another  prisoner,  su^  statement  is  inad- 
missible ;  for  it  can  only  be  used  as  evidence  against  the  prisoner 
who  made  it,  and  then  it  is  evidence  obtained  by  an  induce- 
ment, (a?) 

A  prisoner^  when  before  a  magistrate,  was  told  by  the  magistrate's 
clerk  not  to  say  anything  to  prejudice  himself,  'as  what  he  ssdd 
would  be  taken  down,  and  would  be.  used  for  him  or  against  him  at 
his  trial.'  Coleridge,  J., '  This  is  an  inducement,  and  it  was  held 
out  by  a  person  in  authority.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  prisoner's 
statement  cannot  be  given  in  evidence.  I  cannot  conceive  a  more 
direct  inducement  to  a  man  to  make  a  confession  than  telling 
him  that  what  he  says  may  be  used  in  his  favour  at  the 
trial.'  (y)  So  where  the  constable  who  apprehended  the  pri- 
soner said  to  him, '  What  you  are  charged  with  is  a  very  heavy 
offence,  and  you  must  be  very  careful  in  making  any  statement  to 
me  or  anybody  else  that  may  tend  to  injure  you,  but  anything  you 
can  say  in  your  defence  we  shall  be  ready  to  hear,  and  send  to 
assist  you ; '  a  statement  thereon  made  was  rejected,  {z)  So  where 
the  constable  told  the  prisoner,  '  You  are  apprehended  on  a  serious 
charge ;  take  care  that  you  do  not  say  anything  to  injure  yourself ; 
but  if  you  can  say  anything  in  your  defence^  we  are  willing  to  hear 
it,  and  to  send  to  any  person  to  assist  you ; '  a  statement  thereon 
made  was  rejected,  (a) 

Where  a  police  oflScer  had  told  a  prisoner  that  whatever  he  said 
would  be  used  against  him  ;  it  was  held  that  a  statement  thereon 
made  was  admissible.  (6)  So  where  a  police  oflScer  told  the  pri- 
soner, before  he  made  a  statement,  *  to  be  careful,  it  would  be  used 
against  him  on  his  tiial  if  committed  by  the  magistrates  ; '  it  was 
held  that  the  statement  was  admissible,  (c) 

These  ca^es  were  reviewed  in  the  following  case.  Where,  on  an 
indictment  for  murder,  a  police  constable  said,  '  I  went  to  the 
prisoner's  house.  I  saw  the  prisoner.  I  told  him  what  he  was 
charged  with.  He  made  no  reply,  and  sat  with  his  face  buried  in 
his  handkerchief.  I  believe  he  was  crying.  I  said  lie  meed  not  aay 
anything  to  criminate  himself;  wliat  he  did  say  would  be  taken 
down  and  used  as  evidence  against  him!  Objection  was  made 
that  what  the  prisoner  then  said  was  inadmissible.  Lord  Camp- 
bell, C.  J.,  thought  that,  although  the  caution  of  the  constable 
differed  from  that  directed  by  the  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,  s.  18,  to  be 
given  by  the  justice  to  the  prisoner  in  the  word  *  will '  instead  of 
'  may,*  it  did  not  amount  to  any  promise  or  threat  to  induce  the 
prisoner  to  confess  ;  it  could  have  no  tendency  to  induce  him  to 
say  anything  untrue ;  and  that  in  spite  of  it,  if  he  did  afterwards 
confess,  the  confession  must  be  considered  voluntary.  His  lordship, 
therefore,  allowed  the  witness  to  give  evidence  of  what  the  prisoner 


there  has  been  an  auticipatiou  of  benefit 
or  ii^jury  afUr  the  confessing  or  non- 
confessing.  Where  liquor  is  given  the 
benefit  (if  it  can  be  called  any)  is  received 
already,  and  nothing  further  is  in  expecta- 
tion.    C.  S.  G. 

{x)  Bex  V.  Enock,  5  C.  &  P.  539. 

(i/)  Reg.  -».  Drew,  8  C.  &  P.  140. 

{z)  Reg.  V,  Morton,  2  M.  &  Rob.  514, 


Coleridge,  J.,  approving  of  Reg.  v.  Drew. 

(a)  Kejj.  V,  Hombrook,  1  Cox,  C.  C. 
54,  Colendge,  J. 

(h)  Reg.  V.  Chambers,  8  Cox,  C.  C.  92, 
Rolfe,  B. 

(c)  Reg.  V.  Attwood,  5  Cox,  C.  C.  822, 
Erie,  J.  But  see  R.  r.  Toole,  7  Cox, 
C.  C.  244,  Irish. 
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then  said,  which  amounted  to  a  confession  of  his  guilt ;  and  upon 
a  case  reserved,  after  argument  on  behalf  of  the  prisoner,  the 
judges  were  unanimously  of  opinion  that  the  confession  was  pro- 

rjrly  received..  Lord  Campbell,  C.  J., '  I  adhere  to  the  opinion  which 
formed  at  the  trial.  The  rule  is,  that  if  there  he  any  wo^idly 
adva/nta>ge  held  out,  or  orny  harm  threoitened,  the  confession  must 
be  exduded.  The  reason  is,  not  that  the  law  supposes  that  the 
statement  will  be  false,' but  that  the  prisoner  has  made  a  confes- 
sion under  a  bias,  and  that  therefore  it  would  be  better  not  to 
submit  it  to  the  jury.*  Pollock,  C.  B.,  'A  simple  caution  to  the 
accused  to  tell  the  ti^i,  if  he  says  anything,  it  has  been  decided 
not  to  be  su£Scient  to  prevent  the  statement  made  being  given  in 
evidence  ;  (c2)  and  although  it  may  be  put  that  where  a  person  is  told 
to  tell  the  truth  he  may  possibly  understand  that  the  only  thins 
true  is  that  he  is  guilty,  tnat  is  not  what  he  ought  to  understand. 
He  is  reminded  that  he  need  not  say  anything,  but  if  he  says  any- 
thing, let  it  be  true.  But  where  the  admonition  to  speak  the 
truth  has  been  coupled  with  any  expression  importing  that  it 
would  he  better  for  him  to  do  so,  it  has  been  held  that  the  confes- 
sion was  not  receivable,  the  objectionable  words  being  that  it 
woiUd  he  better  to  speak  the  truth,  because  they  import  that  it 
would  be  better  for  him  to  say  something,  (e)  The  true  dis- 
tinction between  the  present  case  and  a  case  of  that  kind  is,  that 
it  is  left  to  the  prisoner  as  a  matter  of  perfect  indifference  whether 
he  should  open  nis  mouth  or  not.'  (/) 

After  the  prisoner  had  been  committed  on  a  charge  of  murder,  a  Oatb  aot  to 
fellow-prisoner  said  to  him,  '  I  wish  you  would  tell  me  how  you  ^^  *  *^^' 
murdered  the  boy  ; — ^pray  split*  The  prisoner  said  '  Will  you  be 
upon  your  oath  not  to  mention  what  I  tell  you  ?  *  The  other  pri- 
soner went  upon  his  oath,  that  he  hoped,  if  he  told,  that  he  might 
never  stir  out  of  that  place  again.  The  prisoner  then  made  a 
statement.  Jt  was  held  that  this  was  not  such  an  inducement  as 
to  render  the  statement  inadmissible,  and  that^  although  such  oaths 
were  very  wrong  and  wicked,  still  they  were  not  binding  ;  and  that 
every  person,  except  counsel  and  attorneys,  were  bound  to  reveal 
what  they  might  have  heard,  (g) 

Where  a  person  said  to  a  prisoner  that  he  might  say  what  he  had 
to  say  to  him,  for  it  should  go  no  further,  and  the  prisoner  there- 
upon made  a  statement,  it  was  held  that  it  was  receivable  in  evi- 
dence. (A) 

Where  a  prisoner  and  his  wife  were  both  in  custody  on  a  charge  Promise  that 
of  receiving  bank  notes,  but  in  separate  rooms,  and  a  person  said  p™?J®^    , . 
to  him,  '  I  hope  you  will  tell,  because  the  prosecutrix  can  ill  afford  l^^  ^  " 
to  lose  the  money;'   and  the  constable  said,  'If  you  will  tell 
where  the  property  is  you  shall  see  your  wife ;  *  Patteson,  J.,  said, 
'  I  think  that  this  is  not  such  an  inducement  as  will  exclude  the 
evidence  of  what  the  prisoner  said :  it  amounts  only  to  this,  that  if 
he  would  tell  where  the  money  was  he  should  see  his  wife.'    And 
the  statement  made  by  the  prisoner  was  received,  (i) 

(d)  Bex  V.  Court,  7  C.  &  P.  480.    Reg.       can  no  longer  be  considered  authorities. 
V.  Holmes,  1  C.  &  K.  248.  (g)  Rex  v.  Shaw,  6  C.  &  P.  372,  Patte- 

(e)  Reg.  V.  Gamer,  1  Den.  0.  C.  829.        son,  J. 

(/)  Reg.  t;.  Baldry,  2  Den.  C.  C.  480.  {k)  R.  v,  Thomas,  7  C.  &  P.  345. 

Reg.  V,  Furley,  and  Reg.  v,  Harris,  wert^  (i)  R.  v.  Lloyd,  6  C.  &  P.  898. 

cited  and  disapproved  of  in  this  case,  and 
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So  where  a  constable  told  a  prisoner  that  his  father  had  been 
charged  with  murder.  He  had  been  previously  cautioned  not 
to  cnminate  himself,  as  the  witness  would  bring  it  all  against  him. 
The  prisoner  said  he  hoped  no  one  would  be  charged  with  the 
murder  but  himself,  and  then  made  a  confession.  Doherty,  C.  J., 
having  confeiTed  with  Torrens,  J.,  admitted  the  confession,  ob- 
serving that,  although  such  announcement  was  likely  to  act  upon 
the  feelings  of  the  prisoner,  he  would  not  be  wan*anted  on  that 
ground  in  refusing  to  receive  it:  {jD  So  where  the  prisoner  was 
indicted  for  concealing  the  birth  of  her  child,  a  medical  witness 
said  that  he  examined  the  prisoner  in  custody,  and  found  that  her 
breasts  were  full  of  milk,  and  a.sked  her  whether  she  had  not 
recently  had  a  child,  and  added  that  if  she  refused  to  tell  he  would 
examine  her  person  more  closely;  the  prisoner  then  said,  'It  is 
unnecessary  to  examine  me,  for  I  had  a  child.'  Torrens,  J.,  ad- 
mitted this  confession,  on  the  ground  that  the  witness  was  endea- 
vouring to  ascertain  a  fact  within  his  own  province,  and  not 
inconsistent  with  the  prisoner's  innocence,  and  that  the  declara- 
tion of  the  witness  was  not  a  threat  within  the  rule  which  excludes 
confessions.  (A:) 

Upon  an  indictment  for  housebreaking,  it  appeared  that  the  pri- 
soner being  m  the  shop  of  the  prosecutor,  handcuffed,  some  recom- 
mendations to  confess  had  been,  in  the  absence  of  the  prosecutor, 
made  to  him  by  the  person  who  had  been  left  in  charge  of  the 
house ;  and  the  prisoner  said,  that  if  the  handcuffs  were  taken  off 
he  would  tell  where  he  put  the  property.  He  had  expressed 
doubts  whether,  if  he  told  where  the  property  was,  he  could  rely  on 
being  leniently  dealt  with,  and,  after  the  prosecutor  came  in,  he 
was  told  that  they  would  do  all  they  could  for  him.  It  was  objected 
that  the  statement  was  inadmissible,  as  it  was  made  under  auress, 
and  to  deliver  himself  from  the  confinement.  Bosanquet,  J., '  I 
do  not  think  there  is  anything  in  the  objection,  but  I  will  take  a 
note  of  it.*  Taunton,  J.,  '  I  take  it  no  man  ever  makes  a  con- 
fession voluntarily,  without  proposing  to  himself  in  his  own 
mind  some  advantage  to  be  derived  from  it.'  The  statement  was 
received.  (Z) 

It  is  no  objection  that  the  confession  was  made  under  a  mistaken 
supposition  that  some  of  the  prisoner's  accomplices  were  in  custody : 
not  even  though  some  artifice  has  been  used  to  draw  him  into  that 
supposition,  (m) 

Jacobs  and  Tarrant,  two  apprentices,  were  indicted  for  stealing 
from  their  master,  who,  suspecting  Tarrant,  told  him  that  if  he  did 
not  confess  he  would  send  for  a  constable.  Jacobs  could  hear 
what  was  said.  Tarrant  said  he  had  robbed  the  prosecutor,  and 
that  Jacobs  had  robbed  him  too.  Jacobs  said,  *  You  are  a  liar ;  I 
have  only  taken  one  handkerchief.'  It  was  held  that  the  statement 
of  Jacobs  was  admissible ;  for  an  inducement  or  threat  offered  to 
one  pei-son  cannot  affect  the  admissibility  of  a  confession  made  by 
another,  although  that  other  be  present  when  the  inducement  is 
offered,  (n) 

{))  Nolan's  case,  Joy,  16.     1  Crawf.  &  statement  did  not  amount  to  a  confession. 

Dix,  C.  C.  74.  and  Bosanquet,  J.,  desired  the  jury  to  lay 

(^)  Cain's  case,  Joy,  16.     1  Crawf.  ft  it  out  of  their  consideration. 
Dix,  C.  C.  37.  (m)  Bex  r.  Burley,  1  Phill.  Ev.  406. 

(0  Rex  r.  Green,  6  C.  &  P.  665.    The  («)  Reg.  v.  Jacobs,  4  Cox,  C.  C.   54, 
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In   a  case  (o)    where    the   prisoner,  while   in   gaol,   asked  the  Letter  from 
turnkey  if  he  would  put  a  letter  into  the  post  for  him,  and,  after  the  priaoner  in 
his  promising  to  do  so,  the  prisoner  gave  him  a  letter  addressell  to  ^° ' 
his  father,  and  the  turnkey,  instead  of  putting  it  into  the  post,  gave 
it  to  the  visiting  magistrates  of  the  gaol,  who  gave  it  to  the  prose- 
cutor ;  Garrow,  B.,  held  that  the  letter  so  obtained  was  admissible 
in  evidence,  and  said  he  remembered  making  an  objection,  when  at 
the  bar,  to  evidence  under  the  same  circumstances  before  Gould, 
J.,  who  overruled  it. 

A  confession  made  by  the  prisoner  with  a  view  and  under  the  Confession 
hope  of  being  thereby  permitted  to  turn  king's  evidence,  has  been  ^"^  »  ^^Y  *^ 
held  inadmissible,  (p)     On  an  indictment  for  murder,  it  appeared  as  a  witness^ 
that  the  prisoner  was  taken  into  custody  on  the  charge  on  the  2nd  and  receiving 
of  December,  and  that  on  the  11th  he  made  certain  statements,  apanion. 
which  were  sought  to  be  given  in  evidence.     To  prove  one  of  these  Statements 
statements,  a  policeman  was  called,  who  said  that  he  held  out  no  JJ^^ard^and*^ 
inducement  to  the  prisoner  to  make  any  statement,  nor  did  he  pardon  offered 
know  that    any   one  else   had  down  to  the  11th  of  December,  bytheSecrc- 
when  the  statement  was  made ;  but  on  the  6th  of  December  he  ^Zcted^Y*^ 
knew  that  a  reward  of  lOOZ.  Iiad  been  oflfered  by  the  government,  appearing 
accompanied  by  a  statement  that  the  Secretary  of  State  would  re-  ^^^^  t^ey  wero 
commend  an  accomplice,  not  being  the  person  who  actually  com-  ^^reby^ 
raitted  the  murder,  for  a  pardon,  but  the  witness  could  not  state 
that  this  had  come  to  the  knowledge  of  the  prisoner ;  and  Cress- 
well,  J.,  allowed  this  statement  to  be  given  in  evidence.     In  a  later 
part  of  the  same  case  a  policeman  stated,  that  soon  after  the  pri- 
soner had  been  taken  into  custody,  and  before  the  6th  of  December, 
the  prisoner  requested  that  he  would  let  him  know  if  any  reward 
should  be  ofiTered,  or  any  papers  published  concerning  the  murder, 
and  that  he  would  bring  any  such  papers  to  him  as  soon  as  they 
were  printed.     On  the  6th  of  December,  it  was  generally  known 
that  the  Secretary  of  State  had  offered  a  reward  and  a  promise  of 
free  pardon  to  any  of  the  offenders,  except  such  as  had  struck 
the  blow,   and  on  the  13th  the  witness  gave  the  prisoner  one 
of  the  printed    handbills,  which    offered    lOOZ.   reward   to   any 
person  who  should  give  such  infors^ation  as  should  lead  to  the 
discovery  and  conviction  of  the  murderers,  and  '  a  pardon  to  an 
accomplice,  not  being  the  person  who  actually  committed  the  mur- 
der, who  shall  give  such  information  as  shall  lead  to  the  same 
result.'     Cresswell,  J.,  after  consulting  Patteson,  J.,  held  that  a 
statement  made  by  the  prisoner  to  the  witness  on  the  11th  of  De- 
cember was  receivable.     In  a  still  later  part  of  the  same  case,  it 
appeared  that  on  the  evening  of  the  10th  of  December,  the  pri- 
soner said  that  he  saw  no  reason  why  he  should  suffer  for  the  crime 
of  another,  and  aa  government  had  offered  a  free  pardon  to  any  one 
of  the  parties  concerned,  who  had  not  struck  the  blow,  he  would 
tell  all  he  knew  about  the  matter.     Cresswell,  J., '  It  now  appears, 
with  sufficient  clearness,  that  the  prisoner  in  making  the  statements 

The  Common  Serjeant  after  consulting  had  been  admitted  king's  evidence,  and 

Erie,  J.     R.  r.  Bate,  11  Cox,  C.  C.  686.  confessed,  and  upon  the  trial  of  his  ac- 

(o)  Rex  V.  Derrington,  2  C.  &  P.  418,  complices  refused  to  pve  evidence,  he 

Garrow,  B.  was  convicted  upon  his  own  confession. 

(p)  Hairs  case,  in  note  to  Lambe's  Rex  v.  Burley,  2  Stark.  Ev.  13.     See  R. 

case,  2  Leach,  659.     But  where  a  person  r.  Gillis,  11  Cox,  C.  C.  69. 
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Confession  by 
a  prisoner 
after  he  had 
heard  of  a 
reward  and 
pardon,  and 
after  he  had 
been  cau- 
tioned, held 
admissible. 


ascribed  to  him  was  influenced  by  the  hope  of  pardon  held  out  by 
authorized  parties.  I  shall,  therefore,  reject  the  evidence  of  all 
statements  made  by  him  after  the  evening  of  the  10th  of  December, 
and  expunge  from  my  notes  such  as  have  already  been  giv^n  in 
evidence/  (g) 

Upon  an  indictment  for  murder,  it  appeared  that  the  prisoner 
sent  to  the  chaplain  of  the  gaol,  and  said  he  thou^t  it  was  very 
hard  that  some  of  the  prisoners  should  have  their  lives  taken  away 
wrongfully,  and  asked  the  chaplain  if  any  magistrate  would  come 
that  day,  as  he  wished  to  see  a  magistrate  to  make  a  statement 
respecting  the  charge ;  and  then  said, '  Has  any  proclamation  been 
made,  or  any  ofier  of  pardon  ? '  The  chaplain  said  proclamation 
had  been  made  some  time,  and  an  offer  of  pardon.  The  prisoner 
then  said  if  any  person  should  make  known  the  circumstances,  it 
would  be  impossible  for  him  to  go  back  to  Pershore.  The  chap- 
lain said  that  any  person  who  made  such  a  statement  would 
probably  not  think  of  going  back  to  Pershore,  and  that  if  he 
made  a  statement  the  chaplain  hoped  that  he  would  understand 
that  he  could  offer  him  no  inducement,  as  it  must  be  his  own  free 
and  voluntary  act.  When  the  prisoner  asked  if  there  was  a  pro- 
clamation, there  was  something  said  that  the  reward  would  enable 
a  person  to  go  elsewhere.  A  magistrate  came  in  about  three- 
quarters  of  an  hour,  and  what  passed  between  him  and  the  pri- 
soner, before  the  latter  made  a  statement,  was  reduced  to  writing 
as  follows: — 'The.  voluntary  information  and  confession,  &c., 
'who  saith,  in  answer  to  questions  put  by  the  said  magistrate, 
I  wish  to  make  a  statement  of  what  I  know.  I  have  told  the 
chaplain  so,  and  desired  him  to  send  for  a  magistrate.  No  person 
has  made  any  promise  or  held  out  any  inducement ;  what  I  have 
said  to  the  chaplain,  and  what  I  am  about  now  to  say,  is  my  own 
free  and  voluntary  act  and  desire.*  The  said  magistrate  having 
read  over  to  the  said  prisoner  the  foregoing  statement,  informed 
him  he  was  at  liberty  to  say  anything  he  might  wish,  and  that  it 
would  be  the  said  magistrate's  duty  as  a  magistrate  to  take  it 
down  in  writing.  The  said  prisoner  voluntarily  saith  as  follows 
[here  followed  the  statement.]  It  was  urged  that  this  statement 
ought  not  to  be  admitted,  as  it  was  manifest  that  the  motive 
which  induced  the  prisoner  to  make  it  was  the  offer  of  pardon. 
It  was  clear  he  made  it  to  save  himself  by  means  of  the  pardon. 
Pollock,  C.  B.,  '  I  collect  from  the  decision  in  Reg,  v.  BoaweU,  (r) 
that  before  a  statement  can  be  excluded  on  the  ground  that 
it  was  made  in  the  hope  of  a  pardon,  it  must  appear  that  that 
motive  was  operating  on  the  prisoner's  mind,  and  in  that  case,  up 
to  the  moment  when  that  was  shown,  my  brothers  Patteson  and 
Cress  well  held  the  statements  of  the  prisoner  to  be  receivable, 
though  the  prisoner  knew  of  the  reward  and  the  promise  of  a  pardon 
haviag  been  offered  by  the  Secretary  of  State ;  but  when  it  ap- 
peared that  Soswell  had  made  the  communication,  stating  "he 
saw  no  reason  why  he  should  suffer  for  the  crime  of  another,  and 
that,  as  government  had  offered  a  free  pardon  to  any  of  the 
parties  concerned,  who  had  not  struck  the  blow,  he  would  tell  all 
about  the  matter,"  it  was  held  that  the  statement  was  inadmissible, 


)  Reg.  V.  Boswell,  C.  &  M.  584. 


{r)  Supra. 
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as  it  appeared  that  the  prisoner  was  influenced  by  the  hope  of 
pardon  held  out  by  authorized  parties.  In  the  present  case  the 
chaplain  said  to  the  prisoner,  after  the  pardon  had  been  alluded 
to,  that  he  hoped  he  would  understand  that  he,  the  chaplain, 
could  offer  him  no  inducement ;  it  must  be  his  own  free  and  volun- 
tary act,  and  what  the  magistrate  said  to  him  is  very  nearly  to  the 
same  effect.  I  think  that  the  statement  of  the  prisoner  must  be 
received.'  {a) 

Moore  and  Blackburn  were  tried  for  a  murder.     The  chief  con-  Letters  ad- 
stable  had  received  three  anonymous  letters  ;  No.  1  on  the  29th  J^*,^*^^ 
of  October,  No.  2  on  the  3rd  of  November,  and  No.  3  on  the  8th  reward  and 
of  that  month:  on  the  •12th  Moore  was  examined  as  a  witness  pardon,  but  a 
against  Blackburn  before  the  magistrates;  and.  on  his  leaving,  the  J^^^.^^, 
chief  constable  told  him  that  he  was  not  satisfied  with  the  way  he  utter,  bnt  not 
had  given  his  evidence ;  Moore  said  that  he  had  more  to  state,  the  former, 
and  was  desired  to  put  it  on  paper,  and  the  next  day  a  paper  was  SJJ^'^aiufled  ^* 
produced,  which  Moore  said  he  had  written.     The  chief  constable  by  the  reward 
then    said,    '  I  arrest  yon    as    the  writer  of  several  anonymous  ^^^  pardon, 
letters,  showing  a  guilty  knowledge  of  the  murder.'      Moore  said 
he  had  written  the  letters  Nos.  1  and  2,  and  the  chief  constable 
believed  No.  3  to  be  in  his  handwriting.    A  large  reward  had  been 
offered  to  anyone  giving  private  information  of  the  murder,  and  a 
reward  and  free  pardon  by  government  for  any  accomplice  not  the 
actual    murderer ;    and   a  handbill   had    been   circulated,  dated 
Nov.  4,  stating  these  rewards  and  pardon.     Moore  had  received  a 
shilling  a  day  by  the  direction  of  the  chief  constable  whilst  he 
was  a  witness,  as  he  stated  he  was  starving.     The  chief  constable 
told  Moore  repeatedly,  when  he  was  treated  as  a  witness,  that  he 
must  speak  the  truth  ;  but  he  never  offered  him  any  inducement 
to  make  any  statement.     It  was  held  that  these  letters  and  state- 
ments were  admissible ;  they  were  not  confessions,  but  merely 
statements  made  to  get  others  implicated.   The  governor  of  the  gaol, 
from  notes  made  at  the  time,  afterwards  deposed  to  a  statement 
made  by  Moore  in  the  magistrate's  room  at  the  gaol,  four  days  after 
he  was  charged  with  the  murder  ;  at  this  time  a  printed  copy  of 
the  handbill  offering  the  rewards  and  pardon  was  hanging  up  in 
the  room,  and  the  contents  were  known  to  the  prisoner,  who  fre- 
quently, both  before  and  after  this  statement,  asked  the  governor 
whether  he  thought  he  (the  prisoner)  could  give  evidence,  but  he 
never  said  that  he  made  the  statement  in  that  expectation,  or  in 
hope   of   getting   the   reward,  and    the  gaoler  on  all  occasions 
told  him,  before  he  said  anything,  that  his  statements  would  be 
used  against  him.     Talfourd,  J.,  received  the  statement  at  the 
time;  but  the  following  morning  stated  that  he  had  consulted 
Williams,  J.,  and,  upon    mature   consideiVEion,  they  considered 
that  all  the  statements  were  admissible,  with  the  exception  of  that 
made  to  the  gaoler.     As  it  appeared  that  at  the  time  it  was  made 
the  handbill  was  in  the  room,  and  the  prisoner  had  the  notion  that 
he  would  be  admitted  as  a  witness  for  the  Crown,  they  were  of 
opinion,  on  mature  consideration,  that  this  statement  was  inadmis- 
sible, and  he  should  therefore  expunge  it  from  his  notes.  (Q 

(8)  Reg.  V.  Dingley,  1  0.  A;  K.  637.  (t)  Reg.  v,  Blackburn,  6  Ck>x,  C.  C. 
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The  prisoner,  who  was  indicted  with  several  others  for  burglary, 
sent  for  a  magistrate  to  tell  him  he  had  something  to  communi- 
cate to  him.  The  magistrate  acted  at  the  interview  with  great 
caution,  and  warned  the  prisoner  not  to  say  anything  that  would 
queen's  evi-  criminate  himself,  as  what  he  said  would  be  taken  down  in  writing, 
^V^lition  «'^d  made  use  of  against  him  on  his  trial.  The  prisoner  replied  he 
from  a  magis-  did  not  care,  as  he  knew  that  the  witness  knew  all.  Upon  cross- 
tratc.  examination,  it  appeared  that  the  prisoner  had  been  confined,  after 

his  arrest,  in  the  same  cell  with  another  person,  charged  with  the 
same  crime,  who  had  confessed  and  been  admitted  queen's  evi- 
dence;  the   prisoner  was   aware  of  this,  and  it  was  to  that  he 
alluded  when  he  said   that  he    knew  the  witness  knew  all,  and 
that  it  was  from  the  statement  made  by  the  person  who  had  been 
admitted  queen's  evidence  that  the  prisoner  was  examined,  and 
his  confession  taken  down.     It  was  insisted  that,  under  these  cir- 
cumstances, the   confession  was   not   admissible,  as    the   caution 
given  by  the  magistrate  did  not  appear  to  have  had  the  eflfect  of 
removing   from   the   prisoner's    mmd   all   the   influences   which 
would  have   invalidated   the   confession,   and   that  there  was  a 
reasonable  cause  to  lead  the  prisoner  to  believe  that  if  he  made 
a  confession  he  would   be   put   in  the    same  situation  with  the 
other  person  who  had  done  so.     Crampton,  J.,  received  the  con- 
fession, observing   that  the  magistrate  stated  that,  as  far  as  he 
knew,  the  prisoner  came  forward  voluntarily ;  that  a  mere  formal 
caution  from  a  magistrate  would  not  be  sufficient  to  set  up  a  con- 
fession, if  it  appeared  that  such  confession  was  made  under  the 
distiifict  impression  of  a  previous  promise  or  threat,  but  that  it 
did  not  appear  that  there  was  any  previous  inducement  whatever. 
If  there  were  any  threats  made  use  of  before,  or  any  promises  held 
out,  the  distinct  caution  given  by  the  magistrate  was  sufficient  to 
obviate  them.     It  was  in  effect  telling  the  prisoner  that  he  would 
get  no  benefit  from  his  confession,  and  that  he  should  consequently 
dismiss  from  his  mind  all  expectation  of  getting  any,  if  any  such 
he  had.  (u) 
An  induce-  The  prisoner  had  been  in  the  custody  of  several  constables,  one 

ment  as  to  one  after  another,  and  it  was  suggested  on  his  behalf  that  one  of  them 
__.  ^^  improperly  induced  him  to  confess,  and  tliis  constable  was 
called,  and  stated  that  the  prisoner  was  in  his  custody  on  another 
charge,  and  was  not  suspected  at  that  time  of  the  offence  for  which 
he  was  on  his  trial,  and  that  he  made  a  statement.  It  was  sub- 
mitted that  if  a  promise  was  held  out  to  him,  it  was  immaterial 
what  the  charge  was.  Littledale,  J.,  'I  think  not.  If  he  was 
taken  up  on  a  particular  charge,  I  think  that  the  promise  could 
only  operate  on  his  mind  as  to  the  charge  on  which  he  wa£^  t^en 
up.  A  promise  as  to  OBe  charge  will  not  affect  him  as  to  another 
charge.'     The  confession  was  admitted,  (v) 

But  where  several  felonies  form  part  of  the  same  transaction. 


crime  will  not 
exclude  a 
confession  as 
to  another 
crime. 


Unless  thej 
are  parts  of 


(\f)  Berigan's  cose,  Joy,  27.  1  Ir. 
Circ.  Rep.  177.  In  this  case  there  were 
similar  confessions  made  by  all  the  pri- 
soners,  under  circumstances  precisely 
similar,  and  tliev  were  all  admitted.  '  It 
is  not  improbable,'  observes  Mr.  Joy, 
'  that  in  this  case  the  prisoner  was  in- 
duced to  make  the  confession  by  whnt 


his  fellow-prisoner  had  done,  and  by  his 
having  been  admitted  queen's  evidence, 
but  no  promise,  threat,  or  inducement  was 
held  out  by  any  person  in  anthority  cal- 
culated to  make  his  confession  untrue. 
Joy,  28. 

(r)  R€x  r.  Warner  and  Morean,  Glou- 
cester Spr.  Ass.  1832.     MSS.  C.  S.  G. 
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an  inducement  held  out  as  to  one  will  exclude  a  statement  as  to  the  same 
another,  (w)  tnuuiaction. 

Upon  an  indictment  for  murder,  it  appeared  that  the  prisoner  A  confession 
and  the  deceased  had  been  in  the  service  of  Mrs.  Coxe,  at  Bath.  "^«  ^\^?' 
The  deceased  was  murdered  in  the  night  of  the  26th  of  January,  ^^J!^on  by 
and  the  prisoner  was  apprehended  on  the  30th  of  that  month,  and  a  clergyman, 
some  articles  belonging  to  Mrs.  Coxe  afterwards  found  in  a  room  "?*  "^^  "»y 
hired  by  him.  When  in  gaol,  the  prisoner  had  the  Bible  and  the  pot^  bene™t 
Whole  Duty  of  Man  by  him ;  the  gaoler  pointed  out  several  pas-  is  admissible, 
sages  for  him  to  read  in  the  Prayer  Book,  particularly  the  opening 
sentences  of  the  service,  and  told  him  if  he  wished  to  have  a 
spiritual  adviser  he  would  endeavour  to  get  him  one ;  and  after 
some  conversation  the  prisoner  expressed  a  wish  to  have  the  chap- 
lain of  the  gaol.  The  chaplain  went  to  the  gaol  and  asked  the 
prisoner  why  he  sent  to  him  ;  the  prisoner  answered,  to  read  and 
pray  with  him,  as  he  could  not  do  it  himself,  or  make  use  of  the 
books  which  were  lying  before  him,  which  were  the  Bible,  Prayer 
Book,  and  Whole  Duty  of  Man.  The  prisoner  said  he  knew  he 
was  a  sinner,  and  should  soon  die.  The  chaplain  asked  him  how 
he  knew  it ;  he  replied,  he  had  been  told  at  the  Hall  he  should 
be  hanged  for  taking  the  goods  of  his  mistress  ;  and  he  then  ad- 
mitted that  he  had  purloined  a  few  things  from  her.  The  chaplain 
saw  he  was  in  a  very  perturbed  and  distressed  state  of  mind,  and 
asked  him  if  there  was  not  something  still  more  heavy  on  his  con- 
science ;  he  said  he  knew  he  was  a  sinner  as  other  men,  and  he 
knew  he  waa  suspected  of  the  unhappy  murder.  The  chaplain 
told  hiin,  if  he  was  innocent  to  maintain  his  innocence ;  but  if 
not,  his  own  heart  would  tell  him.  The  chaplain,  as  the  minister 
of  God,  thought  it  was  his  duty  to  warn  him  not  to  add  sin  to  sin, 
by  attempting  to  dissemble  with  God.  The  chaplain  then  asked 
him,  as  he  confessed  himself  a  sinner,  and  as  he  thought  he  should 
soon  die,  whether  he  would  not  wish  to  repent  of  his  sins  ;  he  an- 
swered in  the  affirmative.  The  chaplain  then  explained  to  him 
what  he  considered  to  be  the  nature  of  true  repentance  ;  and, 
amongst  other  things,  that  it  was  not  a  mere  acknowledgment  of 
sin,  but  a  deep  search  into  ourselves,  and  by  the  purity  of  the 
Gospel,  whenever  we  found  ourselves  deep  defaulters,  to  confess 
the  same  before  God,  with  a  deep  contrition  on  our  part  for  having 
violated  the  law  of  God.  The  chaplain  told  him,  that  before  God 
it  would  be  better  for  him  to  confess  his  sins.  The  chaplain  also 
told  him,  that,  next  to  confessing  his  sins  before  Qod,  another 
most  important  part  of  the  duty  of  repentance  was  to  repair,  by 
all  possible  means  in  his  power,  every  injury  of  whatsoever  nature 
he  nad  done  to  his  fellow-creatures ;  he  enlarged  very  consider- 
ably on  his  repairing  the  injuries  he  had  done  his  fellow-creatures, 
as  forming  a  branch  of  true  repentance ;  and  he  said  he  might  say, 
and  repairing  any  injury  done  to  the  laws  of  his  country.  The 
chaplain  stated  that  the  prisoner  was  then  extremely  agitated  ;  he 
read  to  him  part  of  the  Commination  Service,  commenting  upon 
it  as  he  went  alopg.  He  thought  at  one  time  that  the  prisoner 
was  on  the  point  of  making  some  immediate  communication  to  him, 
and  be  asked  him  if  he  should  send  for  Mr.  Bourne  (the  gaoler), 

{w)  Reg.  V,  Hearn,  C.  &  M.  lOP. 
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meaning  it  with  a  view  of  the  prisoner  making  a  communication 
to  Bourne,  because  he  considered  he  had  made  a  great  impression 
on  the  prisoner.     The  chaplain  stated  the  prisoner's  agitation  and 

Eerturbed  state  of  mind  during  the  interview  was  so  great  that 
e  could  not  help  being  aware  that  the  prisoner  had  something 
pressing  on  his  mind  ;  and  the  chaplain  said  while  that  was  the 
case  he  could  tell  the  prisoner,  and  the  prisoner  would  feel,  that 
no  services  of  his  would  afford  him,  what  he  wished  they  should 
do,  real  comfort ;  telling  him  also  he  must  be  aware  that  he,  as  a 
minister  of  God,  had  but  one  object  in  view,  to  bring  him  to  a 
state  of  true  repentance ;  and  that  he  could  not  but  himself  feel 
sensible  that  he  was  more  concerned  in  the  dreadful  deed  than  he 
had  admitted  ;  that  he  did  not  wish  him  to  confess  to  him,  but  to 
bear  in  mind  the  subject  on  which  he  had  talked  to  him  and  read 
to  him.  The  prisoner  was  evidently  so  worked  upon  by  what  had 
been  said,  that  the  chaplain  could  not  but  observe  it  to  him,  and 
asked  him  whether  his  conscience  did  not  bear  witness  to  the  truth 
of  what  he  had  advanced.  The  chaplain  soon  after  left  him,  the 
prisoner  having  expressed  a  wish  to  see  him  again.  He  then  went 
and  reported  to  the  magistrates  what  had  passed  between  them ; 
and  having  recovered  himself  a  little  from  the  agitation  he  was  in 
from  so  painful  an  interview,  went  to  the  prisoner  again  a  little 
before  three  on  the  same  day,  and  resumed  the  tenor  of  his  con- 
versation upon  repentance,  and  confessing  his  sins  before  God, 
and  repairing,  by  every  possible  means,  any  injury  he  had  done  to 
his  fellow-creatures.  As  the  prisoner  had  himself  alluded  to  the 
murder,  the  chaplain  entreated  him,  if  he  knew  himself  guilty,  to 
avail  himself,  by  the  means  of  general  repentance  and  faith  in 
Christ,  to  be  reconciled  with  God.  At  one  time,  during  this  in- 
terview, the  chaplain  saw  so  evident  an  impression  made  on  his 
mind,  that  he  could  not  but  tell  him,  his  fear,  which  he  had  ex- 
pressed to  the  prisoner  in  the  morning,  respecting  his  participa- 
tion in  the  dreadful  deed,  was  fully  confirmed  ;  and  that  while  he 
was  in  that  state  of  mind,  he  (the  chaplain)  could  not  afford  him 
the  consolation  by  prayer,  which  it  was  his  earnest  wish  to  do, 
and  so  that  his  prayers  could  be  of  any  avail  to  him  ;  and  he  soon 
after  left  the  prisoner.  The  first  interview  lasted  about  two 
hours,  and  the  second  about  an  hour  and  a  quarter,  and  during 
these  interviews  the  chaplain  enlarged  upon  the  topics  mentioned 
to  the  prisoner.  The  chaplain  said  he  could  almost  take  upon 
himself  to  say,  that  he  always  used  the  terms, '  confessing  his  sins 
before  God  ; '  but  he  afterwards  said  that  he  could  not  say,  that 
he  mentioned  *  before  God'  every  time  he  used  the  word  'con- 
fessing.' After  the  second  interview,  the  gaoler  saw  the  prisoner, 
and  told  the  prisoner  what  had  passed  between  him,  the  gaoler, 
and  the  prisoner's  wife  ;  and  he  also  told  the  prisoner,  that  he  was 
perfectly  satisfied  that  what  he,  the  gaoler,  said  in  the  morning 
First  caution,     was  Correct     The  prisoner  then  said  he  would  tell  the  gaoler  all 

about  it     The  gaoler  said  to  him,  '  Don't  tell  me  anything  but 

what  you  would  wish  the  mayor  and    magistrates  to    know,  for 

Firat  con-         whatever  you  tell  me  I  must  inform  them  of.'    The  prisoner  then 

fession  to  the     related  to  the  gaoler  the  particulars  of  the  murder,  and  the  way 

gaoler.  [i^  which    he   had  committed  it.     The  gaoler  then  said  to  him, 

'Now  I  shall  tell   all  this  to  the  mayor  and  magistrates.'     The 
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prisoner  then  said, '  That  is  what  I  wish  ; '  he  said  he  had  endea- 
voured to  make  up  his  mind  to  confess  before  ;  he  had  a  great  mind 
on  Monday.     He  then  requested  the  mayor  should  come  and  hear 
what  he  had  to  say  :  and  particularly  wished  to  see  the  clergyman 
again.     The  next  morning  (Saturday)  the  gaoler  saw  him  again, 
and  read  to  him  two  prayers  and  a  psalm :  he  said  he  felt  himself 
a  good  deal  easier  in  his  mind.    The  mayor  of  Bath  and  town  clerk 
came  about  ten  o'clock.     The  prisoner,  before  he  saw  them,  told 
the  gaoler  that  some  part  of  what  he  had  stated  the  night  before 
was  not  correct,  as  to  what  part  of  the  house  he  met  the  deceased 
in  when  he  first  stinick  her,  and  he  said  it  was  in  another  part  of 
the  house.     When    the  mayor  saw   the  prisoner   in  the  gaolers 
room,  he  said, '  I  am  come  to  see  you,  as  I  understand  you  wish 
to  make  some  communication  to  me.'    The  mayor  then  said  to  Second  cau- 
him,  'Before  you  say  anything,  I   think    it  necessary  to  apprise  ^i^n. 
you,  as  I  have  done  several  times  during  your  examination,  that 
it  will  probably  be  given  in  evidence  against  you.  You  are,  there- 
fore, to  use  your  own  discretion,  and  say  little  or  nothing,  as  you 
may  think  best ;  and  if  you  have  changed  your  mind  since  you 
sent  to  me,  and  do  not  choose  to  say  anything,  I  will  retire,  and 
shall  not  feel  at  all  angry  with  you  for  having  brought  me  down 
unnecessarily.'     The  prisoner  said  something ;  what  he  said  was  Second  con- 
taken  down  in  writing,  in  his  own  words  ;  it  was  read  over  to  him  ^^^^^^  ^  *^o 
by  the  town  clerk,  and  the  clerk  asked  him  if  he  had  any  objec-  ™*^ 
tion  to  sign  it :  he  said  he  had  not  any,  but  his  hand  shook  so 
much  he  could  not  write  his  name,  but  it  was  all  true.  The  mayor 
then  signed  the  examination,  but  it  was  not  signed  by  the  pri- 
soner.    This  examination  of  the  prisoner  was  read  ;  and  it  con- 
tained a  confession  of  his  having  committed  the  murder,  and  the 
circumstances  attending  it.      It  appeared  that  the  prisoner  had 
undergone  five  or   six  examinations,  including   the  coroner's  in- 
quest.    In  the  course  of  the  same  morning,  after  the  mayor  was 
gone,  one  of  the  mayor  s  oflScers  saw  the  prisoner,  and  in  answer 
to  a  question  how  he  was,  the  prisoner  told  him  he  was  better 
since  he  had  eased  his  mind  ;  and  in  the  conversation  they  had,  he  Third  con- 
told  the  officer  that  he  had  committed  the  murder,  and  related  Session  to  ths 
some  of  the  particulars.     The  next  morning  (Sunday)  the  prisoner  ^J^" 
was  taken  from  Bath  to  the  county  gaol  by  another  of  the  mayor's 
officers,  and  in  answer  to  an  inquiry  how  he  felt,  he  said  he  felt  a  Fourth  con- 
good  deal  better  since  he  had  relieved  his  mind  ;  and  in  the  course  ^^^^^^^  ^  *^^o 
of  their  journey  he  told  this  last-mentioned  officer  that  he  had  Xcer." 
committed  the  murder,  and  stated  some  of  the  particulars.     It  was 
contended  on  the  part  of  the  prosecution  that,  even  supposing  the 
confession  made  to  Bourne,  the  gaoler  at  Bath,  immediately  after 
the  chaplain's  interview  with  the  prisoner,  were  not  receivable  in 
evidence,  still  that  the  confession    made    to  the  mayor  was  re- 
'ceivable,  inasmuch  as   the  mayor  cautioned    him  against  saying 
anything,  unless  he  thought  it  right,  and  that  what  he  said  would  Opinion  of 
probably  be  given  in  evidence  against  him.     But  Littledale,  J.,  l^**Jodaie,  J. 
thought  that,  after  what  the  chaplain  had  said  to  him,  nothing 
that  the  mayor  said  could  do  away  the  effect  which  the  chaplain 
had  produced  in  his  mind,  and  that  it  differed  from  those  cases 
where  a  confession  having  been  made  under  circumstances  which 
prevented  its  being  received  in  evidence,  if  a  magistrate  has  cau- 
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tioned  a  prisoner  not  to  say  anything  against  himself,  a  subsequent 
confession  made  before  a  magistrate  has  been  admitted  in  evi- 
dence. The  learned  judge  received  the  confessions  in  evidence, 
and  the  prisoner  was  found  guilty.  But  the  point  was  reserved 
for  the  consideration  of  the  judges  ;  before  whom  it  was  argued,  {y) 
The  judges  were  of  opinion  that  the  confessions  had  been  properly 
received,  and  that  the  conviction  was  right ;  upon  the  ground,  it 
is  uAderstood,  that  there  were  no  temporal  hopes  of  benefit  or  for- 
giveness held  out,  and  that  such  hopes,  if  referrible  merely  to  a 
future  state  of  existence,  are  not  within  the  principle  on  whicli 
the  rule  for  excluding  confessions  obtained  by  improper  influence 
is  founded,  {z) 

(c)  What  TTireata  and  Menaces  will  exclude  a  Confeaaion, 

As  to  what  shall  be  considered  as  a  threat,  saying  to  a  prisoner 
that  it  would  be  worse  for  him  if  he  did  not  confess,  is  sufficient 
to  exclude  a  confession,  (a)  So  a  confession  induced  by  saying, 
'  Unless  you  give  me  a  more  satisfactory  account,  I  will  take  you 
before  a  magistrate,'  or  (6)  by  saying,  '  that  unfortunate  watch 
has  been  found,  and  if  you  do  not  tell  me  who  your  partner  was, 
I  will  commit  you  to  prison  as  soon  as  we  get  to  Newcastle ;  you 
are  a  damned  villain,  and  the  gallows  is  painted  in  you  face,'  (c) 
cannot  be  given  in  evidence.  So  where  a  prosecutrix  said  to  her 
servant  girl,  who  was  in  custody  on  a  charge  of  administering 
poison  to  her,  *  Jane,  now  you  see  the  eflfects  of  your  wickedness ; 
you  will  be  to  go  from  here  to-morrow  morning  to  Stourbridge  to 
the  magistrates,  and  not  return  again.'  The  girl  answered, 
*  Sooner  than  I  will  go  from  here  or  anywhere  else,  I  will  tell  the 
truth ; '  and  the  prosecutrix  said,  '  That  is  what  I  want,'  and  the 
prisoner  then  made  a  statement ;  it  was  held  that  the  statement 
was  inadmissible,  because  it  was  made  to  prevent  her  being  taken 
before  the  magistrates,  (d) 

A  boy,  between  eight  and  nine  years  old,  was  thus  questioned 
by  a  policeman :  *  Have  you  ever  been  to  school  ? '  He  said  *  Yes.* 
'  Do  you  know  what  will  become  of  you  if  you  tell  a  falsehood  ?  * 
'Yes  ;  I. shall  go  to  hell.'  'Do  you  think  God  knows  everything 
that  is  done  1 '  *  Yes.'  '  Do  you  think  he  knows  who  set  fire  to  the 
haystack?'      The   boy  did  not   answer,  but  began  to  cry.     The 


(y)  The  foUowiDg  authorities  were 
cited :  Rex  v.  Radford,  tried  at  Exeter 
Summer  Assizes,  1823,  where  a  clergyman 
had  prevailed  on  the  prisoner  to  confess  a 
murder,  by  dwelling  on  the  heinousness 
of  the  crime,  and  the  denunciations  of 
Scripture  against  it,  without  giving  him 
any  caution  that  it  would  be  used  in  evi- 
dence against  him,  and  Best,  C.  J.,  refused 
to  allow  the  clerg|yman  to  state  the  con- 
fession ;  saying  that  he  thought  it  dan- 
gerous after  the  coniidence  thus  created, 
which  would  throw  the  prisoner  off  his 
giuird,  and  the  impression  thus  produced, 
to  aUow  what  he  then  said  to  be  given  in 
evidence  against  him.  But  it  is  said  that 
this  case  was  not  determined  on  this 
ground;  but  that  Best,  C.  J.,  thought  that 
it  was  improper  in  the  clerg3rman  to  vio- 


late the  confidence  reposed  in  him  b^  the 
prisoner,  and  expressed  a  strong  opinion 
to  that  effect ;  and  as  the  evidence  was  not 
wanted  for  the  Crown,  it  was  not  pressed, 
and  the  prisoner  was  convicted  without  it. 
Rex  V.  Sparkes,  cited  Peake,  N.  P.  R.  78. 
Williams  v.  Williams,  1  Hagg.  304. 

{z)  Rex  V.  Gilham,  R.  &  M.  C.  C.  R. 
136. 

(a)  2  East,  P.  C.  c.  16,  s.  94,  p.  659. 
R.  V.  Coley,  10  Cox,  C.  C.  636. 

(b)  Thompson's  case,  1  Leach,  291. 

(c)  Rex  «.  Parratt,  4  C.  &  P.  670, 
Alderson,  J. 

(d)  Rex  V.  Griffiths,  MSS.  C.  S.  G. 
Worcester  Sum.  Ass.  1 832,  Bosanauet,  J. 
S.  C.  as  Rex  v.  Richards,  6  C.  &  P.  818. 
See  this  case  more  fully,  pott,  p.  463. 
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policeman  then  asked  whether  he  could  give  any  information  about 
the  fire,  and  told  him,  before  he  made  any  statement,  he  should 
apprehend  him  upon  a  charge  of  setting  fire  to  Mr.  Wright's 
ricks.  After  that  the  boy  made  a  statement.  Cresswell,  J., 
after  consulting  Williams,  J.,  said,  '  It  seems  to  us  both  too 
hazardous  to  admit  this  evidence.  It  is  impossible  not  to  say  that 
what  passed  may  have  acted  upon  the  boy's  mind  as  a  threat.'  {e) 

Where  the  prisoner  was  indicted  for  sheep-stealing,  and,  prior  Words  not 
to  his  examination  before  the  magistrate,  his  wife  volunteered  a  »moantiDg  to 
confession  of  the  particulars  of  the  robbery ;  and  on  the  prisoner 
being  brought  up  for  examination,  the  magistrate  told  him  that 
his  wife  had  already  confessed  the  whole,  and  that  there  was  quite 
case  enough  against  him  to  send  a  bill  before  a  grand  jury,  and 
then  asked  him  what  he  had  to  say.  The  prisoner  immediately 
confessed  his  guilt,  and  stated  several  facts,  which  had  been  pre- 
viously deposed  to  by  his  wife.  It  was  objected  that  this  confes- 
sion could  not  be  received,  inasmuch  as  the  magistrate's  address 
to  the  prisoner  when  he  was  brought  before  him  to  be  examined 
was  in  the  nature  of  a  menace.  But  Parke,  J.,  overruled  the 
objection,  saying  he  considered  it  rather  as  a  caution.  (/) 

The  words, '  I  must  know  more  about  it,'  said  by  a  police  constable 
to  a  prisoner  in  the  course  of  a  conversation  between  them 
respecting  the  subject  matter  of  the  charge,  immediately  before 
apprehension,  were  held  not  to  exclude  an  admission,  {g) 

Prosecutrix  lost  her  purse,  containing  11.  4^.,  in  a  market,  and 
asked  the  prisoner,  who  had  been  standing  near  her,  whether  he 
had  seen  the  purse  or  seen  anyone  pick  it  up.  He  replied  that 
he  had  not.  She,  however,  suspecting  that  he  had  robbed  her, 
gave  information  to  the  police.  A  policeman  a  short  time  after 
went  in  search  of  prisoner,  and  having  found  him,  told  him  that 
the  prosecutrix  had  lost  her  purse,  and  that  it  was  supposed  that 
he  had  picked  it  up,  and  added,  '  Now  is  the  time  for  you  to  take 
it  back  to  her.'  He  denied  having  it,  and  went  with  the  police- 
man. As  they  walked  along  he  commenced  making  a  statement, 
but  the  policeman  told  him  to  say  nothing  until  they  saw  the  pro- 
secutrix. Having  met  the  prosecutrix  after  they  had  walked 
about  six  hundred  yards,  some  conversation  took  place,  and  the 
prisoner  was  searched,  and  on  a  half  a  sovereign  being  found,  the 
prisoner  said  to  the  prosecutrix  that  he  would  make  it  all  up  to 
her.  Twenty  minutes  had  elapsed  between  the  time  of  the  police- 
man's remark,  *  Now  is  the  time  to  take  it  back  to  her,'  and  the 
prisoner's  statement,  '  That  he  would  make  it  all  up  to  her." 
Held,  that  there  was  no  inducement  held  out  to  the  prisoner,  and 
that  his  statement  or  confession  that  he  would  make  it  all  up  to 
her  was  admissible  in  evidence  against  him.  Qi) 

If  the  words  used  to  a  prisoner  be  such  that  he  might  consider  Where  the 
them  as  a  threat,  a  confession  is  not  admissible.     The  prisoner  ^^o^o^^i*™ 
being  in  custody  on  a  charge  of  arson,  he  was  told  that  *  he  ought 
to  tell  whatever  was  the  truth,  but  he  must  be  very  careful,  as  he 
was  sure  to  be  committed,'  on  which  he  made  a  statement.    Taun- 

(«)  Reg.  r.  Day,  2  Ck)x,    C.  C.  209.  f>.  Long,  6  C.  &  P.  179. 
Rex  V.  Griffiths,  supra,  and  Reg.  v.  Hearn,  {g)  K.  v.  Reason,  12  Cox,  G.  C.  228. 

G.  k  M.  109,  were  cited.  {h)  R.  v.  Jones,  12  Gox,  G.  G.  241. 

(/)  Wright's  case,  1  Lew.  48.     Sec  R. 
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ton,  J.,  doubted  whether  the  words  used  might  not  be  construed  as 
a  threat,  and  having  consulted  Littledale,  J.,  said,  *  We  think  as 
the  words  were  so  ambiguous  that  they  might  be  considered  by 
the  prisoner  as  a  threat,  the  evidence  ought  not  to  be  given.*  (i) 
Where  a  prisoner  had  been  taken  into  custody  by  a  constable 
imprisonment,  ^y^ithout  a  warrant,  and  detained  by  him  in  durance  for  four  days, 
and  during  his  confinement  a  confession  was  obtained  under  cer- 
tain promises,  and  on  the  part  of  the  prosecution  it  was  attempted 
to  be  shown  that  the  confession  was  voluntary,  and  not  made 
under  such  promises  ;  Holroyd,  J.,  said,  '  Even  if  that  were  so,  the 
fact  of  its  having  been  made  while  in  uidawful  custody  renders 
it  unavailing  ; '  and  there  being  no  sufficient  evidence  without  it, 
he  directed  an  acquittal,  (k) 


Confessions 
made  after 
one  unduly  ob* 
tained. 

Confession 
after  induce- 
ment once 
made. 


(cZ)  Confession  made  after  former  one  unduly  obtained,  or  after 

Indv/^ements  once  made. 

If  a  confession  has  been  obtained  from  the  prisoner  by  undue 
means,  any  statement  afterwards  made  by  him  under  the  influence 
of  that  confession  cannot  be  admitted  as  evidence. 

Where  an  inducement  which  would  exclude  a  confession  has  been 
held  out  to  a  prisoner,  there  ought  to  be  clear  evidence  to  show 
that  the  impression  caused  by  it  has  been  removed,  before  a  subse- 
quent confession  made  at  a  different  time  is  admitted  as  evi- 
dence. (I)  The  cases  upon  this'Subject  are  conflicting.  But  certain 
general  rules  and  principles  can  be  deduced  from  the  following 
cases.  The  question  whether  the  confessions  can  be  received  in  evi- 
dence is  for  the  judge,  and  each  case  must  be  determined  upon  its 
own  facts. 

In  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Nute,  (m)  the  prisoner  was  suspected  of  set- 
ting fire  to  an  outhouse  ;  her  mistress  pressed  her  to  confess,  and 
told  her,  among  other  things,  if  she  would  repent  and  confess  God 
would  forgive  her,  but  she  concealed  from  her  that  she  would  not 
forgive  her  herself :  she  confessed.  The  next  day,  another  person, 
in  her  mistress's  sight,  though  out  of  her  hearing,  told  her  her  mis- 
tress said  she  had  confessed,  and  drew  from  her  a  second  confession. 
Lord  Eldon,  C.  J.,  allowed  the  confessions  in  evidence,  and  the 
prisoner  was  convicted.  The  jury,  on  having  the  confessions  put 
to  them,  said  they  thought  the  first  confession  made  under  a  hope 
of  favour  here,  and  the  second  under  the  influence  of  having  made 
the  first.  On  a  case  reserved,  the  judges  held  that  these  points 
were  not  for  the  jury,  but  if  Lord  Eldon  agreed  with  the  jury, 
which  he  did,  the  confessions  were  not  receivable ;  but  many  of 
them  thought  the  expressions  not  calculated  to  raise  hope  of 
favour  here,  and,  if  not,  the  confessions  were  evidence.  So  in  Rex 
V.  Sexton,  {n)  a  confession  had  been  improperly  obtained  by  giving 


(t)  Bex  V.  Williams,  Gloucester  Spr. 
Aas.  1S82,  MSS.  C.  S.  G. 

(fc)  Ackroyd's  case,  1  Lew.  49.  This 
decision  has  been  questioned,  and  it  has 
been  observed  that  *  if  the  prisoner  were 
to  believe  the  apprehension  unlawful,  that 
would  make  him  carefiil  not  to  disclose 
anything  against  himself ;  if  he  should 
suppose  it  lawful,  that  also  would  make 


him  careful  not  to  make  his  situation 
worse,  nor  in  any  respect  to  prejudice 
himself.'  1  Phill.  Ev.  407,  and  see  Bex 
V.  Thornton,  B.  &  M.  C.  C.  R  27. 

(I)  Sec  2  East,  P.  C.  658.  Bell's  case, 
Joy,  71. 

(m)  1  Burn.  J.,  Doyl.  &  Wms.  1086. 

(n)  1  Burn.  J.,  Doyl.  &  Wms,,  1086. 
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the  prisoner  two  glasses  of  gin :  the  oflScer  to  whom  it  had  been 
made  read  it  over  to  the  prisoner  before  the  committing  magis- 
trate, who  told  the  prisoner  the  ofifence  imputed  to  him  affected 
his  life,  and  a  confession  might  do  him  harm.  The  prisoner  said, 
that  what  had  been  read  to  him  was  the  truth,  and  signed  the 
paper.  Best,  J.,  considered  the  second  confession,  as  well  as  the 
first,  inadmissible  :  and  said,  that  had  the  magistrate  known  the 
oflScer  had  given  the  prisoner  gin,  he  would,  no  doubt,  have  told 
the  prisoner  that  what  he  had  already  said  could  not  be  given  in 
evidence  against  him,  and  that  it  was  for  him  to  consider  whether 
he  would  make  a  second  confession.  If  the  prisoner  had  been  told 
this,  what  he  afterwards  said  would  be  evidence  against  him  ;  but 
for  want  of  this  information  he  might  think  that  he  could  not 
make  his  case  worse  than  he  had  already  made  it,  and  under  this 
impression  might  sign  the  confession  before  the  magistrate. 

Upon  an  indictment  for  murder  it  appeared  that  the  prisoner  Where  one 
worked  at  a  colliery,  and  some  suspicion  having  fallen  upon  him,  5^^®^u?!^^ 
the  overlooker  charged  him  with  the  murder.    The  prisoner  denied  \^^  ^n  indnce- 
having  been  near  the  place.     Presently  the  overlooker  called  his  ment,  there 
attention  to  certain  statements  made  by  his  wife  and  sister,  which  ^6^*  ^  ^ 
were  inconsistent  with  his  own  ;  and  added,  '  There  is  no  doubt  denw  tolhow 
thou  wilt  be  found  guilty ;  it  will  be  better  for  you  if  you  will  con-  that  the  im- 
fess.'    A  constable  then  came  in,  and  said  to  the  overlooker,  in  a  ^^^^^  ""^®' 
tone  loud  enough  for  the  prisoner  to  hear, '  Robert,  do  not  make  m^de  was  re- 
him  any  promises.'     The  prisoner  then  made  a  confession.    Patte-  moved  before 
son,  J.,  'That  will  not  do.     The  constable  ought  to  have  done  aB^bsequent 

. ,  .         .  .-I        •  '        r  xi_  •  I         •    J  I    confession  can 

asomethmg  to  remove  the  impression  from  the  pnsoners  mmd.  be  received. 
The  overlooker,  in  about  ten  minutes,  delivered  the  prisoner  to  the 
constable  of  the  township.  The  constable  stated,  that  when  he  re- 
ceived the  prisoner,  the  overlooker  told  him  (but  not  in  the 
prisoner's  hearing)  that  the  prisoner  had  confessed.  That  he  took 
the  prisoner  to  his  house,  and  there  said,  '  I  believe  Sherrington 
has  murdered  a  man  in  a  brutal  manner.  That  the  wife  and 
brother  of  the  prisoner  were  there,  and  said  to  the  prisoner,  '  What 
made  thee  go  near  the  cabin  \ '  That  the  prisoner  in  answer 
made  a  statement  similar  in  effect  to  the  one  he  had  made  before. 
That  he  used  neither  promise  nor  threat  to  induce  the  prisoner  to 
say  anything.  But  that  he  did  not  caution  him.  That  it  was  not 
more  than  five  minutes  after  he  received  the  prisoner  into  his 
charge  that  the  prisoner  made  the  statement.  That  he  was  not 
aware  that  the  overlooker  had  held  out  any  inducement.  That  the 
overlooker  was  not  present  when  the  statement  was  made.     For  ^ 

the  prisoner  it  was  submitted  that  the  second  confession  must  be 
taken  to  have  been  made  under  the  same  influence  as  the  first. 
Patteson,  J.,  '  There  ought  to  be  strong  evidence  to  show  that  the 
impression  under  which  the  first  confession  was  made  was  after- 
wards removed,  before  the  second  confession  can  be  received.  I 
am  of  opinion,  in  this  case,  that  the  prisoner  must  be  considered 
to  have  made  the  second  confession  under  the  same  influence  as  he 
made  the  first ;  the  interval  of  time  being  too  short  to  allow  of  the 
supposition  that  it  was  the  result  of  reflection  and  voluntary  deter- 
mination ; '  and  the  statement  was  rejected,  (o) 

(o)  Sherrington's  case,  2  Lew.  123.    MeynclFs  case,  2  Lew.  122;  R.  v.  Hewett,  C. 
k  M.  584. 
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Where  the  prisoner  had  been  induced  by  promises  of  favour  to 
make  a  confession,  which  was  for  that  cause  excluded,  but  about 
five  months  afterwards,  and  after  having  been  solemnly  warned  by 
two  magistrates  that  he  must  expect  death,  and  prepare  to  meet 
it,  he  again  made  a  full  confession,  this  latter  confession  was 
admitted  in  evidence,  (p)  In  this  case,  upon  much  consideration 
the  rule  was  stated  to  be  that,  although  an  original  confession 
may  have  been  obtained  by  improper  means,  yet  subsequent  con- 
fessions of  the  same  or  of  like  facts  may  be  admitted,  if  the  court 
believes,  from  the  length  of  time  intervening,  or  from  proper 
warning  of  the  consequences  of  confession,  or  from  other  circum- 
stances, that  the  delusive  hopes  or  fears,  under  the  influence  of 
which  the  original  confession  was  obtained,  were  entirely  dis- 
pelled, (q)  In  the  absence  of  any  such  circumstances  the  influence 
of  the  motives,  proved  to  have  been  offered,  will  be  presumed  to 
continue,  and  to  have  produced  the  confession,  unless  the  contrary 
is  shown  by  clear  evidence,  and  the  confession  will  therefore  be 
rejected.  (?•) 
Confessions  Although   such   improper   inducements   may  have   been  held 

m^  after  the  ^^^  ^.^  ^  prisoner  as  would  exclude  a  confession  made  under  their 
ducements  influence,  yet  if  the  court,  taking  into  consideration  all  the  circum- 
have  been  stances  of  the  case,  should  be  of  opinion  that  at  the  time  a  confession 
^d"^-*^^  *^  was  made  such  inducements  had  ceased  to  operate  upon  the  mind 
of  the  prisoner,  such  confession  will  be  admissible.  In  determining 
whether  an  inducement  has  ceased  to  operate,  it  will  be  material  to 
consider  the  nature  of  such  inducement,  the  time  and  circumstances 
under  which  it  was  made,  the  situation  of  the  person  making  it, 
the  time  which  has  intervened  between  the  inducement  and  the 
confession,  and  whether  there  has  been  any  caution  given,  and  if 
so,  whether  that  caution  has  been  given  generally,  or  expressly  and 
specifically  with  reference  to  the  inducement  held  out.  Thus 
where  it  appeared  that  the  prisoner,  on  being  taken  into  custody, 
had  been  told  by  a  person  who  came  to  assist  the  constable  that 
it  would  be  better  for  him  to  confess,  but  that,  on  his  being  ex- 
amined before  the  committing  magistrate  on  the  following  day,  Ke 
was  frequently  cautioned  by  the  magistrate  to  say  nothing  against 
himself,  a  confession  under  these  circumstances  before  the  magis- 
trate was  held  to  be  clearly  admissible.  («) 

Where  it  appeared  that  a  constable  told  the  prisoner  he  might 
do  himself  some  good  by  confessing ;  and  the  prisoner  afterwards 
asked  the  magistrate  if  it  would  benefit  him  to  confess ;  on  which 
the  magistrate  said  he  could  not  say  it  would,  and  the  prisoner 
then  declined  confessing;  but  afterwards,  in  his  way  to  prison,  he 
made  a  confession  to  another  constable ;  and  he  confessed  again 
in  prison  to  another  magistrate ;  the  judges  were  unanimous  in 
holding  that  the  confessions  were  admissible  in  evidence,  on  the 
ground  that  the  magistrate's  answer  was  sufficient  to  efface  any 
expectation  which  the  constable  might  have  raised  (Q  Nor  is  it 
any  objection  to  a  confession  made  before  a  magistrate,  that  the 

{p)  Guild's  case,  5  Halst.  166,  168,  as  case,  1  Devereux  R.  259,  264. 

stated,  Greenl.  £v.  257.  («)  Rex  v.  Jinffate,  1  Phill.  £v.  410, 

(q)  Greenl.  £y.  257,  citing  Guild's  case^  Bayley,  J.     See  R.  v.  Howes,  6  G.  &  P. 

5  Halst  180.  404,  Lord  Denman,  C.  J. 

(r)  Greenl.   Er.   257,  citing  Roberts'  (t)  Rex  r.  Rosier,  1  Phill.  Ev.  411. 
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prosecutor  who  was  present  first  desired  the  prisoner  to  speak  the 
truth,  and  suggested  that  he  had  better  speak  out,  provided  the 
magistrate  or  his  clerk  immediately  checked  the  prosecutor,  de- 
siring the  prisoner  not  to  regard  him,  but  to  say  what  he  thought 
proper,  {u) 

Where  the  prisoner  has  been  duly  cautioned  by  the  magistrate,  Where  prisoner 
in  pursuance  of  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,  s.  18,  post^  anything  said  by  ^^  !*®®^  ^"^y 
him  thereupon  is  admissible  in  evidence  against  him,  although  magistrate  ^ 
there  may  have  been  a  previous  promise  or  threat  held  out  to  him 
to  induce  him  to  confess,  (v)     That  the  caution  has  been  given 
requires  no  further  proof  than  the  fact  of  its  appearing  to  have 
been  so  given  on  the  face  of  the  prisoners  statement,  returned 
together  with  the  depositions,  (v) 

Where  before  the  above  Act  it  appeared  that,  before  a  prisoner 
was  asked  what  he  had  to  say,  he  was  particularly  cautioned  by 
the  magistrate  not  to  say  anything  that  would  injure  himself,  for 
whatever  he  said  would  be  taken  down,  and  given  in  evidence 
against  him ;  but  it  also  appeared  that  a  constable,  who  had  pre- 
viously induced  the  prisoner  to  make  a  confession  to  him  by 
telling  him  it .  would  be  better  to  confess,  had  been  examined 
before  the  magistrate,  and  in  his  examination  had  stated  that  he 
had  told  the  prisoner  that  it  would  be  better  to  confess,  and  had 
also  stated  all  the  prisoner  had  said  to  him  in  consequence ;  all 
which  had  been  taken  down,  and  read  over  to  the  prisoner  before 
he  made  his  statement ;  Littledale,  J.,  refused  to  allow  the  state- 
ment to  be  given  in  evidence,  as  the  caution  given  by  the  magis- 
trate was  not  sufficient  to  obviate  the  eflfect  of  the  inducement 
used  by  the  constable,  {x)  But  where  a  constable  proved  that  he 
had  given  the  prisoner  a  handbill,  offering  a  reward  to  any  ac- 
complice who  would  give  information  on  the  subject  of  the 
robbery,  and  the  handbill  was  read  over  to  the  prisoner,  who 
made  a  statement,  which  the  constable  took  in  writing ;  (y)  when 
the  prisoner  was  examined  before  the  magistrate  this  statement 
was  incorporated  into  the  constable*s  deposition.  The  prisoner 
was  then  told  that  anything  he  said  would  be  taken  down,  and 
might  be  used  against  him,  and  the  prisoner  said  that  the  state- 
ment to  the  constable  was  quite  true.  It  was  objected  that  the 
last  statement  would  not  make  the  statement  to  which  it  referred 
evidence.  The  recognition  of  an  inadmissible  statement  could  not 
make  it  admissible.  Tindal,  C.  J., '  The  impression  made  by  the 
constable  was  afterwards  removed  by  the  caution  given  by  the 
committing  magistrate ;  and  then  the  prisoner  adopts  his  former 
statement.  It  is  just  the  same  as  if  the  prisoner  had  repeated  it 
or  wTitten  it  down  de  novo  after  the  caution,  and  then  its  admis- 
sibility could  not  have  been  questioned.*  (0)     And  where,  before 


(w)  Rex  V.  Edwards,  1  PMll.  Ev.  411. 

(r)  R  V.  Bate,  11  Cox,  686. 

(x)  Rex  V.  Smith,  Worcester  Spr.  Ass. 
1830,  MSa.  C.  S.  G.  It  is  to  be  observed, 
that  not  only  was  there  no  express  caution 
given  in  this  case  not  to  rely  on  the  pro- 
mise made,  bnt  that  by  receiving  the 
previous  confession  in  evidence  the  magis- 
trate treated  it  as  if  it  had  been  properly 
obtained,  and  the  prisoner  might  therefore 
well  conceive  that  a  subsequent  confession 


could  do  him  no  injury,  and  might  possibly 
be  better  for  him  ;  and  see  the  ruling  of 
the  same  learned  judge  in  Rex  v.  Gil- 
ham,  anUy  p.  456. 

(y)  Tindal,  C.  J.,  rejected  this  state- 
ment. 

(2)  Reg.  v.  Homer,  1  Cox,  C.  C.  364. 
No  notice  was  taken  of  the  statement 
having  been  incorporated  in  the  deposi- 
tion of  the  constable,  and  therefore  treated 
by  the  magistrate  as  lawfully  obtained  ; 
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Improper  in- 
dacemont  by 
a  policeman  ; 
and  a  state- 
ment to  a  su- 
perintendent 
afterwards 
without  any 
caution  by 
him. 


Inducement 
by  person  in 
superior 
authority. 


Inducement 
by  a  magis- 
trate held  re- 


the  above  Act,  the  prosecutor,  before  the  prisoner  was  taken  before 
a  magistrate,  promised  him  that  if  he  would  tell  the  truth  he 
would  do  what  he  could  for  him ;  and  when  before  the  magis- 
trate, who  was  not  informed  of  this  promise,  he  was  cautioned 
not  to  say  anything  to  criminate  himself.  Park,  J.  A.  J.,  thought 
the  confession  made  before  the  magistrate  scarcely  admissible,  as 
there  should  have  been  an  explicit  and  express  warning  against 
the  promise  which  had  been  made  by  the  prosecutor,  (a) 

Where  a  policeman  said  to  the  prisoner,  who  was  charged  with 
the  murder  of  a  bastard  child, '  You  had  better  tell  all  about  it ; 
it  will  save  trouble ;  *  and  then  put  questions  to  her ;  Erie,  J.,  held 
that  her  answers  were  inadmissible  ;  but  a  superintendent  of  police 
having  afterwards,  about  the  same  time,  gone  to  the  prisoner,  and, 
without  cautioning  her,  put  certain  questions  to  her ;  but  it  did  not 
appear  that  he  had  referred  to  her  statements  to  the  policeman ; 
she  had,  however,  said  when  she  saw  him,  '  Ah,  I  expected  you :  ' 
and  the  questions  related  to  the  number  of  her  children,  and 
especially  what  had  become  of  the  youngest,  with  whose  murder 
she  was  charged,  and  whether  she  had  been  at  Colchester  on  a  par- 
ticular day  ;  Erie,  J.,  after  consulting  Wightman,  J.,  held  that  the 
answers  were  admissible.  (6) 

Where  a  person  in  superior  authority  holds  out  an  inducement 
to  a  prisoner  to  confess,  a  confession  made  to  a  person  in  inferior 
authority  is  not  admissible,  especially  if  such  person  do  not  give 
the  prisoner  any  caution.  Upon  an  indictment  for  arson  it  ap- 
peared that  the  committing  magistrate  had  told  the  prisoner  that, 
if  he  would  make  a  disclosure,  he  would  do  all  that  he  could  for 
him.  The  prisoner,  after  he  was  committed,  made  a  statement  to 
the  turnkey  of  the  gaol,  who  had  held  out  no  inducement  to  him 
to  confess,  and  had  not  given  him  any  caution  not  to  confess. 
Parke,  J.,  '  I  think  I  ought  not  to  receive  the  evidence,  after 
what  Mr.  Simeon  (the  committing  magistrate)  said  to  the  prisoner, 
more  especially  as  the  turnkey  did  not  give  any  caution  to  the 
prisoner,  (c) 

Where  upon  an  indictment  for  murder  it  appeared  that  the 
prisoner  had  sent  for  the  coroner,  desiring  to  make  some  state- 


and  Rex  v.  Smith,  supra  was  not  cited, 
though  a  decision  directly  in  point  the 
other  way,  and  resting,  be  it  said  (with 
all  deference  to  that  ver}'  great  judge, 
C.  J.  Tindal),   on  very  sound  reasons. 

c.  s.  o. 

{a)  Rex  V.  Compson,  Worcester  Spr. 
Ass.  1829,  MSS.  C.  S.  G.  The  learned 
judge  left  it  to  the  iury  to  say  whether  the 
prisoner  had  sufficient  warning  before  the 
justice  or  not  This  course  seems  to  have 
been  erroneous.  See  Rex  v.  Nute,  ante, 
p.  458.  See  R.  r.  Collier,  8  Cox,  C.  C. 
67  ;  R.  V.  Mellen,  3  Cox,  C.  C.  607  ; 
R,  V.  Doharty,  13  Cox,  C.  C.  23. 

(6)  Reg.  V.  Cheverton,  2  F.  &  F.  838. 
The  prisoner's  statement  was  that  the 
father  of  the  child  had  written  for  it,  and 
that  she  had  sent  it  to  him  by  a  woman 
at  the  railway  station  at  Colchester.  The 
prisoner  was  acquitted,  or  the  point  would 
nave  been  reserved  ;  and  the  point  de- 
serves reconsideration. 


(c)  Rex  t7.  Cooper,  6  C.  &  P.  685. 
The  Reportcra  observe,  *  If  a  i^erson  of 
inferior  authority  cautions  a  prisoner  not 
to  confess,  after  an  inducement  held  out 
by  a  person  of  superior  authority,  it  ia 
important  to  consider  whether  a  statement 
made  by  a  prisoner  under  such  circum- 
stances would  be  rec^UNible  ;  as  it  seems 
to  be  but  a  fair  conclu^to.  that  what  was 
said  to  the  prisoner  oy  the  magistrate 
would  be  mucn  more  likely  to  operate  on 
his  mind  than  anything  subsequently  said 
by  a  constable.'  It  may  be  added,  that 
as  the  inferior  can  have  no  control  over 
the  superior,  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  any 
caution  by  the  inferior  could  do  away 
with  the  effect  of  the  inducement  by  the 
superior,  as  the  prisoner  must  be  aware 
that  the  inferior  could  have  no  ;|0wer  to 
prevent  the  superior  from  canying  his 
promise  into  effect.  See  the  ruling  oi 
Littledale,  J.,  in  Rex  v,  Gilbam,  cmUy  p. 
466.     C.  S.  O. 
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ment;  the  coroner  told  him  that  any  confession  that  he  made  moyedbyft 
would  be  produced  against  him  on  the  trial,  and  that  no  hope  or  *^^*^^  ^T^tion 
promise  of  pardon  could  be  held  out  to  him,  either  by  the  govern-  from  tbe  same 
ment,  or  by  any  one  else.  Previous  to  this  time  a  magistrate  had  Iiad  magistrate. 
an  interview  with  the  prisoner,  and  had  told  him  that  if  he  was 
not  the  man  that  struck  the  fatal  blow  he  would  use  all  his  endea- 
vours to  prevent  any  ill  consequences  from  falling  on  him,  if  he 
would  disclose  what  he  knew  of  the  murders,  and  that  there  were 
so  many  persons  concerned  in  the  transaction  that  it  would  be 
made  known  by  some  or  other  of  them.  The  magistrate  wrote  a 
letter  to  the  Secretary  of  State  for  the  Home  Department,  to  which 
he  received  an  answer,  stating  that  mercy  could  not  be  extended 
to  the  prisoner,  for  reasons  that  were  therein  mentioned ;  which 
answer  he  communicated  to  the  prisoner :  all  this  occurred  before 
the  prisoner  sent  for  the  coroner.  It  was  objected  that,  although 
the  inducement  that  the  magistrate  would  interest  himself  with 
the  government  had  been  removed,  yet  there  were  two  other  in- 
ducements ;  first,  the  hope  that  would  arise  from  the  personal 
endeavours  of  the  magistrate ;  and,  secondly,  the  fear  that  if  the 
prisoner  did  not  confess,  some  one  else  would  tell  before  him. 
Littledale,  J., '  I  think  that  this  declaration  is  clearly  admissible. 
I  think  that  the  conversation  with  the  magistrate,  after  he  received 
the  Secretary  of  Staters  letter,  and  the  caution  given  by  the  coroner, 
must  be  taken  to  have  completely  put  an  end  to  all  the  hopes  that 
had  been  held  out.'  (d) 

Where  a  prosecutrix  said  to  her  servant-girl,  who  was  in  custody  Thwat  of 
of  a  private  person  in  her  house  at  night,  on  a  charge  of  adminis-  J^^^^g^^ 
tering  poison,  'Jane,  now  you  see  the  effects  of  your  wickedness;  at  an  end  by 
you  will  be  to  go  from  here  to-morrow  morning  to  Stourbridge,  to  actaaJly 
tbe  magistrates,  and  not  return  again ; '  on  which  the  girl  said,  **^«  tbither. 
*  Sooner  than  I  will  go  from  here,  or  anywhere  else,  I  will  tell  the 
truth ; '  to  which  the  prosecutrix  answered,  *  That  is  all  I  want'  A 
statement  then  made  was  held  inadmissible.     On  the  following 
morning  a  constable  came  to  the  house,  and  while  there,  without 
giving  her  any  caution,  said  to  the  girl,  *  My  dear  girl,  where  did 
you  get  the  stuff  from  that  you  put  in  the  tea  and  coffee  ? '   It  was 
held  that  what  was  then  said  must  be  considered  as  being  under 
the  influence  of  what  was  said  the  night  before,  because  she  was 
still  in  the  house,  and  still  in  the  hopes  that  she  might  not  be 
taken  before  the  magistrates.     The  constable  afterward*  took  her 
to  Stourbridge,  and  while  on  the  way  thither  she  made  a  state- 
ment, without  any  caution  having  been  given,  or  any  inducement 
having  been  held  out  to  her,  and  this  was  held  admissible,  because 
the  only  hope  was  that  she  should  not  be  taken  away  from  the 
house,  and  this  must  have  been  at  an  end  when  she  was  taken 
away  by  the  constable,  (e) 

(e)  Ad  to  Persons  whose  Inducements  will  exclude  Confessions, 

With  regard  to  the  persons  whose  inducements  will  prevent  the  As  to  tbe 
admission  of  confessions,  it  should  seem  that  all  who  are  engaged  pe«oM  vJ">«« 

{d)  Rex  V.  Clewes,  4  C.  &  P.  221.    See  (e)  Rex  v.  Jane  Griffiths,  MSS.  C.  S.  G. 

Bryan's  case,  Joy,  78.    Jebb's  C.  &  P.  C.       S.  C.  but  not  so  folly  reported  Rex  v, 
157.  Richards,  5  C.  &  P.  818,  Bosanquet,  J. 


4G4 

inducements 
will  exclude 
confessions. 


Of  Evidence. 


[book  VI. 


Person  acconi' 
pftnying  the 
prosecutor  in 
pursuit. 


Master  of  a 
ship. 


A  person 
having  a  pri- 
soner in 
custody. 


in  the  apprehension,  prosecution,  or  examination  of  a  prisoner  are 
considered  as  persons  of  such  authority  that  their  inducements 
will  exclude  any  confession  thereby  obtained.  Thus  an  induce- 
ment held  out  by  the  prosecutor,  (/)  the  prosecutor's  wife,  {g)  or 
his  attorney,  (/t)  or  by  a  constable  or  other  oflScer,  {i)  or  some 
person  assisting  a  constable  {])  or  the  prosecutor  (k)  in  the  appre- 
hension or  detention  of  the  prisoner,  or  by  a  magistrate  acting  in 
the  business,  (l)  or  other  magistrate,  (m)  or  magistrate's  clerk,  {n) 
or  by  a  gaoler  (o)  or  chaplain  of  a  gaol,  (p)  or  by  a  person  having 
authority  over  the  prisoner,  as  by  the  captain  of  a  vessel  to  one  of 
his  crew,  (g)  or  by  a  master  or  mistress  to  a  servant,  (r)  or  by  a 
person  having  authority  in  the  matter,  {a)  or  by  a  person  in  the 
presence  of  one  in  authority  with  his  assent,  whether  direct  or  im- 
plied, {t)  will  be  sufficient  to  exclude  a  confession  made  in  conse- 
quence of  such  inducement. 

The  prisoner,  when  taken  into  custody,  was  told  by  a  person 
who  had  accompanied  the  prosecutor  in  pursuit  of  the  prisoner 
that  it  would  be  better  for  him  to  confess;  but  it  was  urged 
that,  as  he  was  a  person  who  had  no  authority  to  interfere,  the 
confession  was  admissible.  Littledale,  J.,  *  That  applies  to  mere 
strangers ;  here  the  person  went  with  the  prosecutor,  and  was 
acting  with  his  authority  and  sanction.'  The  confession  was  re- 
jected, (u) 

Where  a  felony  was  committed  on  board  a  ship  by  the  prisoner, 
one  of  the  crewj"  towards  another  of  the  crew,  and  the  master  of 
the  ship  thi-eatened  to  apprehend  the  prisoner,  it  was  held  that 
this  threat  excluded  a  confession  ;  for  the  oflFence  being  a  felony, 
and  a  felony  having  been  actually  committed,  the  master  had 
power  to  apprehend  the  prisoner  on  reasonable  suspicion  that  he 
was  guilty,  (t?) 

Where  a  constable,  who  had  a  prisoner  in  custody  on  a  charge  of 
murder,  placed  her  in  the  custody  of  a  woman  whilst  he  went  to 
the  inquest,  to  prevent  her  going  away,  and  the  woman  held  out 
an  inducement  to  her,  it  was  held  that  a  statement  made  in  conse- 
quence was  not  admissible,  as  it  was  made  after  an  inducement 
held  out  by  a  person  who  had  her  in  custody,  (w) 


if)  Thompson's  case,  1  Leach,  291. 
Cass's  case,  ibid. 

(g)  Rex  V.  Upchurch,  R.  &  M.  C.  C.  R. 
466,  post,  p.  467. 

(A)  1  Phill.  Ev.  407.  Reg.  v.  Croydon, 
2  Cox,  C.  C.  67,  an  attorney  endeavouring 
to  discover  some  burglars  for  the  purpose 
of  prosecution,  ante,  p.  445. 

(i)  Rex  V.  Sexton,  1  Bum.  J.,  D.  & 
Wms.  1086. 

ij)  1  Phill.  Ev.  407. 

{k)  Rex  V.  Stocey,  MSS.  C.  S.  G. 
infra,  note  {n). 

(1)  1  PhiU.  Ev.  407. 

[m)  Rex  V.  Clewes,  4  C.  &  P.  221, 
ante,  p.  463. 

(n)  Rex  9.  Drew,  8  C.  &  P.  140,  ante, 
p.  446. 

(o)  Rex  V.  Gilham,  ante,  p.  456. 

(V)  R«x  V,  Gilham,  siipra. 

{q)  Rex  V.  Parratt,  4  C.  &  P.  570. 

(r)  Rex  V.  Upchurch,  supra.      Reg.  r. 


Taylor,  8  C.  &  P.  733. 

{s)  1  Phill.  Ev.  407. 

{t)  'Reg,  V,  Taylor,  supra.  Rex  t?. 
Pountney,  7  C.  &  P.  802.  Reg.  v.  Gamer, 
1  Den.  C.  C.  329. 

(m)  Rex  r.  Stacey,  Monmouth  Spr. 
Ass.  1830,  MSS.  C.  S.  G. 

(t?)  Anonymous,  as  stated  by  Parke. 
B.,  in  Reg.  v.  Moore,  2  Den.  C.  C.  622. 
This  seems  to  be  the  same  case  as  Rex  v, 
Parratt,  stipra,  and  aiiic,  p.  466,  except 
that  the  threat  there  was  by  the  captain. 
The  case  as  stated  by  Parke,  B.,  fully 
supports  my  note  (x)  infra.     C.  S.  G. 

\xo)  Rex  V.  Enock,  6  C.  &  P.  689, 
Parke,  J.,  after  consulting  Taunton,  J. 
This  decision  is  clearly  ri^ht,  though  the 
last  ground  of  the  decision  in  Reg.  v. 
Sleeman,  Dears.  C.  C.  249,  is  the  other 
way.  C.  S.  G.  See  R,  v,  Windsor,  4  F. 
&  F.  860. 


CHAP.  tv.  §  I.]     Confessions  and  Admissions. 

'  It  has  been  argued,  that  a  confessioii  made  upon  the  pFomises 
or  thi'eats  of  a  person  erroneously  believed  by  the  prisoner  to  pos- 
sess authority,  the  person  assuming  to  act  in  the  capacity  of  an 
officer  or  magistrate,  ought  upon  the  same  principle  (on  which  con- 
fessions to  persons  having  authority  are  rejected)  to  be  excluded. 
The  principle  itself  would  seem  to  include  such  a  case  ;  but 
the  point  is  not  known  to  have  received  any  judicial  considera- 
tion/ {x) 

If  a  confession  be  obtained  by  means  of  any  improper  induce- 
ment held  out  by  a  person  who  has  no  authority  in  the  presence 
of  a  person  having  authority,  and  with  his  consent,  it  is  not  admis- 
sible. And  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  person  having  such  autho- 
rity should  express  his  consent  in  words  ;  for  if  he  be  silent  he  will 
be  presumed,  as  he  did  not  express  his  dissent,  to  have  sanctioned 
the  inducement,  {y) 

Upon  an  indictment  for  housebreaking,  it  appeared  that  the  pri- 
soner resided  with  her  husband,  and  that  a  constable  went  to  their 
house  and  charged  her  with  breaking  into  the  prosecutor's  house, 
which  she  denied  ;  but  her  husband  coming  in  shortly  afterwards, 
he  told  her  if  she  knew  anything  about  it  to  tell  the  truth  ;  the 
constable,  though  present,  made  no  observation,  except  that  he 
must  take  her  to  the  station-house,  and  desired  her  to  go  up  stairs 
and  put  her  things  on ;  while  she  was  up  stairs  she  desired  the  con- 
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{x)  Greenl.  Ev.  258.  As  the  question 
turns  upon  the  effect  produced  upon  the 
mind  oi  the  prisoner,  and  as  that  effect 
must  be  the  same,  whether  the  party  be 
an  officer  or  not,  provided  the  prisoner 
believed  him  to  be  so,  it  should  seem  that 
a  confession  imder  such  circumstances 
ought  not  to  be  admitted.  See  Reg.  v. 
Frewin,  6  Cox,  C.  C.  530,  post,  p.  471. 
In  considering  these  questions  it  should 
be  remembered  that  every  person  has 
authority  where  a  felony  has  been  com- 
mitted to  arrest  the  party  who  committed 
it,  ante,  vol.  1,  p.  711  et  aeq.  ;  in  this  re- 
spect, therefore,  a  private  individual  and 
a  constable  stand  upon  the  same  footing, 
and  this  may  be  well  deserving  of  con- 
sideration in  cases  where  the  inducement 
is  held  out  in  the  absence  of  the  pro- 
secutor or  an  officer.  If  a  private  person 
after  a  felony  had  been  committed  were 
to  tell  a  person  not  in  custody  that  he 
suspected  him  of  the  felony,  and  that  if 
he  would  confess  he  would  let  him  go, 
but  that  if  he  would  not  he  would  ap- 
prehend him,  it  might,  it  is  conceived, 
be  well  contended  that  a  confession 
obtained  therebv  would  be  inadmissible, 
on  the  ground  that  the  party  had  autho- 
rity to  apprehend,  and  was  in  effect  a 
constable  pro  hoc  vice.  After  the  recent 
cases,  an  inducement  by  a  private  person, 
it  should  seem,  can  only  be  considered 
as  inoperative  when  it  is  given  in  the 
presence  of  a  person  in  authority,  such 
person  expressing  his  dissent  to  it,  or  cau- 
tioning the  prisoner  against  trusting  to 
it,  or  where  it  is  Kiven  to  a  prisoner  in 
custody,  no  one  having  authority  being 
present,  as  if  a  private  person  were  to 

VOL.  III. 


advise  a  prisoner  in  gaol  through  the 
grating  to  confess,  or  send  a  letter  to  him 
to  the  same  effect.  '  The  difficulty  experi- 
enced in  this  matter,*  observes  Dr.  Green- 
leaf,  p.  259,  *  seems  to  have  aiisen  from 
the  endeavour  to  define  and  settle,  as  a 
rule  of  law,  the  facts  and  circumstances, 
which  shall  be  deemed  in  all  ca^es  to  have 
influenced  the  mind  of  the  prisoner  in 
making  the  confession.  In^  regard  to 
persons  in  authority  there  is^  not  much 
room  to  doubt.  Public  policy,  also,  re- 
quires the  exclusion  of  confessions  ob- 
tained by  means  of  inducements  held  out 
by  such  persons.  Yet  even  here  the  age, 
experience,  inteUigence,  and  constitution, 
both  physical  and  mental,  of  prisoners 
are  so  various,  and  the  power  of  per- 
formance so  different  in  the  different 
persons  promising,  and  under  different 
circumstances  of  the  prosecution,  that 
the  rule  will  necessarily  sometimes  fail  of 
meeting  the  truth  of  the  case.  But  as  it 
is  thought  to  succeed  in  a  large  majority 
of  cases,  it  is  wisely  adopted  as  a  rule  of 
law  applicable  to  them  all.  Promises 
and  threats  by  private  persons,  however, 
not  being  found  so  uniform  in  their  ope- 
ration, perhaps  may,  with  more  propriety, 
be  treated  as  mixed  questions  of  law  and 
fact  ;  the  principle  of  law  that  the  con- 
fession must  be  voluntary  being  strictly 
adhered  to,  and  the  question  whether  the 
promises  or  threats  of  the  private  indi- 
viduals who  employed  them  were  suffi- 
cient to  overeomethe  mind  of  the  prisoner, 
being  left  in  the  discretion  of  the  judge 
under  the  cireumstances  of  the  case.* 
C.  S.  G. 
(y)  Rex  V.  Pountney,  7  C.  &  P.  302. 
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stable  to  call  herhusband^  and  then  made  a  statement  as  to  certain 
articles  of  dress,  which  she  produced,  as  having  been  purchased 
with  the  money  which  had  been  stolen.  It  was  objected  that  what 
the  prisoner  said  was  inadmissible,  as  it  was  obtained  by  an  induce- 
ment held  out  by  her  husband  in  the  presence  of  the  constable ; 
and  as  the  produce  of  the  stolen  property  was  found  in  the  bus- 
band's  house,  he  waa  primA  fcicie  liable  to  account  for  it,  and  that 
a  statement  made  by  the  wife  in  the  presence  of  and  under  the 
coercion  of  the  husband,  by  which  she  accused  herself  and  excul- 
pated him,  was  clearly  caused  by  undue  influence  on  her  mind  ; 
Pollock,  C.  B.,  '  The  fact  of  the  constable  being  present  and  not 
dissenting  from  what  was  said  places  the  expressions  used  by  the 
husband  on  the  same  footing  as  if  they  had  been  used  by  the  con- 
stable ;  and  I  think  that,  as  the  constable  was  a  person  in  autho- 
rity, such  an  inducement  ought  to  be  sufficient  to  exclude  the 
admission.  Besides,  I  think  there  is  a  great  deal  of  weight  in 
what  is  urged  as  to  the  efl^ct  of  the  prisoner's  statement  being  to 
exculpate  her  husband,  and  that  I  ought  to  be  carefiil  not  to 
admit  anything  which  may  have  been  said  in  consequence  of  his 
coercion.'  {z) 

So  where  two  prisoners  charged  with  murder  were  being  con- 
veyed in  a  cart,  and  the  constable  was  in  the  cart  with  them,  and 
could  hear  all  that  passed,  and  one  prisoner  said  to  the  other, '  You 
had  better  speak  the  truth,'  and  the  constable  made  no  remark  ; 
Wightman,  J.,  after  consulting  Parke,  B.,  held  that  a  statement 
then  made  was  inadmissible,  as  the  inducement  appeared  to  have 
the  sanction  of  the  constable  who  was  present,  and  apparently 
assented  to  it.  (a) 

So  where  on  an  indictment  for  committing  an  unnatural  crime 
with  a  mai*e,  the  prisoner  was  found  by  the  owner  of  the  mare  in 
a  stable  with  the  mare,  and  his  trousers  imdone,  and  the  mare 
bleeding  and  straining  ;  and  a  man  shortly  afterwards,  at  a  house 
whither  the  prisoner  had  gone,  said  to  the  prisoner,  '  I  wish  to 
know  what  business  you  had  in  the  stable  1 '  he  said,  '  You  know.' 
The  man  said,  *  I  don't  know,  and  have  come  on  purpose  to  know, 
and  will  know  before  I  leave,  and  if  you  don't  tell  me  I  will  give 
you  in  charge  to  the  police  till  you  do  tell  me.'  The  prisoner  said 
again,  'You  know.'  The  man  said,  '  I  don't  know,  but,  according 
to  what  I  could  see  of  the  mare,  it  is  the  best  of  my  belief  that  you 
had  connection  with  her.'  He  said,  *  I  had ;  for  God's  sake  say 
nothing  about  it.'  The  owner  of  the  mare  was  close  by  at  the  time 
this  conversation  took  place.  It  was  held,  on  a  case  reserved,  that 
there  was  a  threat  used ;  and  though  at  the  time  of  the  threat 
there  was  no  statement  of  the  charge,  yet  before  the  confession  the 
prisoner  was  told,  in  the  presence  of  the  owner  of  the  mare,  that 
the  charge  was  for  having  connection  with  the  mare,  which  was 
just  the  same  as  if  the  threat  had  been  made  by  the  owner  him- 
self, and  he,  being  the  owner  of  the  mare,  was  a  person  in 
such  authority  that  a  threat  by  him  would  exclude  a  subsequent 
confession.  The  confession,  therefore,  ought  not  to  have  been  re- 
ceived. (6) 

So  where  upon  an  indictment  for  setting  fire  to  the  house  of  R. 

{z)  Reg.  V.  Laugher,  2  C.  &  E.  225.  {h)  E(g.  r.   Luckhurst,  Dears.  C.  C. 

(a)  Reg.  V.  Maien,  8  Cox,  C.  C.  607.         245. 


CHAP.  IV.  §  l]     Confessions  and  Admissions.  467 

Lyford,  it  appeared  that  on  the  morning  of  the  fire  the  prisoner,  in  the  presence 
who  was  the  servant  of  the  prosecutor,  was  sent  for  into  the  par-  ®^  *  mistreea. 
lour,  in  which  Mrs.  Lyford  and  Mr.  Winders  were ;  and  that  Mr. 
Winders,  who  was  not  a  constable,  or  in  any  office  or  authority, 
said  to  the  prisoner,  '  You  had  better  tell  how  you  did  it ; '  and 
that  thereupon  she  made  an  answer.  Patteson,  J.,  said,  '  It  is  the 
opinion  of  the  judges  that  evidence  of  any  confession  is  receivable, 
unless  there  has  been  some  inducement  held  out  by  some  person 
in  authority  :  and  in  this  case  I  should  have  received  the  evidence 
of  the  statement  made  to  Mr.  Winders,  if  the  inducement  had  been 
held  out  by  him  alone.  But  here  the  inducement  does  not  rest 
with  him  alone,  because  Mrs.  Lyford,  who  was  the  wife  of  the  pro- 
secutor and  also  the  mistress  of  the  prisoner,  was  present  with  Mr. 
Winders,  and  must,  as  she  expressed  no  dissent,  oe  taken  to  have 
sanctioned  the  inducement.  I  think,  therefore,  that  the  induce- 
ment must  be  taken  as  if  it  had  been  held  out  by  Mrs.  Lyford,  who 
was  a  person  in  authority  over  the  prisoner,  and  that  therefore  the 
evidence  is  inadmissible.*  (c) 

On  an  indictment  for  a  misdemeanor  in  attempting  to  set  fire  to  A  confeBsion 
her  master's  house,  it  appeared  that  the  prisoner,  a  girl  aged  thir-  obtained  from 
teen,  was  a  domestic  servant  to  the  prosecutor,  whose  wife  lived  ^^^ hopes 
with  him,  and  took  her  share  in  the  management  of  the  house,  and  threats 
After  the  attempt  to  set  fire  to  the  house  was  discovered,  the  pri-  ^^^  o.^*  ^y 
Boner's  mistress,  in  the  absence  of  the  prosecutor,  said  to  her,  nuLterand 
'  Mary,  my  girl,  if  you  are  guilty,  do  confess  ;  it  will  perhaps  save  prosecutor  is 
your  neck  ;  you  will  have  to  go  to  prison  ;  if  William  H.  (another  inadmissible, 
person  suspected,  and  whom  the  prisoner  had  charged)  is  found 
clear,  the  guilt  will  fall  on  you.'     She  made  no  answer.     The  mis- 
tress then  said,  *  Pray  tell  me  if  you  did  it.'     The  prisoner  then 
confessed.     It  was  contended  on  the  paiii  of  the  prosecution  that 
the  wife  had  no  authority,  real  or  apparent,  over  the  prisoner, 
80  as  to  hold  out  any  hope  which  could  influence  the  prisoner  to 
make  a  false  statement,  in  order  that  her  life  miglit  be  spared, 
and  therefore  that  the  confession  wais  admissible.     The  confession 
was  admitted,  and  the  question  as  to  its  admissibility  reserved  for 
the  consideration  of  the  judges,  who  thought  the  confession  ought 
not  to  have  been  received,  (rf) 

So  where  upon  an  indictment  for  stealing  the  goods  of  two  part-  inducement 
ners,  the  wife  of  one  of  the  partners  said,  '  I  told  the  prisoner  it  Vy  the  wife  of 
would  be  better  for  him  if  he  would  tell  how  we  had  been  robbed,  ^^^eis^** 
and  put  us  on  our  guard.     I  occasionally  take  the  management  of 
the  snop.     I  manage  the  shop  in  my  brother  and  husband's  ab- 
sence.'    For  the  prosecution  it  was  urged  that  an  inducement  by 
the  prosecutor's  wife  rendered  a  confession  inadmissible  only  when 
it  was  held  out  in  the  presence  of  her  husband.     An  inducement 
by  the  wife  of  a  constable  would  not  vitiate  a  confession  ;  Parke, 
B.,  *The  wife  of  a  constable  has  no  control  over  the  prisoner. 
This  woman,   being    the  wife   of   one   of  the  prosecutors,   and 
concerned  in  the  mansigement  of  their  business,  must  be  looked 
upon  as  a  person  in  authority.     I  think  this  confession  inadmis- 
sible/ {e) 

(c)  Reg.  V.  Tayior,  8  C.  &  P.  783.  829,  post,  p.  499. 

(rf)  Rexc.  Upchurch,  R.  &  M.  C.  C.  R.  (c)  Reg.  v.  Warringham,  2  Den.  C.  C. 

465.     See  Reg.  v.  Gamer,  1  Den.  C.  C.       B.-  447,  note. 
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Tho  wife  of  a 
person,  in 
whose  house 
an  offence  is 
eommitted, 
and  who  is 
not  the  prose- 
cutor nor  en- 
gaged in  the 
prosecution, 
apprehension, 
or  examina- 
tion of  the 
offender,  and 
the  offence  not 
being  in  any 
way  connected 
with  the 
management  of 
the  house,  is 
not  a  person  in 
authority  so 
as  to  exclude 
a  confession. 
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The  confession 
of  a  girl  fifteen 
years  old, 
occasioned  by 
many  applica- 
tions by  the 
prosecutor's 
relations  and 
neighbours, 
amounting  to 
threats  and 
promises,  is 
not  admissible. 


But  where  upon  the  trial  of  a  prisoner  for  murder,  there  was 
oflfered  in  evidence  against  her  a  confession  made  by  her  in  the 
presence  of  her  mistress  to  a  surgeon,  who  was  attending  her,  of 
her  having  strangled  her  child  with  a  thread,  and  placed  the  dead 
body  in  a  privy,  where  it  was  found  with  the  string  round  its 
neck.  Her  mistress  had  told  her  before  the  surgeon  came  in  that 
'  she  had  better  speak  the  truth,'  and  in  answer  she  said  she  would 
tell  it  to  the  surgeon.  An  objection  was  taken  that  any  sub- 
sequent confession  was  inadmissible.  After  consulting  Cole- 
ridge, J.,  Parke,  B.,  received  the  evidence,  being  of  opinion  that 
in  this  case  her  husband  not  being  the  prosecutor,  nor  the  offence 
in  any  way  connected  with  the  management  of  the  house,  the 
prisoner's  mistress  could  not  be  considered  as  having  any  control 
over  the  prosecution  so  as  to  raise  a  presumption  that  the  induce- 
ment held  out  by  her  would  be  likely  to  cause  her  to  tell  an 
untruth.  And  upon  a  case  reserved,  after  argument  for  the  pri- 
soner, Parke,  B., delivered  judgment :  'A  rule  has  been  laid  down, 
that  if  the  threat  or  inducement  is  held  out  actually  or  construc- 
tively by  a  person  in  authority,  the  confession  cannot  be  received, 
however  slight  the  threat  or  inducement;  and  the  prosecutor, 
magistrate,  or  constable  is  such  a  person,  and  so  the  master  or 
mistress  may  be.  If  not  held  out  by  one  in  authority,  they  are 
clearly  admissible.  But  in  referring  to  the  cases  where  the 
master  or  mistress  have  been  held  to  be  persons  in  authority,  it  is 
only  when  the  offence  concerns  the  master  or  mistress  that  their 
holding  out  the  threat  or  promise  renders  the  confession  inad- 
missible. In  the  present  case  the  offence  of  the  prisoner,  in 
killing  her  child  and  concealing  its  dead  body,  was  in  no  way  an 
offence  against  the  mistress  of  the  house.  She  was  not  the  pro- 
secutrix then,  and  there  was  no  probability  of  herself  or  the 
husband  being  the  prosecutor  of  an  indictment  for  that  offence. 
In  practice  the  prosecution  is  always  the  result  of  the  coroner's 
inquest.  Therefore  we  are  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  confession 
was  properly  received.'  (/) 

The  preceding  cases  clearly  establish  the  position  that,  if  a 
threat  or  inducement  be  held  out  in  the  presence  of  a  person  in 
authority,  and  he  does  not  dissent  therefrom,  the  effect  is  pre- 
cisely the  same  as  if  it  had  been  held  out  by  the  pei'son  in 
authority,  {g) 

On  a  trial  for  setting  fire  to  a  house,  it  appeared  that  the  pri- 
soner, a  girl  about  fifteen  years  old,  was  a  servant  in  the  pro- 
secutor's house,  and  that  soon  after  the  fire  was  put  out  Handsley, 
a  neighbour  of  the  prosecutor's,  said  to  the  prisoner,  '  I  doubt  you 
have  set  this  house  on  fire  by  the  candle  between  the  laths.'  She 
said  she  did  not.  On  the  same  day,  Mrs.  Bowis,  who  lived  about 
three  hundred  yards  from  the  house  of  the  prosecutor,  and  who 
was  the  mother  of  Mra.  Blackburn,  the  wife  of  the  prosecutor, 
spoke  to  the  prisoner  in  the  prosecutor's  house  in  the  presence  of 
Mrs.  Blackburn,  who  was  very  deaf,  and  the  prisoner's  mother, 
and  told  her  she  had  better  confess  the  truth,  because  she  believed 


(/)  Reg.  V.  Moore,  2  Den.  C.  C.  522, 
8  C.  &  E.  153. 

{g)  Reg.  V.  Parker,  L.  &  C.  42,  at  first 
sight  may  appear  the  other  way  ;  but  in 


all  probability  this  decision  proceeded  on 
the  ground  that  desiring  a  prisoner  to 
tell  the  truth  is  not  an  inducement. 


CHAP.  IV.  §  I.]     Confessions  and  Admissions.  469 

it  was  her  that  fired  both  the  house  and  the  stack,  and  that  it 
would  be  a  great  deal  the  worse  for  her  if  she  did  not  confess. 
The  prisoner  said  she  did  not.  On  the  same  day  the  prisoner  was 
taken  before  a  magistrate  at  Spilsby.  On  the  next  morning, 
Mrs.  Bowis  saw  the  prisoner  again  on  the  road  to  her  house. 
Mrs.  Bowis  said  to  the  prisoner,  she  should  not  come  to  her 
house,  and  told  her  again  it  was  her  that  fired  both  the  house  and 
stack  ;  she  said  she  did  not  do  it.  Soon  after  Handsley  came  up 
and  joined  them,  and  said  to  the  prisoner,  'Don't  be  so  bold; 
perhaps  you  will  have  to  go  to  Spilsby  to-morrow.'  Spilsby  was 
the  place  where  the  magistrates  met  He  told  her  that  perhaps 
somebody  will  come  forward  to-morrow  that  saw  you  do  it.  She 
took  her  apron  up  and  held  it  to  her  face,  and  said  no  more.  She 
always  denied  it ;  and  when  Handsley  said  she  might  have  to  go 
to  Spilsby  she  denied  it  again.  He  said,  '  If  you  be  guilty,  go 
along  with  Mrs.  Bowis  and  beg  your  master's  and  mistress's  pardon, 
and  get  away,  and  be  better  in  future,  and  we  shall  not  seek  after 
you ' ;  and  he  said, '  Never  mind  your  wages :  1*11  give  you  a  few 
shillings  out  of  my  pocket.'  And  Handsley  also  told  her  it  would 
be  better  for  her  to  confess.  After  he  went  away,  Mrs.  Bowis 
went  with  the  prisoner  to  Blackburn's  house,  and  talked  to  her 
about  the  fire  all  the  way ;  and  after  they  got  there,  they  went 
out  of  the  house,  and  Mrs.  Bowis  said  to  the  prisoner,  '  Now, 
Sarah,  you  lighted  the  bunch  of  matches,  and  put  it  into  the 
thatch  of  the  house  ; '  before  she  said  that,  she  told  the  prisoner 
that  if  she  went  to  Spilsby  again  she  would  be  a  great  deal  worse 
off,  and  she  said  to  her  several  times,  both  going  along  the  road  to 
the  prosecutor's  house,  and  also  in  the  house,  and  also  when  she 
spoke  to  her  out  of  doors,  that  it  would  be  a  great  deal  better  for 
her  if  she  would  confess,  and  a  great  deal  worse  for  her  if  she  did 
not  confess.  The  counsel  for  the  prisoner  objected  to  evidence 
being  given  of  what  the  prisoner  said,  on  Mrs.  Bowis  charging 
her  as  before  stated,  on  the  ground  that  after  these  promises  and 
threats  had  been  held  out  to  her,  her  answer  could  not  be  received 
unless  she  had  a  caution.  For  the  prosecution  it  was  contended 
that  her  answer  might  be  received,  because  Handsley  was  neither 
a  constable,  nor  did  he  stand  in  any  relation  to  the  prosecutor ; 
and  though  Mrs.  Bowis  was  the  mother  of  the  prosecutor's  wife, 
yet  that  promises  and  threats  made  by  a  person  standing  in 
that  situation  were  not  sufficient  to  exclude  a  confession.  Lit- 
tledale,  J.,  allowed  the  evidence  to  be  given,  but  reserved  the 
question  for  the  opinion  of  the  judges,  whether  it  ought  to  have 
been  received.  On  Mrs.  Bowis  saying  to  the  prisoner,  'Now, 
Sarah,  you  lighted  the  bundle  of  matches,  and  put  it  into  the 
thatch  ? '  the  prisoner  said,  '  Yes,  I  did.'  Mrs.  Bowis  then  told 
Mrs.  Blackburn,  what  had  passed,  and  Mrs.  Blackburn  then  came 
out,  and  then  Mrs.  Bowis,  in  the  presence  of  Mrs.  Blackburn, 
asked  the  prisoner  what  she  did  it  for  ;  whether  it  was  for  any- 
thing against  the  family  ?  She  said  '  No.'  Mrs.  Blackburn  asked 
if  anyone  persuaded  her  to  it?  She  said  'No;'  she  said  she 
had  no  malice.  The  prisoner  in  her  defence  asseited  her  innocence, 
and  said  that  Mrs.  Bowis  said  that  if  she  would  confess  to  it  she 
should  have  her  liberty,  and  she  added  that  she  did  it  on  purpose 
to  get  her  liberty,  and  that  they  frightened  her  to  do  it    The 


470 


Of  Evidence. 


BOOK  VI. 


Indacements 
by  penonB 
not  in  antho- 
ritj. 


jury  said  they  found  the  prisoner  guilty  with  her  own  confession  ; 
but  Littledale,  J.,  told  them  they  must  find  her  either  guilty  or 
not  guilty,  and  then  they  gave  a  verdict  of  guilty ;  and  all  the 
judges,  upon  a  case  reserved,  were  unanimously  of  opinion  that  the 
confession  ought  not  to  have  been  received,  and  that  the  conviction 
was  bad.  {h) 

With  regard  to  the  persons  whose  inducements  will  not  exclude 
a  confession :  the  result  of  these  cases  seems  to  be,  that  a  con- 
fession is  not  inadmissible,  although  made  after  an  exhortation,  or 
admonition,  or  other  similar  influence,  proceeding  at  a  prior  time 
from  some  one  who  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  apprehension, 
prosecution,  or  examination  of  the  prisoner  :  (i)  for  a  promise 
made  by  a  person  who  interferes  without  any  authority  of  this 
kind  is  not  to  be  presumed  to  have  such  an  effect  on  the  mind  of 
the  prisoner  as  to  induce  him  to  confess  that  he  is  guilty  of  a 
crime  of  which  he  is  innocent. 

The  wife  of  the  constable  is  not  a  person  in  authoritv.  (j) 
In  a  case  of  murder  a  surgeon  stated  that  he  had  held  out  no 
threat  or  promise  to  induce  the  prisoner  to  confess ;  but  a  woman 
who  was  present  said  that  she  had  told  the  prisoner  she  had 
better  tell  all ;  and  then  the  prisoner  made  certaiu  confessions  to 
the  surgeon.  It  was  objected  that,  as  the  confession  was  made 
after  an  inducement  held  out,  it  could  not  be  received  in  evidence; 
but  Park,  J.  A.  J.,  after  consulting  Hullock,  B.,  held  that  as  no 
inducement  had  been  held  out  by  the  surgeon,  to  whom  the  con- 
fession was  made,  and  the  only  inducement  had  been  held  out  by 
a  person  having  no  authority,  it  must  be  presumed  that  the  con- 
fession to  the  surgeon  was  a  free  and  voluntary  one.     If  the  pro- 


(h)  Rex  V.  Simpson,  R.  &  M.  C.  C.  R. 
410.  The  grounds  upon  which  this  de- 
cision proceeded  are  not  mentioned  in  the 
report,  and  the  i*eal  import  of  the  case 
does  not  appear  to  be  correctly  abstracted 
in  the  text  books,  as  observes  Mr.  Joy, 
p.  9 ;  and  after  abstracting  the  case  he  weU 
observes,  *  that  it  was  in  the  prosecutor's 
house,  and  in  the  presence  of  the  prisoner's 
mother,  and  of  the  prisoner's  mistress,  a 
person  in  authority  over  her,  and  under 
ner  implied  sanction,  that  the  prisoner 
was  tola  in  the  first  instance  that  it  would 
be  better  for  her  to  confess.  So  in  the 
conversation  that  immediately  elicited  the 
confession,  the  inducement  was  held  out 
in  the  prosecutor's  house,  [this  is  an 
eiTor,  it  was  after  "  they^  went  out  of  the 
houso,"]  and  although  it  does  not  appear 
distinctly  whether  the  prosecutor  or  his 
wife  were  then  present,  [it  is  clearly  to 
be  inferred  that  they  were  not  present, 
for  after  the  prisoner  said  **  I  did,"  Mrs. 
Bowis  told  Mi-s.  Blackburn,  and  she 
'*^Aencame  out"]  the  influence  caused 
by  the  inducement  held  out  on  the  preced- 
ing morning,  in  the  presence  of  the  {)ro- 
secutor's  wife,  and  in  his  house,  may  per- 
haps be  considered  to  have  continued,' 
Joy,  10  and  1 1,  and  he  refers  to  Rex  v, 
Upchurch,  ante,  p.  467,  and  Reg.  v.  Tay- 
lor, arUe,  p.  467,  to  show  that  the  mis- 
tress is  a  person  in  authority.     It  may  be 


observed,  also,  that  Fatteson,  J.,  held  in 
Reg.  V.  Taylor,  that  an  inducement  held 
out  by  a  person  in  the  presence  of  the 
prisoner  s  mistress  must  be  taken  as  if  it 
had  been  held  out  by  the  mistress  herself : 
from  which  it  may  be  inferred  that  that 
very  learned  judge  considered  the  person 
holding  out  the  inducement  as  the  agent 
for  that  purpose  of  the  mistress.  In  that 
case,  as  the  prosecutrix  expressed  no  dis- 
sent, she  was  taken  to  have  sanctioned  the 
inducement ;  so  in  the  present  case  the 
same  must  be  inferred  as  to  the  induce- 
ment first  held  out  in  the  presence  of  the 
mistress  ;  and  as  by  her  conduct  in  the 
latter  part  of  the  transaction  the  prose- 
cutrix sanctioned  what  Mrs.  Bowis  had 
done  in  her  absence,  the  learned  judges 
may  have  thought  that  Mrs.  Bovris  was 
the  agent  of  the  prosecutrix  for  the  pur- 
pose of  discovering  the  guilt  of  the  pri- 
soner. If  a  person  were  expressly  em- 
ployed by  the  prosecutor  to  discover  the 
person  who  had  committed  a  felony,  there 
seems  good  reason  why  he  should  be 
considered  as  a  person  having  so  much 
to  do  with  the  apprehension  and  prose- 
cution as  to  render  a  confession  obtained 
by  his  inducements  inadmissible.  Sec 
Rex  V.  Stacey,  anU,  p.  464.     C.  S.  G. 

(i)  R.  V.  Row,  R.  &  IL  168.  R.  v, 
Tyler,  1  C.  &  P.  129. 

(;)  Rex  V.  Hardwick,  1  Phill.  £r.  408. 
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mise  had  been  held  out  by  a  person  having  any  office  or  authority, 
as  the  prosecutor,  constable,  &c.,  the  case  would  be  different ;  but 
here,  some  person  having  no  authority  of  any  sort  officiously  says, 
'  You  had  better  confess,'  No  confession  follows,  but  some  time 
afterwards,  to  another  person,  the  prisoner,  without  any  induce- 
ment held  out,  confesses.  The  learned  judge  added,  that  he  and 
HuUock,  B.,  had  not  the  least  doubt  that  the  evidence  was  admis- 
sible, (i) 

The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  placing  a  piece  of  iron  on  a  Inducement 
railway,  and  a  platelayer  in  the  service  of  the  company,  but  who  ^0,*^^*^^*^ 
was  not  employed  by  any  of  his  superior  to  see  the  prisoner,  had 
told  him  that  it  would  be  a  good  deal  better  for  him  if  he  owned 
to  it.  The  prisoner  knew  that  the  platelayer  worked  on  the  line. 
Cresswell,  J.,  *  I  am  disposed  to  think  the  statement  of  the  pri- 
soner is  receivable,  the  witness  not  being  a  person  having  any 
authority  to  make  any  promise  ;  still  he  was  in  a  position  that 
might  reasonably  lead  the  prisoner  to  believe  he  had  ;'  and  there- 
upon the  counsel  for  the  prosecution  declined  to  ask  as  to  the 
statement  of  the  prisoner.  (2) 

There  has  been  a  diflference  of  opinion  among  the  judges  whether  Confession  to 
a  confession  made  to  a  person  who  has  no  authority,  after  an  f,i^^orit^* 
inducement  held  out  by  that  person,  is  receivable  :  some  of  the  after  induce- 
judges  thinking  it  receivable,  and  others  thinking  it  is  not  so.  (m)   ™e»i*  *>y  such 
And  several  cases  have  occuiTed,  in  which  confessions  made  to  P®"°^- 
persons  without  authority,  in  consequence  of  inducements  held 
out  by  such  persons,  have  been  rejected,  {n)     But  it  is  said  to  be 
the  opinion  of  the  judges  that  *  evidence  of  any  confession  is  re- 
ceivable, unless  there  has  been  some  inducement  held  out  by  some 
person  in  authority.'  (o) 


{k)  Rex  V.  Gibbons,  1  C.  &  P.  97. 

(/)  Keg.  V.  Frewin,  6  Cox,  C.  C.  530. 
The  prisoner  was  not  defended.  The 
mai^ual  note  treats  this  as  an  actual 
decision. 

(m)  Per  Parke,  B.,  in  Rex  r.  Spencer, 
7  C.  &  P.  776. 

(«)  In  Rex  V.  Dunn,  4  C.  &  P.  543,  a 
witness  proved  that  the  prisoner  wished  to 
sell  a  stolen  book  to  him,  and  that  he  told 
him  he  had  better  tell  where  he  got  it. 
Bosanquet,  J.,  'Any  person  telling  a 
prisoner  that  it  will  be  oetter  for  him  to 
confess  will  always  exclude  any  confes- 
sion made  to  that  person.  Whether  a 
prisoner's  having  been  told  by  one  person, 
that  it  will  be  letter  for  him  to  confess, 
will  exclude  a  confession  subsequently 
made  to  another  person,  is  very  often  a 
nice  question  ;  but  it  will  always  exclude 
a  statement  made  to  the  same  person.' 
In  Rex  17.  Slaughter,  ibid,  note  (a),  the 
same  learned  Judge  rejected  a  confession 
made  by  the  prisoner  to  one  of  his  fellow- 
workmen,  who  had  told  him  it  would  be 
Ixitter  for  him  to  confess.  In  Rex  v, 
Arundel,  Gloucester  Summer  Assizes, 
1830,  the  same  learned  judge  ruled  the 
same  way,  saying,  'if  an  unauthorised 
peraon  makes  a  promise,  it  will  not  pre- 
vent a  statement  made  to  another  person 


from  being  received  in  evidence  ;  but  if 
the  statement  be  made  to  the  person  who 
makes  the  promise,  I  think  it  oujght  not  to 
be  rcceivea.'  The  same  distinction  is 
also  adverted  to  in  a  note  to  Rex  v. 
Gibbons,  supra.  For  this  distinction, 
however,  there  seems  no  sufficient  reason. 
The  correct  inquiry  in  every  case  is, 
whether  the  inducement  was  such  as  to 
lead  the  prisoner  to  suppose  that  it  would 
be  better  for  him  to  confess  himself  guilty 
of  a  crime  he  did  not  commit.  If  it  was, 
then  a  statement.made  under  its  influence, 
whether  to  the  party  using  the  induce- 
ment, or  to  another  person,  would  be 
inadmissible.  At  the  same  time,  it  must 
ever  be  a  circumstance  deserving  of  con- 
sideration, in  conjunction  wiUi  others, 
that  the  prisoner  did  not  make  the  con- 
fession to  the  party  using  the  inducement 
at  the  time,  out  made  it  afterwards  to 
another  party ;  as  that  tends  to  show  that 
he  was  not  under  the  influence  of  the 
inducement  when  he  confessed  ;  and  this 
LB  the  view  which  the  court  seems  to  have 
adopted  in  Rex  v.  Gibbons.  See  also  Mr. 
Joy's  observations,  pp.  26,  27.  C.  S.  G. 
\o)  Per  Patteson,  J. ,  in  Reg.  v.  Taylor, 
8  C.  &  P.  734.  See  R.  v.  Moore,  2 
Den.  C.  C.  526,  per  Parke,  B. 
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A  confession 
obtained  with- 
out threat  or 
proipise  from 
a  boy  iourteen 
years  old,  by 
questions  put 
by  a  police 
officer  in  whose 
custody  the 
boy  was  on  a 
charge  of 
felony,  and 
when  he  had 
had  no  food 
for  nearly  a 
day,  held 
rightly  re- 
ceived. 


Confessions 
obtained  by 
questions  put 
by  constables. 


(e)  Confessions  elicited  by  Questions, 

As  to  the  committing  magistrate  putting  questions  to  the 
accused,  see  post,  p.  503. 

In  a  case  where  Miller,  the  chief  officer  of  the  police  at  Liver- 
pool, stated,  that  on  the  18th  of  November  the  prisoner,  a  boy  of 
fourteen  years  of  age,  was  apprehended  by  his  directions,  without 
any  warrant,  between  twelve  and  one  o'clock,  and  that  he  was 
carried  to  the  police  office  about  one  o'clock.  The  magistrates 
were  then  sitting  at  a  very  short  distance,  and  continued  sitting 
till  between  two  and  three,  and  till  the  business  presented  to  them 
was  finished  ;  but  the  prisoner  was  not  carried  before  them,  be- 
cause the  police  officer  was  engaged  elsewhere.  The  officer  ordered 
the  prisoner  to  Bridewell  on  his  own  authority,  between  four  and 
five  o  clock  ;  and  between  five  and  six  o'clock  he  told  the  prisoner 
that,  in  consequence  of  the  falsehoods  he  had  told,  and  the  prevari- 
cations he  had  made,  there  was  no  doubt  but  he  had  set  the 
premises  on  fire  ;  and  he  therefore  asked  him  if  any  person  had 
been  concerned  with  him,  or  induced  him  to  do  it  ?  The  prisoner 
said  he  had  not  done  it.  The  police  officer  replied  that  he  would 
not  have  told  so  many  falsehoods  as  he  had  if  he  had  not  been 
concerned  in  it,  and  he  again  asked  him  if  anybody  had  induced 
him  to  do  it  ?  The  prisoner  then  began  to  cry,  and  made  a  full 
confession.  In  speaking  of  the  falsehoods,  the  police  officer  referred 
to  an  examination  of  the  prisoner  he  had  himself  made.  The 
prisoner  was  taken  before  he  had  dined,  and  had  had  no  food  from 
the  time  he  was  apprehended  till  after  his  confession.  Bayley,  J., 
thought  it  deserved  consideration,  whether  a  confession  so  obtained, 
when  the  detention  of  the  prisoner  was  perhaps  illegal,  and  when 
the  conduct  of  the  officer  was  calculated  to  intimidate,  was  admis- 
sible in  evidence,  and  reserved  the  point  for  the  opinion  of  the 
judges,  a  majority  of  whom  held  the  confession  rightly  received, 
on  the  ground  that  no  threat  or  promise  had  been  used,  (p) 

Where  rumours  had  been  afloat  that  the  prisoner  had  been 
delivered  of  a  child,  but  the  only  ground  for  such  suspicion  was 
that  she  had  been  observed  up  to  a  certain  time  to  increase  in 
size,  and  had  afterwards  recovered  her  usual  form  ;  and  in  conse- 
quence of  these  rumours  a  police  officer  went  to  her,  charged  her 
with  having  been  recently  delivered,  and  with  having  murdered 
the  child,  or  at  least  concealed  its  birth.  The  result  of  his  ques- 
tioning was  that  she  made  a  statement,  which  he  detailed.  Erie, 
J .,  made  strong  observations  on  the  impropriety  of  questioning  the 
prisoner  at  the  time  when  there  was  no  proof  of  any  crime  having 
been  committed,  but  the  evidence  was  left  to  the  jury,  (q) 


{p)  Rex  r.  Thornton.  P.  k  M.  C.  C. 
R.  27.  Best,  C.  J.,  Bailey,  J.,  and  Hol- 
Toyd,  J.,  diasentientihus.  Reg.  v.  Kerr,  8 
C.  &  P.  176.  Gibnev*8  case,  Jov,  86. 
^tg.  V.  Hughes,  ibid.  89.  AltDough 
there  can  be  no  doubt  that  confessions 
elicited  by  questions  pttt  by  officers  are 
admissible,  still  there  can  be  equaUy  little 
doubt  that  it  is  no  part  of  the  duty,  or 
mther  that  it  is  a  breach  of  the  duty,  of 
on  officer  to  put  questions  to  prisoners  in 


their  custody,  and  learned  judges  bare  in 
many  cases  reprobated  sucn  conduct  in 
the  strongest  terms ;  and  in  a  recent  case, 
where  it  apx)eared  that  a  constable  was 
in  the  practice  of  interrogating  prisoners 
in  his  custody,  Patteson,  J.,  threatened 
to  cause  him  to  be  dismissed  from  his 
office.  HiU's  case,  Rose  Cr.  £v.  46. 
Reg.  V.  Hassett,  8  Cox,  C.  C.  611. 
{q)  Reg.  r.  Berriman,  6  Cox,  C.  C.  888. 
however,  be  borne  in  mind  in 


It  should, 
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In  one  case  in  Ireland  where  a  constable  aiTested  a  prisoner, 
and  having  given  the  usual  and  proper  caution  (r)  proceeded  to 
search  his  house,  and  having  found  the  prisoner's  coat,  which  was 
wet  from  washing,  asked  him  why  he  had  washed  his  coat  ?  The 
Chief  Baron  ruled  that  the  answer  could  not  be  given  in  evidence, 
and  said  that  where  a  constable  arrests  a  party  he  ought  to  abstain 
from  asking  questions ;  he  ought  to  leave  that  duty  to  the  magis- 
trate, who  alone  has  the  power  to  reduce  to  writing  what  is  said 
by  the  prisoner.  (») 

So  a  confession  obtained  by  questions  put  by  the  prosecutor's  QueetionB  put 
wife,  (t)  or  by  persons  who  are  neither  constables  or  officers,  (u)  or  ^i  <>**>«' 
by  a  fellow  prisoner,  (v)  is  admissible.     So  where  it  was  proposed  P^™'"** 
on  the  part  of  the  prosecution  to  prove  what  had  been  said  by  the 
defendant  in  his  examination  before  a  committee  of  the  House  of 
Commons,  which  the  defendant  had  been  compelled  to  attend ; 
and  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  it  was  objected  that,  since  this 
statement  had  been  made  under  a  compulsory  process  from  the 
House  of  Commons,  and  under  the  pain  of  incurring  punishment 
as  for  a  contempt  of  the  House,  the  declarations  were  not  volun- 
tary, and  could  not  be  admitted  for  the  purpose  of  criminating  the 
defendant ;  Abbott,  J.,  overruled  the  objection  and  admitted  the 
evidence,  {w) 

if)  When  Prisoner's  Examination  on  Oath  Evidence, 

If  the  written  examination  of  a  prisoner  taken  before  the  com-  a  prisoner's 
mitting  magistrate  purport  to  have  been  taken  on  oath,  it  is  not  examination 
admissible.     An  examination  of  a  prisoner  taken  before  a  ma^fis-  7^^  pjirporta 
trate   was   written  under  the  following  words,  which   except   as  oath  before  the 
to  the  name  were  printed,  '  The  examination  of  —  Homage,  taken  committing 
on  oath  before  me,  &c.,'  and  was  signed  by  the  magistrate  ;  and  Le  ™^!|?'^*®V? 
Blanc,  J.,  rejected  the  examination,  because  it  purported  to  have  ^^     ™ 
been  taken  on  oath,  and  would  not  permit  a  witness  to  be  examined 
for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  no  oath  had  in  fact  been  adminis- 
tered to  the  prisoner,  saying  that  he  could  not  allow  that  which 
had  been  sent  in  under  the  hand  of  the  magistrate  to  be  disputed,  (x) 


these  cases,  that  every  peace  officer  is 
justified  in  apprehending  on  reasonable 
suspicion,  though  iiofdony  han  beencotn- 
miUed  ;  and  that  in  cases  of  suspicion  it 
may  frequently  be  perfectly  right  for  a 
peace  officer  to  ask  questions  of  a  sus- 
pected person  not  in  custody,  provided 
such  questions  be  fair  and  adapted  to 
the  particular  circumstances. 

(r)  It  is  not  stated  what  it  was. 

(5)  Reg.  V,  Bodkin,  9  Cox,  C.  C.  403. 
This  case  seems  to  deserve  reconsidera- 
tion. 

(<)  Bez  V.  Upchurch,  ante,  p.  467. 

(m)  Bex  V.  Wild,  a?U«,  p.  444. 

(17)  Rex  V.  Shaw,  6  C.  &  P.  872. 

(w)  Rex  V.  Merceron,  2  Stark.  N.  P.  C. 
366.  *  I  think  there  must  be  some  mis- 
take in  that  case ;  the  evidence  must  have 
been  given  without  oath  ;  and  before  a 
committee  of  inquiry,  where  the  witness 
would  not  be  bound  to  answer.*  Per 
Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.,  in  Rex  v,  Gilham, 


R  &  M.  C.  C.  R.  208,  on  Rex  v.  Mer- 
ceron being  cited.  See  also  in  Rex  v, 
Garbett,  2  C.  &  K.  483,  further  remarks 
on  this  case.  So  if  a  witness  answers 
questions  to  which  he  might  have  de- 
murred, as  subjecting  him  to  penalties, 
his  answers  may  be  used  against  him  for 
all  legal  purposes  ;  and  therefore,  in  an 
action  on  5  Geo.  2,  c.  80,  s.  21,  the  de- 
fendant's examination  before  the  commis- 
sioners was  allowed  to  be  given  in  evi- 
dence, to  show  that  by  his  own  confession 
he  had  concealed  the  property  of  the 
bankrupt.  Smith  v.  Beadnell,  1  Campb. 
80.  See  also  Stockfleth  v,  De  Tastet,  4 
Campb.  10. 

(a;)  Rex  v.  Smith,  1  Stark.  R.  242. 
See  R.  ».  Hkesley,  9  C.  &  P.  124,  Parke, 
B.  But  it  seems,  although  there  are  cases 
to  the  contrary,  that  parol  evidence 
might  be  given  to  show  what  the  pri- 
soner's statement  wa&  Reg.  v.  WheeUy, 
8  C.  A  P.  260 ;  Reg.  v.  Owen,  9  C.  &P. 
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So  an  examination  beginning,  *  This  deponent  saith,'  has  been 
rejected,  as  that  implied  that  the  statement  was  made  upon 
oath,  (z) 

The  ground  on  which  these  decisions  proceeded  was,  that  the 
account  given  by  a  prisoner  before  a  magistrate  ought  not  to  be 
upon  oath  ;  and  if  the  prisoner  has  been  sworn,  his  statement  can- 
not be  received,  (c) 

But  although  it  is  quite  correct  to  hold  that  an  examination  of  a 
prisoner  in  writing  pui*porting  to  be  taken  on  oath  is  inadmissible, 
because  such  an  examination  is  apparently  taken  in  direct  violation 
of  the  statute,  yet  it  seems  clearly  erroneous  to  hold  that,  when  in 
point  of  fact  the  examination  has  been  regularly  taken  in  accord- 
ance with  the  statute,  no  evidence  of  it  should  be  admissible,  be- 
cause by  accident  or  negligence  it  has  been  stated  to  be  upon 
oath.  Where  in  direct  violation  of  the  statute  no  examination 
in  writing  has  been  taken,  evidence  is  admissible  of  what  the  pri- 
soner said,  (d)  and  d  fortiori  such  evidence  ought  to  be  admitted 
where  the  statute  has  been  substantially  complied  with,  but  an  ac- 
cidental en-or,  in  no  way  tending  to  the  prejudice  of  the  prisoner, 
has  occurred.  It  is  submitted,  therefore,  that  where  the  examina- 
tion on  the  face  of  it  erroneously  states  the  prisoner  to  have  been 
examined  on  oath,  it  should  be  permitted  to  the  prosecutor  to 
prove  that  that  was  not  the  fact,  and  on  such  proof  to  give 
evidence  of  what  the  prisoner  said  before  the  magistrate. 

Upon  an  indictment  for  administering  poison,  it  appeared  that 
on  the  day  on  which  the  prisoner  was  committed,  she  and  several 
others  were  summoned  before  a  magistrate,  and  at  a  time  when 
she  was  under  no  charge,  and  when  there  was  no  specific  charge 
against  any  person,  she  and  the  other  persons  were  examined 
upon  oath  touching  this  poisoning,  and  their  statements  taken  down 
in  writing  ;  but  on  the  conclusion  of  the  examination,  the  prisoner 
was  committed  for  trial  on  this  charge.  It  was  proposed  to  put  in 
the  examination  of  the  prisoner,  and  Rex  v.  Tubby  (e)  was  cited. 
Gurney,  B.,  *  This  case  is  quite  distinguishable  from  the  case  cited. 
Under  the  circumstances  of  that  case  I  should  have  been  disposed 
to  agree  with  my  brother  Vaughan.  I  remember  in  the  case  of 
Rex  V.  WalkeVy  which  was  a  case  of  forging  a  will,  I  gave  in 
evidence  an  affidavit  made  by  one  of  the  prisoners  in  the  suit  in 
Doctors  Commons,  and  the  prisoner  was  convicted  and  executed. 
But  this  being  a  deposition  made  by  the  prisoner  at  the  same  time 
as  all  the  other  depositions  on  which  she  was  committed,  I  think  it 
is  not  receivable.  I  do  not  think  this  examination  was  perfectly 
voluntary.' (/) 


83;  Kex  v.  Rivers,  7  C.  &  P.  177; 
Rex  V.  Bentley,  6  C.  &  P.  148,  and  MSS. 
C.  S.  G.,  post^  B.  2  of  this  chapter. 
{z)  Rex  V,  Shellswell,  Oxfoixl  Spr.  Ass. 
1828,  Park,  J.  A.  A.  MSS.     C.  S.  G. 

(c)  Rex  r.  Smith,  1  Stark.  N.  P.  C. 
242.  As  to  examinations  by  magistrates 
generally,  seepostf  p.  499. 

(d)  See  the  cases,  post,  p.  485. 

(e)  6  C.  &  P.  630,  post,  p.  477. 

(/ )  Rex  V.  Lewis,  6  C.  &  P.  161,  and 
MSS.  C.  S.  G.  Mr.  Phillipps,  vol.  1,  p. 
403,  observes,  '  When  she  was  summoned 


to  appear,  suspicion  attached  to  her ;  and 
the  case  bears  a  strong  resemblance  to 
that  of  an  individual  examined  on  oatli 
under  a  charge.'  This  is  inaccurate,  and 
neither  wairauted  by  the  report  in  C. 
&  P.  nor  my  note  of  the  case,  and  I  was 
counsel  in  it.  The  prisoner  was  sum- 
moned in  the  ordinary  way  as  a  person 
who  could  give  some  evidence  touching 
the  matter,  and  not  because  any  suspicion 
attached  to  her.  See  the  note  (t)  infra. 
C.  S.  G. 
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Upon  an  indictment  against  a  father  and  daughter  for  receiving 
stolen  goods,  it  appeared  that  the  daughter  had  been  examined 
upon  oath  as  a  witness  before  the  committing  magistrate,  and  it 
was  proposed  to  ask  what  she  then  said  in  the  presence  of  her 
father.  Gumey,  B.,  '  I  think  you  cannot  do  that.  We  cannot 
hear  anything  she  said  before  the  magistrate  when  she  was  a  wit- 
ness ;  if  after  having  been  a  witness  you  make  her  a  prisoner, 
nothing  of  what  was  said  then  can  be  admitted  in  evidence.'  (i) 

The  prisoner  being  in  Bridewell  sent  for  a  magistrate,  and  asked 
what  was  the  charge  against  him,  which  the  magistrate  told  him. 
Nothing  further  passed.  About  an  hour  aftersvards  the  prisoner 
again  sent  for  the  magistrate,  and  made  an  information,  which  was 
produced.  The  magistrate  made  no  threat,  and  held  out  no  in- 
ducement to  the  prisoner,  and  did  not  caution  him  against  crimin- 
ating himself.  He  was  sworn,  and  put  his  mark  to  it.  The 
magistrate  did  not  inform  the  prisoner  that  his  information  would 
bo  used  against  him.  The  magistrate  thought  the  prisoner  would 
be  admitted  as  a  Crown  witness,  and  the  prisoner  might  have 
been  under  that  impression  also.  The  prisoner  *  was  in  as  a  Crown 
witness.'  The  prisoner  swore  his  information  again,  but  not  in  the 
presence  of  the  other  prisoners,  but  he  refused  to  support  his  in- 
formation,  or  appear  as  a  witnesa  The  magistrate  had  refused  to 
admit  the  prisoner  to  bail.  It  was  objected  that  the  information 
was  inadmissible  as  a  confession,  because  the  usual  caution  was 
not  given,  and  an  inducement  was  used ;  and,  further,  that  its 
being  on  oath  rendered  it  inadmissible  ;  and  upon  a  case  reserved, 
it  was  held  that  the  information  ought  not  to  have  been  received 
in  evidence,  {j) 

With  reference  to  an  examination  of  a  person  charged  as  a  Obseirations 
prisoner  taken  upon  oath,  Mr.  Phillipps  observes, '  As  an  examina-  ^7  ^^-  ^^^' 
tion,  it  is  irregular  :  the  modem  statute,  which  regulates  the  pro-  m^Stions^f 
ceedings  of  magistrates  on  criminal  charges  brought  before  them,  prisoner  on 
makes  a  distinction  between  the  examination  of  a  prisoner  and  ^*^* 
the  informations  of  those  who  make  the  charge  ;  the  informations, 
but  not  the  examinations  of  the  prisoner,  being  especially  required 
to  be  on  oath.     Since  the  statement  upon  oath  cannot  be  received 
as  a  judicial  proceeding  or  formal  examination,  is  it  admissible  as 
a  confession  ?    There  are  objections  to  it  also  in  that  form ;  the 
oath  imposed  on  the  prisoner,  especially  whilst  in  custody,  is  likely 
to  operate  as  a  constraint,  or  as  a  kind  of  compulsion  ;  the  state- 
ment therefore  cannot  be  considered  as  completely  free  and  volun- 
tary. (A) 

(i)  Rex  V.  Davifi,  6  C.  &  P.  177,  and  amination  was  taken  ;  and  aasuming  that 
MSS.  C.  S.  O.  Mr.  Phillipps,  toI.  1,  such  Buspicion  might  exist  in  the  minds 
p.  404,  observes,  '  It  does  not  appear  from  of  the  magistrates  or  others,  or  even  that 
the  report  that  this  individual  was  taken  the  prisoner  might  be  aware  that  there 
as  a  prisoner  before  the  magistrate  ;  but  was  such  suspicion,  that  was  not  the 
there  were  circumstances  sufficient  to  ground  of  the  decision,  but  that  the  pri- 
raise  a  suspicion  of  guilt,  and  sufficient  soner  had  been  examined  on  oath  as  a 
aLbo  to  show  that  the  statement  was  not  witness  ;  and  after  the  decision  in  Reg. 
perfectly  voluntary.'  It  should  seem,  v,  Wheater,  po^,  p.  479,  it  may  perhaps 
from  the  fact  of  her  being  examined  as  a  be  doubted  whether  this '  was  a  sum- 
witness,  that  she  was  not  taken  before  the  cient  reason  for  rejecting  the  deposition, 
magistrates  as  a  prisoner ;  and  as  to  the  C.  S.  G. 

circumstances  sufficient  to  raise  a  sns-  {j)  Reg.  v.  M'Hugh,  7  Cox,  C.  C.  483. 

picion  of  guilt,  none~  such  are  stated  to  C.  S.  G.  See  R.  v.  Gillis,  11  Cox,  C.  C.  69. 

nave  been  proved  before  the  magistrate,  {k)  1  Phill.  £v.  402.    Assuming  that 

either  before  or  at  the  time  when  her  ex-  an  oath  may  be  likely  to  operate  as  a  con* 
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Of  Evidence. 


[book  VI. 


Statement  by 
prisoner  not 
under  charge 
or  suspicion 
on  oath  as 
ivitnesB  against 
another. 


If  a  prisoner  is  sworn  and  examined  by  a  magistrate  by  mistake, 
and  bis  deposition  is  destroyed,  and  an  examination  then  taken  in 
the  regular  way,  it  is  admissible.  On  an  indictment  for  arson  against 
two  prisoners,  it  appeared  that  when  one  of  the  prisoners  was 
first  brought  before  the  magistrate,  it  was  thought  that  he  had 
appeared  as  a  witness,  and  by  mistake  he  was  sworn  ;  but  it  being 
discovered  that  he  was  one  of  the  accused  persons,  the  deposition, 
which  had  been  commenced,  was  torn,  and  the  prisoner  subse- 
quently made  a  statement,  after  having  been  cautioned  by  the 
magistrate ;  and  that  statement  was  offered  in  evidence.  It  was 
objected  that  the  whole  examination  before  the  magistrate  was 
but  one  transaction,  and  that  the  oath  was  binding  during  the 
whole  inquiry.  Garrow,  B.,  '  What  was  first  taken  down  and 
afterwards  destroyed  does  not  prejudice  the  prisoner.  We  do  not 
know  what  he  said  :  it  is  as  if  it  never  existed : '  and  the  state- 
ment was  received,  (i) 

The  principle  of  these  decisions  does  not  apply  to  a  statement 
made  by  a  prisoner,  in  an  examination  before  a  magistrate,  when 
he  was  not  in  custody,  but  examined  against  another  person  on  a 
distinct  charge ;  provided,  of  course,  there  has  been  no  induce- 
ment given  to  confess,  and  no  promise  of  favour  or  of  a  reward  for 
information  ;  a  statement  so  made  by  one  in  his  capacity  of  wit- 
ness, who  was  perfectly  free  to  refuse  answering  any  questions 
that  had  a  tendency  to  expose  him  to  a  criminal  charge,  seems  to 
be  clearly  admissible,  (m)     And   it  may  be  laid  down  generally 


straint,  there  seems  no  reason  whatever 
mhy,  where  a  prisoner's  examination  has 
been  taken  upon  oath,  that  fact  should 
operate  further  than  to  raise  a  priind 
facie  presumption  that  the  statement  was 
not  voluntary,  and  to  throw  the  onus  of 
showing  that  it  was  spontaneous  upon 
the  prosecutor.  Suppose,  after  the  state- 
ment of  a  prisoner  had  been  regularly 
taken  without  an  oath,  he  were  himself 
to  volunteer  to  swear  to  the  truth  of  it, 
and  the  magistrate  were  incautiously  to 
permit  him  so  to  do,  it  would  be  difficult 
to  assign  any  good  reason  why  such  a 
statement  should  not  be  admissible.  In 
Re^.  V.  Wheater,  post^  p.  479,  Lord 
Abinger,  C.  B.,  said,  in  the  presence  of 
all  the  judges,  '  I  understand,  if  a  prison- 
er's examination  be  on  oath,  it  shall  not 
be  received  in  evidence  without  reference 
to  a  duress  or  threat  \  1  su  no  reason  Jor 
it ;  in  principle  the  answer  may  be  quite 
voluntary.*  It  should  be  remembered 
that  a  magistrate  has  no  authority  to  ad- 
minister such  an  oath,  and  therefore  the 
Prisoner  has  a  right  to  refuse  to  take  it. 
n  Reg.  V.  Wheater,  on  Rex  v.  Tubby, 
post^  p.  477,  being  cited,  Alderson,  B., 
observed,  '  It  does  not  appear  there  that 
the  oath  was  a  lawful  one  : '  from  which, 
perhaps,  it  may  be  inferred  that  the  very 
learned  Baron  considered  that  a  distinc- 
tion might  be  drawn  between  a  lawful 
and  an  unlawful  oath ;  and  it  is  appre- 
hended that  such  a  distinction  might  well 
be  drawn,  as  in  the  one  case  the  justice 
has  the  power  to  enforce  by  commitment 


an  answer  to  any  legal  questions  ;  in  the 
other  he  has  no  such  power.  And  see 
Rex  V.  Shaw,  6  C.  &  P.  372.  The  first 
mention  of  the  mode  of  taking  prisoners* 
examinations  is  in  Kel}Tig,  p.  2,  where 
the  judges'  orders  direct,  '  that  all  justices 
of  the  peace  do  take  examinations  of 
the  felons  without  oath.'  The  same  ia 
stated  in  B.  N.  P.  242.  The  first  case 
where  an  examination  was  rejected  on 
the  ground  that  it  purported  to  be  on 
oath  is  Rex  v.  Smith,  1  Stark.  R.  242, 
amJU^  p.  474.  There  is  no  doubt  that  an 
examination  of  a  prisoner  taken  on  oath 
is  irregular,  and  therefore  inadmissible 
as  an  examiTuUimi  under  the  staitUs,  and, 
perhaps,  the  rejecting  the  examination  of 
prisoners  on  oath  altogether  jnay  have 
originated  in  not  distinguishing  bietween 
an  examination  admissible  under  the 
statute,  and  admissible  as  evidence  at 
common  law.  The  point  seems  to  have 
been  taken  for  granted  in  all  the  casea, 
and  never  solemnly  discussed.      C.  S.  G. 

(0  Rexr.  Webb,  4  C.  &  P.  564. 

(m)  1  Phill.  Ev.  404.  In  R.  v.  Coote, 
42  L.  J.  Priv.  C.  Ca.  46,  SirR  P.  CoUier, 
whilst  delivering  the  judgment  of  their 
lordships,  and  after  referring  to  many 
cases,  on  the  subject,  said,  'From  these 
cases  to  which  others  might  be  added^ 
it  results,  in  their  lordships'  opinion, 
that  the  depositions  on  oath  of  a  witness 
legally  taken  are  evidence  against  him 
should  he  be  subsequently  tried  on  a 
criminal  charge,  except  so  much  of  them 
as  consists  of  answers  to  questions  to 
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that  a   statement  upon  oath   by  a  person   not  being  a  prisoner, 
and  when  no  suspicion  attached  to  him,  the  statement  not  being 
compulsory,  nor  made  in  consequence  of  any  promise  of  favour,  is 
admissible  in  evidence  against  him  on  a  criminal  charge,  {n)  Thus 
where  upon  an  indictment  for  forgery,  it  appeared  that,  before  the 
prisoner  was  either  charged  with  or  suspected  of  having  committed 
any  oflFence,  one  Shearer  had  been  examined  on  a  charge  of  forgery, 
and  that  the  prisoner  was  called  as  a  witness  against  Shearer  on 
that  occasion,  and  sworn  to  a  deposition,  which  was  proposed  to 
be  read  against  the  prisoner ;  and  it  was  objected  that  the  deposi- 
tion, being  a  statement  made  upon  oath,  could  not  be  received  as 
evidence  against  the  prisoner ;  Parke,  J.,  said,  '  I  think  I  ought  to 
receive  this  evidence.     The  prisoner  was  not,  at  the  time  when  he 
made  this  deposition,  charged  with  any  oflFence  :  and  he  might  on 
that,  as  well  as  on  any  other  occasion,  when  called  as  a  witness, 
have  objected  to  answer  any  questions  which  might  have  a  ten- 
dency to  expose  him  to  a  criminal  charge  ;  and  not  having  done  so, 
his  deposition  is  evidence  against  him.'  (o)     So  where  on  an  indict- 
ment for  burglary  it  was  proposed  to  read  a  statement  made  upon 
oath  by  the  prisoner,  at  a  time  when  he  was  not  under  any  sus- 
picion, and  it  was  objected  that  it  was  a  violation  of  the  rule  of 
law  that  a  prisoner  should  not  be  sworn ;  Vaughan,  B.,  said,  *  I 
do  not  see  any  objection  to  its  being  read,  as  no  suspicion  attached 
to  the  party  at  the  time.     The  question  is,  is  it  a  statement  of  a 
prisoner  upon  oath  ?     Clearly  it  is  not,  for  he  was  not  a  prisoner 
at  the  time  when  he  made  it.'  {p) 

So  where  on  an  indictment  for  threatening  to  accuse  of  an  in- 
famous crime,  it  appeared  that  the  prisoners  had  made  a  charge 
against  the  prosecutor,  and  been  examined  before  the  magistrate 
as  witnesses  against  the  prosecutor,  and  their  depositions  contained 
both  their  examinations  and  cross-examinations  ;  their  answers  on 
cross-examination  were  not  only  contradictory  in  themselves,  but 
quite  inconsistent  with  each  other.  It  was  held  that  the  examina- 
tions were  admissible,  but  that  the  cross-examinations  were  not,  as 
there  was  not  any  such  connection  between  these  answers  and  the 
particular  charge  in  this  indictment  as  to  make  them  relevant.  (3) 
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wliich  he  has  objected  as  teodiiig  to 
criminate  him,  bat  which  he  has  been 
improperly  compelled  to  answer.  The 
exception  depends  npon  the  principle 
nemo  ieneiur  seipsum  accusare^  but  does 
not  apply  to  answers  finven  without  ob- 
jection, which  are  to  be  deemed  volun- 
tary.' In  another  part  of  the  judgment 
Sir  R.  P.  Collier  said,  *  With  respect  to 
the  objection  that  Coote,  when  a  witness, 
should  have  been  cautioned  in  the  man- 
mer  in  which  it  is  directed  by  statute 
that  persons  accused  before  magistrates 
are  to  be  cautioned,  it  is  enough  to  ^say 
that  the  caution  is,  by  the  terms  of  the 
statute,  applicable  t^)  accused  persons 
only,  and  has  no  application  whatever  to 
witnesses 

(n)  Ibid.  See  R.  v.  Colmer,  9  Cox,C. 
C.  606 ;  R.  V,  Bateman,  4  F.  &  F.  1068. 

(0)  Rex  V.  Haworth,  4  C.  &  P.  254. 
Greenw.  Stat  138  n. 


{p)  Rex  V,  Tubby,  6  C.  &  P.  680.  The 
deposition  was  not  read,  but  withdrawn 
by  the  counsel  for  the  Crown,  as  it  did 
not  contain  anything  material.  In  Reg. 
17.  Wheater,  infra,  Vaughan,  J.,  said, 
*  In  Rex  r.  Tubby,  what  reason  is  there 
for  saying  that  there  was  any  restraint  on 
the  person  making  the  statement  ? ' 

(q)  Reg.  V,  Braynell,  4  Cox,  C.  C.  402, 
Williams,  J.  The  particulars  of  the 
cross-examinations  are  not  stated.  See 
my  note  on  this  decision,  anU,  p.  260.  To 
which  it  may  be  added  that  the  examina- 
tion and  cross-examination  formed  one 
document,  and,  according  to  the  general 
rule,  the  whole  ought  to  have  been  read. 
See  Goss  v.  Quiuton,  8  M.  &  Or.  826, 
where  an  examination  of  a  bankrupt  con- 
tained his  examination  iu  chief  and  cross- 
examination,  and  in  the  latter  a  copy  of  an 
agreement  wasincorporated,and  it  was  held 
that  the  examination  was  one  entire  thing, 
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Where  a  wit- 
ness claims 
the  protection 
of  the  court 
on  the  ground 
that  an 
answer  may 
criminate  him, 
and  is  com- 
pelled to 
answer,  the 
answer  is 
inadmissible. 


A  compulsory 
examination 
of  a  bankrupt 
is  admissible 
against  him. 


So  where  Chidley  and  Cummina  were  indicted  for  malicioualy 
wounding,  and  at  the  examination  before  the  magistrates  Chidley 
alone  was  charged  with  committing  the  offence,  and  Cummins  came 
forwai"d  voluntarily,  and  gave  evidence  exculpating  Chidley,  and 
confessed  that  he  had  inflicted  the  injuries  upon  the  prosecutor, 
and  upon  this  he  and  Chidley  were  committed ;  it  was  held  that 
Cummins'  deposition  was  admissible,  (r) 

On  an  indictment  for  forging  the  acceptance  of  a  bill  of  ex- 
change, '  Accepted,  payable  at  Masterman  &  Co's.,  London,  Wil- 
liam Booth/  it  appealed  that  the  prisoner  had  been  called  as  a 
witness  for  Booth  in  an  action  brought  against  him  on  that  bill, 
and  in  cross-examination  he  made  several  statements  tending  to 
show  that  the  acceptance  was  a  forgery  without  objection,  and 
afterwards  either  put  himself  in  the  hands  of  the  court  or  de- 
clined to  answer  questions  put  to  him,  but  he  was  compelled  to 
answer  these  questions,  and  this  examination  of  the  prisoner  was 
proposed  to  be  given  in  evidence  on  the  trial  for  forgery  ;  the 
counsel  for  the  prisoner  objected  to  those  parts  of  the  cross-ex- 
amination being  read  which  followed  the  prisoner's  declining  to 
answer,  and  applying  to  the  court  for  protection.  The  objection 
was  overruled,  and,  on  a  case  reserved,  it  was  held  that  if  a  wit- 
ness claims  the  protection  of  the  Court,  on  the  ground  that  the 
answer  would  tend  to  criminate  himself,  and  there  appears  rea- 
sonable ground  to  believe  that  it  would  do  so,  he  is  not  compellable 
to  answer;  and,  if  obliged  to  answer  notwithstanding,  what  he 
says  must  be  considered  to  have  been  obtained  by  compulsion,  and 
cannot  be  given  in  evidence  against  him ;  and  that  it  made  no 
difference  in  the  right  of  the  witness  to  protection  that  he  had 
chosen  to  answer  in  part,  as  he  was  entitled  to  it  at  whatever 
stage  of  the  inquiry  he  chose  to  claim  it,  and  that  no  answer  forced 
from  him  by  the  presiding  judge,  after  such  claim,  could  be  given 
in  evidence  against  him.  (s) 

The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  mutilating  one  of  his  trade  books, 
and  his  examination  before  the  Court  of  Joankruptcy  was  given  in 
evidence  against  him.  In  this  examination  questions  were  put, 
and  answers  obtained  to  them  under  the  threat  of  committal ; 
these  questions  and  answers  related  to  the  prisoner's  trade  books. 
Upon  a  case  reserved  it  was  held  that,  as  all  the  questions  touched 
matters  relating  to  his  trade  dealings  or  estate,  the  bankrupt  was 
bound  to  answer  them,  although  by  his  answers  he  might  crimi- 
nate himself.  That  the  questions,  though  tending  to  criminate 
the  bankrupt,  are  made  lawful,  and  if  he  refuses  to  answer  them 
he  is  liable  to  be  committed  as  upon  a  refusal  to  answer  any  other 


and  that  the  whole  must  be  put  in  evi- 
dence, including  the  cross-examination 
and  copy  of  the  agreement.     C.  S.  G. 

(r)  Reg.  V.  Chidley,  8  Cox,  C.  C.  365. 
Cockbum,  C.  J. 

(s)  R^.  V,  Garbett,  1  Den.  C.  C.  236, 
2  C.  &  K.  474.  This  was  the  ruling  of 
nine  judges,  Parke,  B.,  Alderson,  B., 
Coltman,  J.,  Maule,  J.,  Rolfe,  B.,  Wight- 
man,  J.,  Cresswell,  J.,  Piatt,  B.,  and  Wil- 
liams, J.,  against  Lord  Denman,  C.  J., 
Wilde,  C.  J.,  Pollock,  C.  B.,  Patteson,  J., 
Coleridge,   J.,  and  Erie,  J.     The  nine 


judges  did  not  decide,  as  the  case  did  not 
call  for  it,  whether  the  mere  declaration  of 
the  witness  on  oath,  that  he  believed  that 
the  answer  would  tend  to  criminate  him, 
would  or  would  not  be  sufficient  to  pro- 
tect him  from  answering,  where  other 
circumstances  did  not  appear  in  the  case 
to  induce  the  judge  to  Delieve  that  it 
would  not.  Tne  nine  judges  did  not 
think  Dixon  v.  Vale,  1  C.  &  P.  278,  and 
East  V.  Chapman,  2  C.  &  P.  578,  binding 
authorities.    See  post. 
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lawful  question.  That  the  statute  has  taken  away  the  privilege 
that  a  party  is  not  bound  to  accuse  himself,  and  has  enacted  that 
he  must  answer  questions,  by  answering  which  he  may  be  crimi- 
nated ;  and  that  one  of  the  consequences  is  that  what  may  be 
stated  by  a  person  in  a  lawful  examination  may  be  received  in 
evidence  against  him.  The  examination,  therefore,  was  properly 
received,  (f) 

Where  the  bankrupt's  examination  in  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy 
was  not  respecting  any  matters  relating  to  the  trade  dealings  or 
estate  of  the  bankrupt,  the  Court  held  that  the  examination  was 
properly  received.  Upon  the  trial  of  an  indictment  against  the 
bankrupt  for  uttering  a  forged  letter  with  intent  to  obtain  goods, 
the  proper  test  is  whether  the  party  may  object  to  answer.  If  he 
may,  and  he  does  not  do  so,  he  voluntarily  submits  to  the  exami- 
nation to  which  he  Ls  subjected,  and  such  examination  is  admis- 
sible against  him.  This  examination  was  not  touching  any  matters 
relating  to  the  trade  dealings  or  estate  of  the  bankrupt ;  he  might 
have  objected  to  the  examination,  but  he  did  not  do  so ;  the 
examination  therefore  was  voluntary  and  admissible.  (^) 

Upon  an  indictment  for  forging  a  deed,  the  answer  and  deposi-  ^n«^««  and 
tion  in  chancery  of  the  prisoner  were  tendered  in  evidence  against  cSncery!*"  ^^ 
the  prisoner,  and  were  objected  to  on  the  ground  that  they  were 
upon  oath ;  but  Vaughan,  B.,  was  clearly  of  opinion  that  they 
were  admissible,  being  made  before  any  charge  was*made  against 
the  prisoner.  The  amended  bill  in  tne  same  suit  in  chancery 
was  put  in  and  read ;  it  contained  a  charge  of  forging  the  deed 
against  the  prisoner,  on  which  it  was  again  objected  that  the 
answer  and  deposition  of  the  prisoner  were  not  admissible,  upon 
the  ground  that  the  bill  contained  such  charge  of  forgery.  Vaughan, 
B., '  The  argument  would  go  the  length  of  not  admitting  deposi- 
tions in  the  case  of  perjury.  If  the  party  chooses  voluntarily  to 
answer,  he  is  bound  by  it,  and  the  answers  are  admissible.'  {v)  So 
on  an  indictment  for  a  conspiracy,  the  answers  in  chancery  of 
the  defendants,  which  had  been  made  by  them  upon  oath,  in  a 
suit  which  had  been  instituted  by  the  prosecutor,  are  admissible  in 
evidence,  {w) 


{t)  Reg.  V.  Scott,  D.  &  B.  47 ;  26  L. 
J.  M.  C.  128.  Coleridge,  J.,  dissented.' 
R^u.  Cross,  Dears.  C.  C.  68,  S.  P.  R. 
V.  Widdop,  42  L.  J.  M.  C.  9  ;  L.  R.  2 
C.  C.  R.  8.  R.  V.  Robinson,  86  L.  J. 
M.  C.  79  ;  L.  R.  1  C.  C.  R.  80.  R.  v. 
Hillam,  12  Cox,  C.  C.  174,  vol.  2,  p. 
447.  See  R.  v.  Wheater,  2  M.  C.  C.  R. 
45,  2  Lew.  157.  R.  v,  Britton,  1  M.  & 
Rob.  297.  R.  V.  Cherry,  12  Cox,  C.  C.  82. 

(u)  Reg.  V,  Sloggett,  Dears.  C.  C. 
656;  25  L.  J.  AlT  C.  98.  In  Rm;. 
V.  Darby,  2  Cox,  C.  C.  816,  a  bank- 
rupt had  been  examined  before  a  com- 
missioner, not  so  much  with  a  view 
to  oppose  his  certificate  as  to  this  prose- 
cution, which  was  for  false  pretences,  and 
he  had  not  been  cautioned  ;  but  his  soli- 
citor was  present ;  and  the  Recorder  held 
that,  as  he  had  been  examined  for  the 
purpose  of  this  prosecution,  and  not  with 
reference  to  the  bankrupt  laws,  his  ex- 


amination was  inadmissible.  But  this 
decision  can  hardly  be  considered  as  an 
authority  after  Rqg.  v.  Sloggett,  and  Reg. 
V,  Scott,  *wpra,  and  there  is  no  weight  in 
the  fact  that  the  prisoner  had  been  ex- 
amined with  a  view  to  the  prosecution ; 
that  is  done  every  day  in  cases  of  per- 
jury, and  it  cannot  affect  the  admissibility 
of  the  evidence.  See  Stockfleth  v.  De 
Tastet,  4  Campb.  R.  10. 

{v)  Rex  V,  Highfield,  Stafford  Sum. 
Ass.  1828,  MSS.  C.  S.  G.  The  piisoner 
was  executed.  See  Rex  v.  Lewis,  anU^ 
p.  474,  as  to  an  affidavit  in  a  suit  in  the 
Ecclesiastical  Court. 

(w)  Reg.  V.  Goldshede,  1  C.  &  K.  657. 
Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  who  observed  that 
'the  very  oath  on  which  an  answer  in 
chancery  is  given  is  the  foundation  of 
these  indictments  for  perjury  which  we  are 
trying  almost  daily.' 
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Depositions 
before  a  coro- 
ner bj  pri- 
soners ad- 
mitted on  a 
trial  for  a  rape 
on  tbe  de- 
ceased. 


An  affidavit  of  a  person  is  admissible  against  him  in  both 
criminal  and  civil  cases,  {x) 

Tbe  prisoner  was  indicted  for  having  made  a  false  declaration, 
.  the  statements  in  which  subsequently  became  the  subject  of  an 
inquiry  before  one  of  the  poor  law  inspectors,  under  the  authority 
of  sees.  19,  20  of  the  10  &  11  Vict.  c.  90,  {g)  and  the  prisoner  was 
examined  on  oath  respecting  the  declaration,  and  her  answers  were 
reduced  to  writing  in  a  minute-book,  and  she  had  affixed  her 
mark ;  she  was  not  cautioned  that  what  she  said  would  be  used 
against  her ;  and  her  statement  was  held  inadmissible,  on  the 
ground  that  the  answers  were  given  by  an  illiterate  person,  who 
had  not  been  cautioned,  under  the  compulsion  of  an  oath.  Qi) 

A  difference  of  opinion  has  existed  whether  the  examination  of 
a  person  upon  oath  as  a  witness,  before  a  coroner,  be  admissible 
in  evidence  against  such  person  on  his  trial.  In  a  case  tried  at 
Worcester,  where  it  appeared  that  a  coroner's  inquest  had 
been  held  on  the  body  of  A.,  and,  it  not  being  suspected  that  B. 
was  at  all  concerned  in  the  murder  of  A.,  the  coroner  had  ex- 
amined B.,  as  a  witness;  Park,  J.  A.  J.,  would  not  allow  the 
deposition  of  B.,  so  taken  on  oath,  on  the  coroner  s  inquest,  to  be 
read  in  evidence  on  the  trial  of  an  indictment  against  B.  for  the 
same  murder,  {y) 

Upon  an  indictment  for  rape  against  Owen,  Ellis,  and  Thomas, 
it  appeared  that  an  inquest  had  been  held  upon  the  body  of  the 
woman  alleged  to  have  been  ravished,  and  the  coroner  stated  that 
at  the  inquest  Owen  made  four  statements ;  he  had  been  sworn 
before  each  statement ;  each  of  the  statements  was  taken  down  in 
writing,  and  signed  by  Owen.  Ellis  made  and  signed  a  statement, 
and  so  did  Thomas  ;  they  were  sworn  before  the  statements  were 
made.  No  inducement  of  any  kind  was  held  out  to  either  of  the 
prisoners  to  make  any  statement ;  neither  threat  nor  promise ; 
they  were  all  three  brought  before  the  coroner  in  custody.  It 
was  objected  that  these  statements  were  not  receivable  in  evi- 
dence, as  they  were  on  oath.  These  persons  were  in  custody ; 
and  in  Reg,  v.  Wheeley,  (z)  Alderson,  B.,  rejected  the  statement 
of  the  prisoner,  which  had  been  taken  at  the  inquest,  because  it 
was  on  oath,  and  taken  while  he  was  in  custody.  Williams,  J., 
'  I  know  that  my  brother  Alderson  did  so,  but  I  also  know  that 
since  that  there  has  been  a  reaction  of  opinion  (if  1  may  be 
allowed  the  expression)  ;  I  shall  therefore  receive  the  evidence, 
and  reserve  the  point  if  it  should  become  necessary.'  (a) 

mined  on  oath  before  the  coroner  as  a  wit- 
ness, be  admitted  as  evidence  against  the 
same  person,  when  subsequently  indicted 
for  the  muixler  of  the  person  on  whose 
body  the  inquest  was  held  ? '  Littledale, 
J.,  *  Whatever  any  prisoner  says  at  any 
time  against  himself  is  evidence,  and 
therefore  such  a  statement  is  admissible.' 
The  preceding  case  was  then  mentioned, 
on  which  the  learned  judges  seemed  to  en- 
tertain doubts  upon  the  j^int,  but  directed 
the  grand  jury  to  receive  the  evidence, 
and  leave  the  point  for  discussion  upon 
the  trial     MSS.  C.  S.  G. 

(z)  Ante,  p.  478. 

(a)  Reg.  V.  Owen,  9  C.  &  P.  83.  The 
report  then  prooeeds-^Mr.  Tooke  (the 


(x)  Per  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  Reg.  v, 
Goldshede,  supra.  Rex  v.  Walker,  cited 
6  C.  &  P.  161. 

[g)  Sec.  19  authorizes  the  commission- 
ers or  inspectors  to  summon  any  person 
they  think  fit,  and  administer  an  oatn,  &c. 
Sec.  20  makes  every  person  giving  false 
evidence  guilty  of  perjury,  and  every 
person  who  refuses  to  give  evidence  guilty 
of  a  misdemeanor. 

(h)  Reg.  V.  Murtach,  6  Cox,  C.  C.  447. 
Pennefather,  B.,  and  Moore,  J. 

{y)  Anonymous,  4  C.  &  P.  255,  note 
(6).  In  Rex  v.  Clewes,  reported  as  to 
other  points  in  4  C.  ft  r.  221,  the 
grand  jury  asked  Littledale,  J.,  *  Can  the 
evidence  of  a  prisoner,   who  was  exa- 


coroner  on  an 
on 
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But  where  upon  an  indictment  against  the  same  prisoners  for  The  same  de- 
the  murder  of  the  same  female,  whom  they  had  been  charged  in  w^JJ^^n  a*" 
the  preceding  case  with  i-avishing,  the  same  depositions  of  the  pri-  trial  for  mur- 
soners,  taken  on  oath  on  the  coroner  s  inquest  held  on  the  body  ^^  ^^  *^« 
of  the  deceased,  (&)  were  tendered  in  evidence ;  Gurney,  B.,  said,  ^™®  >^om«i- 
'  I  am  not  aware  of  any  instance  in  which  an  examination  on  oath, 
before  a  coroner  or  a  magistrate,  has  been  admitted  as  evidence 
against  the  person  making  it.     I  have  known  depositions  before 
magistrates,  made  by  prisoners  on  oath,  and  they  have  been  uni- 
formly rejected.     In  my  own  experience  I  do  not  recollect  a  case 
of  a   deposition  before   a   coroner.'     After   mentioning  Reg.  v. 
Wfteater,  (c)  the  learned  Baron  added, '  I  confess  that  I  do  not,  on 
principle,  see  the  distinction  between  that  and  some  of  the  other 
cases ;  still  I  am  of  opinion  that  in  the  present  case  I  ought  to 
reject  the  evidence.'  (d) 

Upon  an  indictment  for  the  murder  of  Elizabeth  S.,  it  appeared  Depoaition 
that  no  suspicion  arose  that  her  death  had  been  caused  by  poison  ^°"  * 
until  after  the  death  of  Mary  Ann  S. ;  but  the  parents  having  in-  i^^^t 
sinuated  that  Mary  Ann  had  been  poisoned  by  Riley,  she  was  taken  the  body  of 
into  custody  upon  the  charge,  and  on  the  examination  before  the  J^p«™« 
coroner  as  to  the  cause  of  Mary  Ann's  death,  the  mother  was  exa-  the  inqiMrton 
mined  on  oath  as  a  witness,  and  her  deposition  was  taken  in  writing,  another  body, 
and  read  over  to  her,  and  she  put  her  mark  to  it   In  the  course  of  !^^^**^?^ 
that  examination  questions  were  put  to  her  relative  to  the  death  of  made^toit  ^^ 
Elizabeth,  and  in  consequence  of  her  answers,  and  other  circum- 
stances, the  body   of  Elizabeth  was   disinterred,  examined,  and 
found  to  contain  arsenic  in  the  stomach.     The  parents  were  there- 
upon taken  into  custody,  and  brought  before  the  coroner,  in  cus- 
tody, separately.     The  mother  was  told  that  she  was  charged  with 
having  poisoned  her  two  children,  and  that  that  was  the  time  when 
she  might  make  any  statement  that  she  liked  to  the  jury,  and  that 
what  she  said  would  be  taken  down  in  writing.     Her  former  de- 
position made  by  her  as  a  witness  was  then  read  over  to  her,  and 
she  said  that  she  had  a  further  statement  to  make,  which  she  made, 
and  what  she  said  was  written  down,  and  afterwards  read  over  to 
her ;  she  was  asked  to  sign  it,  and  refused.     The  coroner  signed 
it,  and  it  was  produced  and  offered  in  evidence  against  the  mother, 
together  with  her  original  deposition.     It  was  objected  that  as  the 
greater  part  of  the  statement  had   been  made    by  the  prisoner, 
when  under  examination  before  the  coroner  upon  oath,  it  could 
not  be  read  in  evidence  against  her.     Erskine,  J.,  received  the 
evidence,  but   reserved    the   point  for   the   consideration  of   the 
judges,  (e)     But  as  the  mother  was  acquitted,  the  judges  thought 
it  unnecessary  to  determine  the  question. 

So  on  an  indictment  for  murder,  Parke,  B.,  received  in  evidence  I>epoBitionB 
a  deposition  made  by  the  prisoner  on  oath  as  a  witness  before  the  ^^^  *ad- 
coroner.  (/)     So  also  on  a  trial  for  manslaughter,  Martin,  B.,  after  mitted  on  the 

coroner)  recalled :  *I   asked  Owen  if  ho  (?>)  Tliis  is  the  whole  statement  in  the 

was  deftirous  of  giving  his  evidence,  and  report. 

lie  said.  Yes :  he  was  sworn,  and  gave  (c)  Ante,  p.  479. 

evidence.     I  asked  each  of  the  other  pri-  (d)  Reg.  v,  Owen,  9  C   &  P.  238. 

soners  if  he  wished  to  give  evidence,  and  (c)  Reg.  v,  Sandys,  C.  ft  M.  345. 

each  said  that  he  did.*    Alderson,  B.,  (/)  Rqj.   v.  Howarth,  Groenw.  Coll. 

waa  the  other  jndge  at  Staflford  when  this  Stat  137,  as  cited  ArchK  C.  P.  208.  See 

case  was  tried.  R,  v.  Colmer,  9  Cox,  C.  C.  606. 

VOL.   III.  t  I 
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Result  of  the 


consulting  Willes,  J.,  admitted  as  evidence  against  the  prisoner  his 
deposition  on  oath  taken  by  the  coroner  upon  the  inquest  held  on 
the  deceased.  ( jf  )  And  where  the  prisoner  was  indicted  for  adminis- 
tering poison  with  intent  to  murder  her  husband,  the  coroner  stated 
that  he  had  held  an  inquest  on  his  body,  which  was  adjourned, 
and  that  the  prisoner  was  present  as  a  witness  on  the  second  oc- 
casion ;  no  charge  had  at  that  time  been  made  against  her ;  she 
made  a  statement  on  oath,  which  the  coroner  took  down  in  writing. 
Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.,  after  consulting  Parke,  B.,  admitted  the  state- 
ment, and  the  prisoner  was  convicted  and  executed,  {g) 

The  results  deducible  from  the  csuses  seem  to  be  that  it  is  now 
clearly  settled  that  the  mere  fact  of  a  party  having  been  examined 
upon  oath  will  not  exclude  a  statement  made  by  him.  (A)  It  is  ob- 
vious th^t  such  a  statement  may  be  just  as  voluntary  as  if  it  were 
not  upon  oath,  as  where  a  party  tenders  himself  as  a  witness,  and 
requests  to  be  sworn,  of  his  own  mere  motion.  So  too  it  is  clearly 
settled  that  if  a  party  be  examined  upon  oath,  and  has  an  op- 
portunity of  objecting  to  answer  any  questions  which  he  thinks  may 
tend  to  criminate  himself,  but  he  answers  such  questions  without 
objection,  his  answers  are  admissible  in  evidence  against  him  in  a 
criminal  proceeding.  {%)  In  such  a  case,  by  not  objecting  when  he 
is  entitled  so  to  do  he  is  taken  to  have  answered  the  questions 
voluntarily.  It  is  equally  clearly  settled  that  in  such  a  case  it  is 
not  necessaiy  that  the  witness  should  have  been  cautioned  or  put 
upon  his  guard  as  to  the  tendency  of  the  questions,  in  order  to 
render  his  answers  admissible.  Lastly,  if  the  witness  objects  to 
answer  any  question  as  tending  to  criminate  himself,  but  the  Court 
improperly  compels  him  to  answer  it,  the  answer  is  not  admissible 
against  him.  (j) 


Discoveries  in 
coDsequeucc 
of  confessions 
undnly  ob- 
tained. 


(g).  Discovei^  and  Acts  done  in  consequence  of  Confession 

unduly  obtained'. 

It  has  been  determined  that,  although  confessions  improperly 
obtained  are  not  admissible,  yet  that  any  facts,  which  have  been 
brought  to  light  in  consequence  of  such  confessions,  maybe  received 
in  evidence.  (Jc)  Thus  where  a  prisoner  was  indicted  as  an  accessory 
after  the  fact  for  having  received  property,  knowing  it  to  be  stolen, 
and  had,  under  promises  of  favour,  made  a  confession,  and  in  conse- 


{ff)  R  v,  Bateman,  4  F.  &  F.  1068. 

ig)  Reg.  V.  Sarah  Chesham,  Clielms- 
ford,  March  6,  1861.  MSS.  This  note 
was  submitted  by  the  Editor  to  Lord 
"VVensleydale,  who  replied  that  he  had  no 
donbt  the  note  of  the  decision  was  correct ; 
though  he  did  not  recollect  that  he  was 
eonsulted  by  Lord  Campbell,  yet  he  could 
not  doubt  that  he  was.  Tlie  evidence  was 
not  sufficient  to  proA'e  that  the  husband 
died  of  poison,  and  therefore  the  prisoner 
was  indicted  for  administering  it,  as  Loixl 
Campbell  informed  the  Editor.    C.  S.  G. 

(h)  See  R.  r.  Coote,  42  L.  J.  P.  C.  45  ; 
L.  R.  4  P.  C.  599. 

(i)  Bj^g.  c.  (Jarhott,  1  Den.  C.  C.  236, 
anU,  p.  478. 


(;)  Reg.  V.  Garbett,  aiUc,  p.  478.  R. 
r.  Coote,  42  L.  J.  P.  C.  45.  It  may  be 
remarked  that  by  the  Iria^  Act,  9  Geo.  4, 
c.  54,  s.  2,  which  was  framed  on  tiio  7 
Geo.  4,  c.  64,  8.  2,  as  to  taking  the  exa- 
minations of  witnesses  in  felony,  it  was 
provided  that  '  no  such  examination  shall 
subject  the  party  examined  to  any  prose- 
ciition  or  penalty,  or  be  given  in  evidence 
against  such  party,  save  on  any  indict- 
ment for  having  committed  wilful  and 
corrupt  perjury  in  such  examination ;  * 
which  seems  to  show  that,  otherwise  such 
an  examination  might  have  been  given 
in  evidence  iu  any  case. 

{k)  1  Phill.  Ev.  411.  See  Reg.  v.  I^a- 
tham,  8  Cox,  C.  C.  498. 
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quence  of  it  the  property  had  been  found  in  her  lodgings,  concealed 
between  the  sackings  of  her  bed  ;it  was  held  that  the  fact  of  finding 
the  stolen  property  in  her  custody  might  be  proved,  although  the 
knowledge  of  it  was  obtained  by  means  of  an  inadmissible  confes* 
sion.  {t)  So  where  a  prisoner  indicted  for  stealing  a  number  of 
diamonds  and  pearls  had  been  improperly  induced  to  make  a  con- 
fession, from  which  it  appeai'ed  that  he  had  disposed  of  pait  of 
them  to  a  certain  person  ;  it  was  held  allowable  on  the  part  of  the 
prosecution  to  call  that  person  to  prove  that  he  had  received  the 
property  from  the  prisoner,  (m)  As  far  as  these  cases  go,  there  can 
be  no  difficulty  as  to  the  propriety  of  the  decisions,  because  the  bare 
fact  of  the  property  being  found  in  the  possession  of  the  prisoner 
in  the  one  case,  and  of  his  dealing  with  it  as  his  own  in  the  other, 
would,  unconnected  with  any  confession,  have  been  clear  evidence 
in  support  of  the  prosecution.  But  the  cases  have  gone  further 
than  this,  for  it  has  been  held  that,  on  a  prosecution  for  receiving 
stolen  goods,  where  a  confession  had  been  improperly  drawn  from 
a  prisoner^  in  the  course  of  which  he  describea  the  place  where  the 
goods  were  concealed,  evidence  might  be  given  that  Its  did  so  de- 
scribe the  place,  and  that  the  goods  were  afterwards  found  there,  (n) 
In  this  case  it  is  clear  that  the  bare  fact  of  finding  the  goods  would 
be  no  evidence  against  the  prisoner,  unless  coupled  wit£  a  part  of 
the  improperly  obtained  confession.  And  some  have  accordingly 
doubted  whether  any  part  of  such  a  confession  can  properly  be 
used  for  such  a  purpose.  Thus  in  Hwrmfs  case,  Lord  Eldon, 
C.  J.,  said,  that  where  the  knowledge  of  any  fact  was  obtained 
from  a  prisoner  under  such  a  promise  as  excluded  the  confession 
itself  from  being  given  in  evidence,  he  should  direct  an  acquittal, 
unless  the  fact  itself  proved  would  have  been  sufficient  to  warrant  a 
conviction  without  any  confession  leading  to  it ;  and  he  so  directed 
the  juiy  in  that  case,  (o)  But  the  more  established  rule,  accord-  What  is  the 
ing  to  later  practice  and  later  authorities,  is,  that  so  much  of  the  correct  nilp 
confession  as  relates  strictly  to  the  fact  discovered  by  it  may  be  ^^rtris  found 
given  in  evidence  ;  for  the  reason  of  rejecting  extorted  confessions  in  consequence 
is  the  apprehension  that  the  prisoner  may  have  been  induced  to  of  a  confession 
say  what  is  false ;  but  the  fact  discovered  shows  that  so  much  of  0™^^^*^^ 
the  confession  as  immediately  relates  to  it  is  true,  (p)  Thus  it  is 
proper,  and  it  is  now  the  common  practice,  to  leave  to  the  con- 
sideration of  the  jury,  where  a  confession  has  been  improperly 
obtained,  the  fact  of  the  witness  having  been  directed  by  the  pri- 
soner where  to  find  the  goods,  and  his  having  found  them  accord- 
ingly, but  not  the  acknowledgment  of  the  prisoner  having  stolen 


{I)  Rex  V,  Warickahall,  1  Leach,  268, 
0.  B.  1783.  8.  P.  Mosey's  case,  1 
Leach,  266  n.  0.  B.  1784.  So  in  Hex 
V.  Harris,  R.  &  M.  C.  C.  R.  881,  pott,  p. 
508,  after  the  prisoners  had  been  before 
the  magistrate,  one  of  the  prisoners  went 
with  one  of  the  prosecutors  to  afield,  and 
said  he  could  imd  the  skin  buried,  and 
showed  the  place,  which  was  dug  up  and 
the  skin  found.  So  in  Thurteli's  case, 
cited  in  Alison's  Cr.  L.  of  Scotland,  p. 
584,  and  Joy,  84,  although  a  confession 
obtained  by  means  of  promises  or  hop^ 
of  impunity  held  out  was  not  used  in  evi- 


dence against  him,  yet  the  fact  that  the 
^oods  were  recovered,  or  the  corpse  found, 
m  consequence  of  the  confession,  at  the 
place  mentioned  in  the  confession,  was 
held  receivable  in  evidence. 

(m)  Lockhart's  case,  1  Leach,  886. 

(7i)  Grant's  case  and  Hodge's  case,  2 
East,  P.  C.  658. 

(o)  2  East,  P.  C.  658.  See  also 
Mosey's  case,  1  Leach,  265,  in  note  to 
Warickshall's  case. 

(p)  Rex  V.  Butcher,  1  Leach,  265, 
note  {a)  to  "Warickshall's  caw,  2  East, 
P.  C.  c.  16,  s.  94,  p.  658. 
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or  put  them  there,  which  is  to  be  collected  or  not  from  all  the 
circumstances  of  the  case.  ((/)  So  where  on  an  indictment  for 
burglaiy  it  appeared  that  the  prisoner  had  made  a  statement  to  a 
policeman,  under  some  particular  circumstances,  which  induced  the 
counsel  for  the  prosecution,  with  the  approbation  of  the  Court,  to 
decline  offering  it  in  evidence ;  but  in  consequence  of  the  statement 
containing  some  allusion  to  a  lantern,  which  was  afterwards  found 
in  a  paiticulcu:  place,  the  policeman  was  asked  whether,  in  conse- 
quence of  something  which  the  prisoner  had  said,  he  made  a  search 
for  the  lantern ;  Tindall,  C.  J.,  and  Parke,  B.,  were  both  of  opinion 
that  the  words  used  by  the  prisoner,  with  reference  to  the  thing 
found,  ought  to  be  given  in  evidence,  and  the  policeman  accord- 
ingly stated  that  the  prisoner  told  him  that  he  had  thrown  a 
lantern  into  a  pond  in  Pocock^s  Fields.  The  other  parts  of  the 
statement  were  not  given  in  evidence,  (r) 

But  where  on  a  trial  for  concealing  the  birth  of  a  child  it 
appeared  that,  after  the  prisoner  had  been  cautioned  in  the  usual 
manner,  and  had  stated  that  she  had  nothing  to  say,  the  magis- 
trate, before  committing  her,  asked  her  where  she  had  put  the 
bod  V  of  the  child ;  Erie,  J.,  refused  to  receive  the  statement  in 
evidence.  It  was  then  proposed  to  ask  whether,  in  consequence 
of  the  answer  she  had  given  to  the  magistrate,  the  witness  had 
made  a  search  in  a  particular  spot,  and  had  found  a  certain  thing. 
Erie,  J.,  *  No  ;  not  in  consequence  of  what  she  said.  You  may  ask 
him  what  search  was  made  and  what  things  were  found,  but  under 
the  circumstances,  I  cannot  allow  the  proceeding  to  be  connected 
with  the  prisoner.'  («) 

So  it  has  been  determined,  after  a  consideration  by  all  the  judges, 
that,  although  a  confession  improperly  obtained  cannot  be  received 
in  evidence,  yet  that  any  acta  done  afterwards  may  be  given  in 
evidence,  notwithstanding  they  were  done  in  consequence  of  such 
confession,  {t) 

And  it  should  seem  that  what  the  prisoner  says  at  the  time  such 
acts  are  done  may  ako  be  received  in  evidence.  The  prisoner  was 
charged  with  stealing  a  guinea  and  two  promissory  notes,  one  of 
which  was  a  Bank  of  England  note  for  five  pounds,  and  the  other  a 
Reading  bank  note  for  the  like  sum.  The  prosecutor  had  told 
the  prisoner  that  he  had  better  confess.  Chambre,  J.,  held  that, 
although  the  prosecutor  could  not  be  allowed  to  prove  a  confession 
made  after  this  admonition,  he  might  be  permitted  to  give  evidence 
that  the  prisoner  bought  to  him  a  guinea  and  a  five  pound  Beading 
bank  note,  which  tie  gave  up  to  the  pi^oaecutor  as  tlte  guinea  and 
one  of  the  notes  that  had  been  stolen  from  him.  The  note  thus 
produced  the  prosecutor  could  not  identify  otherwise  than  by  its 
corresponding  with  the  stolen  note  in  the  sum  for  which  it  was 
given,  and  in  being  a  note  of  the  same  bank.     Upon  a  case  re- 


(q)  2  East,  P.  C.  c.  16,  s.  9^  p.  658. 

(r)  tteg.  V.  Oould,  9  C.  &  F.  364. 
Mr.  Philiipps,  vol.  1,  p.  412,  after  staling 
this  case,  adds,  *  But  the  judge  in  such 
a  case  would  direct  the  jury,  and  so  it  is 
iindfi-stood  did  direct  the  jiiry  in  that 
case,  that  his  statement  must  not  Ijc 
taken  as  proof  tliat  he  coticealedy  but 
merely  as  evidence  that  he  knew  of  or 


was  privy  to  the  concealment,  from 
which,  together  with  the  rest  of  the  evi- 
dence, they  would  consider  whether  it 
was  probable  that  he  concealed  it  him- 
self.' 

(s)  Reg.  V.  Berriman,  6  Cox,  C.  C. 
388. 

(t)  Warickshall's  case,.  1  Leach,  265. 
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served,  the  majority  of  the  judges  (u)  agreed  with  Chambre,  J.,  in 
thinking  the  conviction  right  and  the  evidence  admissible,  {v) 

But  not  only  are  confessions  excluded  when  obtained  by  means  Not  admissible 
of  improper  inducements,  but  also  the  acts  of  the  prisoner  done  *^*^^P'  ^®" 
under  the  influence  of  such  inducements,  unless  confinned  by  the        "* 
finding  of  the  property ;  for  the  same  influence  which  might  pro- 
duce a  groundless  confession  might  produce  groundless  conduct. 
A  prisoner  was  indicted  for  larceny,  and  had  been  induced  by  a 

!)romise  from  the  prosecutor  to  confess  his  guilt ;  and  after  that  con- 
ession  he  carried  the  oflScer  to  a  particular  house  as  and  for  the 
house  where  he  had  disposed  of  the  property,  and  pointed  out  the 
person  to  whom  he  had  delivered  it ;  that  person,  however,  denied 
knowing  anything  about  it,  and  the  property  was  never  found  ;  it 
was  held  that  not  only  the  confession,  but  the  fact  of  the  prisoner's 
canying  the  officer  to  the  house  as  above  mentioned,  was  inadmis- 
sible in  evidence.  The  confession  was  excluded  because,  being 
made  under  the  influence  of  a  promise,  it  could  not  be  relied  upon, 
and  the  acts  of  the  prisoner,  under  the  same  influence,  not  being 
confirmed  by  the  finding  of  the  property,  were  open  to  the  same 
objection,  l^he  influence  which  might  produce  a  groundless  con- 
fession might  also  produce  groundless  conduct,  (lo) 

(h).  Against  whom  Confessions  and  Statements  Evidence, 

The  statement  or  confession  of  one  prisoner,  made  in  the  absence  CJonfession 
of  another  prisoner  when  not  before  a  magistrate,  is  only  evidence  *^^®°^u 
against  himself,  and  not   against  another  prisoner :  {x)   and   in  JSty'confess- 
general,  the  confession  of  one  prisoner  on  his  examination  before  a  i^g  only, 
magistrate  is  only  evidence  against  the  party  who  made  the  confes-  jifo^^^^J^^! 
sion,  and  cannot  be  made  use  of  against  any  others,  whom  on  his  tmte  in  the^* 
examination  he  confessed  to  be  engaged  with  him  in  committing  bearing  of  an 
the  offence  ;  {y)  and  even  if  such  confession  were  made  before  a  J^'S^i*^'* 
magistrate  in  the  hearing  of  another  prisoner,  it  would  not  be  evi-  deny  it. 
dence  against  such  prisoner  ;  on  the  ground  that  there  is  a  regu- 
larity of  proceeding  adopted  before  a  magistrate,  which  prevents 
the  prisoner  from  interposing  when  and  how  he  pleases,  as  he 
would  in  a  common  conversation,  and  the  prisoner  is  brought  to 
answer  the  charge  and  evidence  given  against  him,  and  not  the 
statement  made  by  another  prisoner.    Thus  where  the  confession 
was  made  before  a  magistrate  in  the  presence  and  hearing  of  the 


{u)  Lord  Ellenborougb,  C.  J.,  Mans- 
field, C.  J.,  Macdonald,  C.  B.,  Heatb,  J., 
Grose,  J.,  Chambre,  J.,  and  Wood,  B. 
But  Lawrence  and  Le  Blanc,  Js.,  were  of 
opinion  that  the  prodaction  of  the  money 
was  alone  admissible,  and  not  his  saying 
at  the  time  he  produced  one  of  the  notes 
*  that  it  was  one  of  the  notes  stolen  from 
the  prosecutor. '  And  see  Rex  v,  Jones, 
R.  ft  R.  152.  AnUy  p.  445. 
(v)  Rpy  V,  Griffin,  R.  &  R.  151 
{w)  Bex  V,  Jenkins,  R.  k  R.  492.  Mr. 
Phillippa,  Ev.  ToL  1,  p.  413,  says,  'It  was 
held  that  the  evidence  of  what  passed 
between  the  prisoner  and  the  officer  ought 
not  to  have   been  received,  that  is,   it 


was  not  receivahle  as  evidence  against  the 
third  person.*  This  is  clearly  an  error ; 
there  was  only  one  prisoner  indicted,  and 
he  for  the  larceny,  and  the  only  question 
was,  whether  the  evidence  was  admissible 
against  him.  If  the  person  pointed  out 
had  been  indicted  as  the  receiver,  the  fact 
of  the  prisoner  pointing  him  out  as  the 
person,  in  his  presence,  and  his  denial, 
would  undoubtedly  have  been  admissible 
in  evidence  against  such  person.  See 
Reg.  V.  Cox,  1  F.  &  F.  90,  post,  p.  848. 
cVs.  G. 

(x)  Hevey's  case,  1  Leach,  282. 

(?/)  Tong's  case,  Kel.  18. 
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accomplice,  who  did  not  deny  it,  Holroyd,  J.,  held  (z)  that  these 
circumstances  were  not  evidence  against  the  latter,  and  said  that 
it  had  been  so  ruled  by  several  of  the  judges  in  a  similar  case, 
which  had  been  tried  at  Chester,  (a)  So  where  a  confession  of  the 
principal,  made  before  a  magistrate  in  the  presence  of  the  receiver, 
in  which  she  stated  various  facts  implicating  the  receiver,  and  others 
as  well  as  herself,  was  tendere<l  in  evidence ;  Patteson,  J.,  refused 
to  receive  in  evidence  anything  that  was  said  by  h^r  respecting  the 
receiver.  (6) 

Upon  similar  grounds  also  the  deposition  of  a  witness  who  has 
been  examined  against  a  person  before  a  magistrate  in  a  case  of 
summary  conviction  is  inadmissible.  In  an  action  for  maliciously 
laying  an  information  against  the  plaintiflF,  it  was  proposed  to  prove 
what  a  witness,  called  for  the  defendant,  had  said  in  the  plaintiff's 
presence  before  the  magistrate  on  the  hearing  of  the  information, 
on  the  ground  that  he  had  had  the  opportunity  of  cross-examining 
the  witness,  and  commenting  on  his  testimony ;  Parke,  J.,  said,  *  I 
think  it  is  the  safer  course  to  refuse  it,  and  to  hold  that  the  depo- 
sition of  a  witness  taken  in  a  judicial  proceeding  is  not  evidence,  on 
the  ground  that  the  party  against  whom  it  is  sought  to  be  read  was 
present,  and  had  the  opportunity  of  cross-examining.  It  clearly 
would  not  be  admissible  against  a  third  person,  who  merely  hap- 
pened to  be  present,  and  who,  being  a  stranger  to  the  matter  under 
consideration,  had  not  the  right  of  interfering ;  and  I  think  the 
same  rule  must  apply  here.  It  is  true  that  the  plaintiff  might 
have  cross-examined  or  commented  on  the  testimony  ;  but  still,  in 
an  investigation  of  this  nature,  there  is  a  regularity  of  proceeding 
adopted  which  prevents  the  party  from  interposing  when  and  how 
he  pleases,  as  he  would  in  a  common  conversation.  The  same  in- 
ferences, therefore,  cannot  be  drawn  from  his  silence  or  his  conduct 
in  this  case,  which  generally  may  in  that  of  a  conversation  in  his 
presence ;  and  as  it  is  only  for  the  sake  of  these  inferences  that  the 
conversation  can  be  admitted,  I  think  it  better  to  refuse  the  evi- 
dence now  offered.'  (c) 

But  where  to  an  action  for  false  imprisonment  the  defendant 
pleaded  that  the  plaintiff  had  been  guilty  of  embezzlement,  and  it 
appeared  that  the  depositions  of  the  plaintiff  and  his  witnesses 
had  been  taken  on  that  charge  in  the  presence  of  the  plaintiff  be- 
fore a  magistrate,  and  that  the  plaintiff  had  then  said,  '  I  submit 
that  there  is  no  case  against  me ; '  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  held  that 
the  depositions  must  be  read,  and  the  plaintiff^s  answer  to  them  ; 
but  that  the  depositions  were  not  any  evidence  of  that  which  was 
stated  in  them,  except  in  so  much  as  the  plaintiff  had  admitted 
them  to  be  true  by  anything  that  he  had  said,  (d) 


(2)  Rex  V,  Appleby,  3  Stark.  N.  P.  C. 
38.  In  an  action  of  assault,  the  defen- 
dant offered  evidence  of  what  was  said 
by  the  ma^trate  before  whom  the  matter 
had  been  mvestigated,  in  the  presence  of 
both  plaintiff  and  defendant ;  but  Best, 
C.  J.,  refused  to  admit  it.  Child  v.  Grace, 
2  C.  &  P.  193. 

(a)  As  to  when  the  declarations  of  one 
conspirator  are  evidence  again.<)t  all  his 
comiudcs,  see  avle^  p.  148. 


(h)  Rex  V.  Turner,  R,  &  M.  C.  C.  R. 
847.     Reg.  V,  Swinnerton,  C.  &  M«  598. 

(c)  Mekn  V.  Andrews,  M.  ft  M.  336. 
See  Finden  v.  Westlake,  ibid.  461,  per 
Tindal,  C.  J.,  and  see  Child  tr.  Grace, 
supra. 

(d)  Jones  v.  Morrell,  1  C.  &  K.  266 ; 
and  in  Simpson  v.  Robinson,  15  Q.  B. 
511,  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  speaking  of 
Melon  V.  Andrews,  supra,  said,  *  We  do 
not  understand  that  case  as  deciding  that 


CHAP.  IV.  §  1.]     Confessiom  and  Admimons. 

But  if  a  prisoner  in  his  examination  before  a  magistrate  makes 
an  express  reference  to  the  examination  of  another  prisoner,  taken 
in  his  presence  before  the  magistrate,  the  examination  of  such 
prisoner  may  be  given  in  evidence  against  the  prisoner  so  referring 
to  it.  (e)  If  a  prisoner,  when  before  a  magistrate  on  a  chaige  of 
an  assault,  makes  a  statement  in  answer  to  what  the  person 
chargiilghim  with  the  assault  stated,  the  statement  made  by  such 
party  and  the  answer  of  the  prisoner  to  it  are  admissible.  Upon 
an  indictment  for  murder,  it  appeared  that  the  deceased  made  a 
complaint  to  a  magistrate  of  the  prisoner  having  struck  him  a  blow 
(which  ultimately  occasioned  his  death),  and  the  prisoner  was  in 
consequence  brought  before  two  magistrates  for  the  assault,  and 
convicted  and  fined.  On  the  examination  of  the  charge  of  assault 
the  deceased  made  a  statement,  and  the  prisoner  made  a  statement 
in  answer  to  it.(/)  Tindal,  C.  J.,  held  that  evidence  of  what  was 
said  by  the  deceased  on  the  examination,  and  also  what  the 
prisoner  said  in  answer,  was  admissible  ;  but  added,  '  I  shall  not 
hold  that  what  the  deceased  said  is  evidence  as  proving  the  facts 
he  stated,  as  it  would  be  if  it  were  a  deposition  taken  under  the  7 
Geo.  4,  c.  64,  but  only  evidence  as  producing  an  answer  from  the 
prisoner,  like  any  other  conversation  ;  and  I  do  not  think  it  is  the 
less  evidence  because  it  is  on  oath.  I  shall  therefore  admit  it  as  a 
conversation.'  (g) 

And  so  if  one  prisoner  were  to  make  a  confession  in  the  presence 
of  another  prisoner,  when  not  before  a  magistrate,  such  confession 
would  be  admissible  against  the  prisoner  in  whose  presence  it  was 
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under  no  circumstances  can  such  evidence 
be  admitted ;  though  the  learned  judge 
thought  it  in  that  case  safer  and  better  to 
exclude  it,  and  the  plaintifiTs  counsel 
acquiesced ;  for  cases  might  certainly  be 
conceived  in  which  a  party,  by  not  deny- 
ing a  chai^  so  made,  might  possibly 
afford  strong  proof  that  the  imputation 
was  just.' 

(c)  Several  instances    have    occurred 

where  this  has  been  done,  and  the  case  is 

similar  to  Bex  v,  John,  7  G.  &  F.  324, 

and  Dennis's  case,  2  Lew.  261,  where  the 

prisoners'  examinations  i*efcrred  to   the 

depositions  of  particular  witnesses,  and 

such  depositions  were  held  to  be  admis* 

sible   in   explanation  of   the  prisoner's 

statement.    In  such  a  case  it  should  seem 

that  it  would  depend  on  the  manner  in 

which  the  reference  was  made  to  the 

other  prisoner's  examination  whether  the 

facts  stated   in   such  examination  were 

admitted  or  not.     It  might  be  that  the 

prisoner's   examination  stated  that  the 

other  prisoner's  statement  was  correct, 

and  if  so  that  would  be  an  admission  of 

the  facts  stated  in  it ;  or  the  reference 

m^t  be  such  as  merely  to  require  the 

reading   of   the   other   examination  as 

explanatoiT  of  the  prisoner's  statement, 

without  admitting  any  fact  stated  in  It. 

In  %  Stark.  £t.  40,  it  is  said,  *  In  some 

instances  the  confession  of  one  taken  in 

the   p«resenoe  and  hearing   of. another 

prisoner  may  be  very  material  to  explain 


the  expressions  and  conduct  of  the  latter 
upon  that  occasion  ;  for  any  declarations 
of  his,  by  which  he  assented  to  what  was 
confessed  by  another  to  his  own  preju- 
dice, would  be  admissible  against  lum. 
The  confession  of  the  other  may  also,  it 
seems,  be  evidence  for  the  purpose  of 
explaining  such  declarations.*    C.  S.  G. 

(/)  This  statement  was  not  in  writing, 
and  objected  to  on  that  ground  ;  but 
Tindal,  C.  J.,  held  that,  *this  being  a 
summary  conviction,  is  not  a  ease  in 
which  magistrates  are  required  to  take 
down  the  evidence  in  writmg. '  And  see 
Kobinson  v,  Yaughton,  8  C.  ft  P.  252, 
S.  P. 

(^)  Rex  V.  Edmunds,  6  C.  &  P.  164. 
This  decision  has  been  doubted,  1  Phill. 
£v.  400,  and  Joy,  79,  80,  but  as  it  should 
seem  without  an^'  sufficient  reason.  The 
decision  is  precisely  in  conformity  with 
the  distinction  taken  by  Best,  C.  J.,  in 
Child  V.  Grace,  2  C.  &  P.  193,  ante^  note 
(z),  p.  486,  and  it  is  conceived  that  the 
evidence  was  admissible  on  the  groimd 
that  at  common  law  evidence  of  a  deceased 
witness  given  upon  oath  in  a  judicial 
proceeding  between  the  same  piuities  is 
admissible  in  a  subsequent  proceeding, 
the  party  against  whom  the  evidence  is 
offered  having  had  an  opportunity  to 
ci'oss-examinc  in  the  former  proceeding. 
See  Rex  v.  Cari)enter,  2  Show.  47,  and 
the  cases  cited,  anU,  p.  854.     C.  S.  Q. 
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made,  although  he  made  no  observation  with  reference  to  it ;  for  a 
confession  may  be  collected  or  inferred  from  the  conduct  and 
demeanor  of  a  prisoner  on  hearing  a  statement  affecting  himself  Qi) 
But  as  such  statements  frequently  contain  much  hearsay  and  other 
objectionable  evidence,  and  as  the  demeanor  of  a  person  upon  hearing 
a  criminal  chaise  against  himself  is  liable  to  great  misconstruction, 
evidence  of  this  description  ought  to  be  regarded  with  much 
caution  (i) 

Not  only  what  is  said  by  a  prisoner,  but  what  is  said  to  him,  or 
in  his  presence,  except  when  before  a  magistrate,  is  admissible  in 
evidence,  and  it  makes  no  difference  that  what  was  said  was  said  by 
a  person  who  cannot  be  called  as  a  witness.  On  an  indictment  for 
murder,  some  observations  made  to  the  prisoner  by  his  wife,  to 
which  he  made  an  evasive  reply,  were  about  to  be  stated,  when  it 
was  objected  that  the  statement  ought  not  to  be  made,  as  the  wife, 
if  she  could  by  law  be  examined,  would  give  a  direct  conti-adiction 
to  them  ;  but  Gaselee,  J.,  and  Parke,  J.,  were  both  of  opinion  that 
the  statement  might  be  made  to  the  jury  ;  and  that  the  circum- 
stance of  the  observations  being  stated  to  have  been  made  by  the 
wife,  who  could  not  be  called  as  a  witness,  did  not  vary  the  general 
rule,  that  whatever  was  said  to  a  prisoner  on  the  subject-matter 
of  the  charge,  to  which  he  made  no  direct  answer,  was  receivable  as 
an  implied  admission  on  his  part.  (^')  So  where  the  wife  of  the 
prisoner,  who  was  indicted  for  the  murder  of  his  wife's  mother, 
came  into  the  room  where  he  was  in  custody,  and  said  to  him, 
*  Oh,  Bartlett !  how  could  you  do  it  ? '  He  looked  steadfastly  at 
her,  and  said,  '  Ah,  what !  you  accuse  me  of  the  murder  too  ? ' 
She  said,  '  I  do,  Bartlett ;  you  are  the  man  that  shot  my  mother.' 
The  prisoner  did  not  make  any  reply.  She  then  turned  to  the 
witness  and  said,  '  This  was  done  for  money.'  It  was  objected,  that 
as  the  wife  could  not  be  examined  on  oath,  what  she  had  then 
said  could  not  be  used  as  evidence  against  him  ;  but  the  evidence 
was  held  clearly  admissible,  {k) 

So  the  confession  of  a  thief  made  to  a  constable  in  the  presence 
of  the  receiver  is  evidence  against  the  latter  that  the  property  was 
stolen  by  the  thief.  (?) 

A  prisoner  indicted  for  arson  had  given  certain  false  accounts,  as 
that  he  had  seen  the  fire  from  his  bedroom  window,  and  had  got 
up  to  see  it ;  and  it  was  proposed  to  prove  that  the  prisoner  had 
said  to  his  mother,  '  You  know  I  was  at  home  ; '  on  which  she  said, 
'  What's  the  use  of  denying  it  ?  *  but  it  was  objected  that  it  would 
have  the  effect,  in  an  indirect  way,  of  giving  evidence  that  the 
prisoner  was  not  at  home  on  the  night  in  question  ;  which  ought 
to  be  proved  by  calling  the  mother.  Mai*tin,  B.,  thought  the 
evidence  not  admissible ;  for  what  was  said  in  the  presence  of  the 
prisoner  was  only  admissible  against  him  when  admitted,  whereas 
here  it  was  denied  by  him.  (m) 

(0  Reg.  V,  Cox,  1  F.  &  F.  90.  Crow- 
der,  J. 

(m)  Reg.  V.  Welsh,  8  F.  ft  F.  275. 
The  very  ground  of  the  objection  shows 
that  the  eyidence  ought  to  have  been 
admitted.  Instead  of  oeing  a  statement 
made  by  the  mother  and  denied  by  the 
prisoner,  it  was  an  assertion  by  the  pri- 
soner denied  by  the  mother,  wbich  is  » 


i' 


(h)  1  PhiU.  Ev.  400. 

[%)  Ibid. 

J)  Rez  V,  Smithies,  5  C.  &  P.  382. 

(h)  Rex  V,  Bartlett,  7  C.  &  P.  882. 
See  Rex  v,  Simons,  6  C.  ft  P.  540,  where 
Alderson,  6.,  held  that  what  a  person  is 
overheard  saying  to  his  wife,  or  even 
saying  to  himsellf  is  evidence  against 
him. 
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On  an  indictment  for  rape  it  has  been  held  that  what  had  been  Statement  in 
Raid  by  a  relative  of  the  prosecutrix  to  a  relative  of  the  prisoner  *^®rosecutrix**' 
in  the  presence  of  the  prosecutrix  about  making  it  up  is  admis- 
sible in  favour  of  the  prisoner,  {n) 

A  statement  made  in  the  hearing  of  a  person,  though  not  in  his  statement  in 
actual  presence,  may  be  evidence  against  him.     Thus  it  has  been  *^®  i»earing  of 
held  that,  where  the  plaintiff  was  in  the  kitchen  of  the  defendant's 
house,  and  the  defendant's  wife  stood  at  the  head  of  the  kitchen 
stairs,  what  she  there  said  in  a  tone  of  voice  loud  enough  for  the 
plaintiff  to  hear  was  admissible  against  the  plaintiff,  (o) 

The  Court  will  not  exclude  a  statement  made  in  the  prisoner  s 
presence  by  another  party  to  a  third  person,  merely  because  some 
inducement  has  been  held  out  to  that  party  to  make  it ;  but  very 
little  weight  ought  to  be  attached  to  the  fact  of  no  answer  being 
given  to  such  statement  by  the  prisoner,  as  he  would  not  know 
whether  it  would  be  better  for  him  to  be  silent  or  not.  (p) 

On  an  information  for  a  libel,  a  book  containing  imputations  Previo^  p»^ 
identical  with  those  in  the  libel,  which  had  been  published  some  J^^^f  ,?^if  *^^ 
time  previously  to  the  application  for  the  information,  is  not  ad- 
missible for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  the  prosecutor  had  tacitly 
acquiesced  in  the  truth  of  the  identical  charges  contained  in  the 
libel,  (g) 

Where  on  a  trial  for  murder  a  statement  by  a  prisoner  to  a  Any  statement 
policeman  on  a  charge  of  robbing  the  deceased  with  violence  was  ?*  *  prisoner 
tendered ;  it  was  objected  that  it  was  on  another  charge,  before  the  {j^^^h*^^^* 
charge  of  murder.     Pollock,  C.  B.,  *  That  makes  no  difference ;  rehte  to  an 
whatever  a  man  says  is  evidence  against  him — in  criminal  cases  as  oflfcnce  dif- 
well  as  civil — ^at  any  time  and  on  any  matter.     A  policeman  ap-  Ji^'^with™ 
prebends  a  man  on  a  charge  of  highway  robbery  on  a  particular  which  he  is 
night,  and  he  says,  I  cannot  be  guilty  of  that  robbery,  for  on  the  charged, 
same  night  and  the  same  hour  I  was  at  a  different  place  ;  and  the 
policeman  may,  on  that  admission,  apprehend  him  on  a  charge  of 
murder  at  the  time  and  place  so  mentioned,  and  may  offer  that 
admission  in  evidence  against  him  at  the  trial.' (?*) 

Upon  an  indictment  for  burglary,  it  appeared  that,  shortly  after  ^  statement 
the  robbery,  four  glass  jars  containing  sweetmeats,  which  had  been  ^toSolen**^ 
taken  from  ^the  prosecutor's,  were  found  in  the  prisoner's  house,  property  in 
not  being  in  any  way  concealed,  and  the  prisoner  s  counsel  urged  *»»  poaseasion 
that  this  was  consistent  with  the  account  the  prisoner  had,  as  he  ^°i^ion^ 
was  instructed,  given  of  the  way  in  which  the  jars  had  come  into  againA  him, 


totally  different  thing,  especially  as  no 
reply  was  made  to  wluit  the  mother  said. 
It  has  been  the  constant  practice  to  prove 
statements  made  by  prisoners  in  the  pre- 
sence of  persons  who  have  denied  them. 
C.  S.  G. 

(n)  Reg.  V.  Amall,  8  Cox,  C.  C.  439. 
Martin,  B.,  said,  '  In  a  civil  case,  what  is 
said  in  the  presence  of  either  of  the 
parties  is  admissible  against  him ;  because 
It  is  open  to  tiie  party  so  present  to 
express  assent  or  objection  to  what  is 
said,  and  that  would  be  admissible  against 
him.  In  criminal  cases  the  prosecutor, 
although  not  in  strict  law  a  party  to  the 
case,  is  so  in  fact,  and  I  think  that  the 
rule  applicable  to  conversation   in  the 


presence  of  a  party  in  a  civil  case  might 
be  fairly  extended  to  a  conversation  in  the 
presence  of  the  prosecutor  in  a  criminal 
case. '  Such  a  statement  as  to  making  up 
the  matter  would  tend  to  affect  the  credit 
of  the  prosecutrix  in  a  case  of  rape  ;  and 
its  admissibility  may  be  moresatLsfactorily 
rested  upon  that  ground,  but  she  ought 
to  have  been  cross-examined  as  to  it  in 
the  first  instance.     C.  S.  6. 

(o)  Neile  v,  Jakle,  2  0.  &  K.  709. 
Matde,  J. 

(p)  R  V.  Milton.  10  Cox,  C.  C.  864. 

(q)  Reg.  v.  Newman,  1  £.  &  B.  268. 

(r)  Reg.  V.  Lee,  4  F.  &  F.  68.  See 
Fisher  u  Ronalds,  12  C.  B.  762  per 
Maule,  J. 
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his  possession  ;  uamely,  that  the  prisoner  had  found  them  in  a 
field.  But  no  one  was  called  to  prove  this  statement.  Alder- 
son,  B.,  told  the  jury  that,  if  it  had  appeared  that,  before  suspicion 
attached  to  the  prisoner,  he  had  given  this  account  of  the  posses- 
sion of  the  property  to  his  neighbours,  the  property  being  there  at 
the  time,  and  before  search  made,  he  had  not  the  slightest  doubt 
that,  valeat  quantum,  this  would  have  been  very  competent  evi- 
dence for  the  prisoner.  («) 

Upon  an  indictment  for  burning  bibles,  it  was  proposed  to 
prove,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that  he  had  preached  sermons 
relating  to  immoral  publications  previously  to  the  alleged  offence, 
and  it  was  urged  that  it  was  a  material  part  of  the  charge  that 
the  defendant  had  knowingly  caused  the  bibles  to  be  burnt,  and 
therefore  for  the  purpose  of  showing  his  intention  in  getting  books 
together,  his  directions  given  in  the  sermons  to  the  persons  who 
brought  in  the  books  were  admissible  ;  but  it  was  held  that  the 
evidence  could  not  be  given.  It  was  true  that  declarations  ac- 
companying acts  are  admissible  to  show  the  intention  at  the  time  ;. 
and  the  question  of  intention  was  a  very  material  one  in  the  case  ; 
but  it  was  to  be  infeixed  froin  legal  evidence  of  facts,  and  not  from 
declarations  of  the  defendant  on  former  occasions  unconnected 
with  the  subject-matter  of  the  trial,  (t) 

As  analogous  to  the  former  part  of  this  section,  concerning 
admissions  and  confessions  by  the  defendant  himself,  it  may  be 
proper  in  this  place  to  mention  the  subject  of  acts  and  declara- 
tions of  co-conspiratora  and  of  agents.  How  far  the  acts  and 
words  of  one  conspirator  are  .evidence  against  the  others,  has 
already  been  mentioned  in  a  former  part  of  this  work,  (u)  With 
respect  to  the  statements  and  acts  of  agents,  it  was  decided,  on 
the  impeachment  of  Lord  Melville,  by  the  House  of  Lords,  that 
a  receipt  given  in  the  regular  and  official  form  by  Mr.  Douglas 
(who,  it  was  proved,  had  been  appointed  by  Lord  Melville  to  be  his 
attorney,  to  transact  the  business  of  his  office  of  treasurer  of  the 
navy,  and  to  receive  all  necessary  sums  of  money,  and  to  sign 
receipts  for  the  same),  was  admissible  in  evidence  against  Lord 
Melville,  to  establish  this  single  fact,  that  a  person  appointed  by 
him,  as  his  paymaster,  did  receive  from  the  Exchequer  a  certain 
sum  of  money  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business,  (v)  In  the 
Queeri's  case,  (w)  it  was  said  by  Abbott,  C.  J.,  in  delivering  the 
opinion  of  the  judges,  that  it  would  not  be  allowable  on  the  part 
of  the  prosecution  to  give  evidence  that  an  agent,  who  had  been 
proved  to  have  been  employed  by  the  defendant  to  procure  evi- 
dence for  the  defence,  but  who  had  not  been  examined  as  a  wit- 
ness, offered  a  bribe  to  some  third  person,  who  also  had  not  been 
examined.  This  was  not  the  question  proposed  by  the  House  of 
Lords  to  the  judges,  but  the  converse  of  it,  considered  by  the 
chief  justice,   for  the   purpose  of  showing  the  grounds  of  the 


(5)  Refi^.  V.  Abraham,  2  C.  ft  K.  550. 
I  never  nave  been  able  to  discover  any 
ground  for  this  obiter  dictum.  Such  a 
statement  is  not  one  accompanying  an 
act ;  it  is  a  mere  declaration,  and,  instead 
of  being  against  the  interest  of  the  pri- 
soner, it  is  directly  in  his  favour,  sup- 
posing the  goods  to  have  been  stolen. 


c.  s«  o. 

{t)  Reg.  r.  Petcherini,  7  Cox,  C.  C.  79, 
Crampton,  J.,  and  Greene,  B. 

(u)  A7Ue,  p.  148.  See  also  2  Staik. 
Ev.  tit.  Conspiraq/. 

{v)  29  How.  St.  Tr.  746.  1  PhiU.  Ev. 
886. 

(w)  2  firod.  k  Bing.  802. 
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determination  of  the  judges.  The  actual  question  proposed  for  Agent  of  pro- 
their  consideration  was,  as  to  the  competency  of  proving,  on  the  ^^"^^^^ 
trial  of  a  criminal  prosecution,  certain  acts  supposed  to  have  been 
done  by  the  agent  of  the  pro8ecutoi\  And  they  determined  that 
similar  proof,  as  to  the  conduct  of  the  prosecutor's  agent  in  offer- 
ing a  bribe,  was  inadmissible.  The  question,  the  Lord  Chief 
Justice  observed,  regarded  the  act  of  an  agent  addressed  to  a 
person  not  examined  as  a  witness  in  support  of  the  indictment, 
the  proffered  proof  not  apparently  connecting  itself  with  any  par* 
ticular  matter  deposed  by  the  witnesses,  who  bad  been  examined 
in  support  of  the  indictment,  and  leaving  therefore  those  wit- 
nesses [unaffected  by  the  proposed  proof,  otherwise  than  by  way 
of  inference  and  conclusion.  His  lordship  concluded  by  obsendng 
that,  notwithstanding  the  opinion  he  had  delivered,  he  was  by  no 
means  prepared  to  say,  that  in  no  case,  and  under  no  circumstances 
appearing  at  a  trial,  it  might  not  be  fit  and  proper  for  a  judge  to 
allow  proof  of  this  nature,  to  be  submitted  for  the  consideration 
of  a  jury;  and  that  the  inclination  of  every  judge  was  to  admit, 
rather  than  exclude,  the  proffered  proof. 

There  are  sundry  instances  where  an  employer  is  criminally  Actsofaer- 
responsible    for    acts   done   by   his   agents    or  servants,   in    the  ▼"»*»• 
course  of  their  employment  and  for  his  benefit.     Thus  a  master 
has  been  held  criminally  responsible  for  the  sale  by  his  servant,  in 
the  course  of  his  employment,  of  bread   containing  a  noxious 
quantity  of  alum,  {y) 

(i).  Proof  of  Confessions  and  Statements.     Wlien  Onus  on 

Prosecutor'  to  conti^adict  same. 

As  to  proof  of  statements  made  by  the  accused  before  the  com* 
mitting  magistrates,  see  the  next  section  of  this  chapter. 

Where  a  confession  is  tendered  in  evidence,  the  proof  that  it  It  lies  on  the 
was  made  voluntarily  lies  upon  the  prosecutor ;  and  if  it  be  left  in  pn»ecution  to 
doubt  whether  the  confession  were  made  in  consequence  of  an  ^t^eia!^bya 
inducement,  it  will  be  rejected,  (z)  prisoner  was 

A  prisoner  made  a  confession  to  an  officer,  who  left  the  prisoner,  voluntary, 
and  afterwards  wrote  down  from  recollection  what  the  piisoner  said  Bxaminationa 
to  him.     What  the  officer  wrote  was  read  over  to  the  prisoner  ^^^  ^^^ 
before  the  committing  magistrate,  and  he  said  that  what  had  been  prisoners  are 
read  over  to  him  was  the  truth,  and  signed  the  paper.    Best,  J.,  inadmissible. 
'  We  have  not  the  confession  of  the  prisoner ;  we  have  only  the 
officer's  recollection  of  it,  put  into  writing  when  the  prisoner  was 
not  present,  and  in  the  language  of  the  officer,  and  not  in  the  words 
used  by  the  prisoner.     If  a  confession  be  not  taken  in  writing,  we 
must  be  content  with  the  recollection  of  the  witness  who  proves 
it,  because  we  cannot  have  any  more  certain  account  of  it.     I  will 
receive  nothing  as  a  confession  in  writing  that  was  not  taken 
down  from  the  mouth  of  the  prisoner  in  his  own  words,  nothing 
that  he  says  that  has  any  relation  to  the  subject  being  omitted, 
nor  anything  added,  except  explanations  of  provincial  expressions 
or  terms  of  art.     The  reading  this  paper  to  the  prisoner,  and  his 

{y)  Rex  r.  Dixon,  3  M.  &  S.  U,  vol.  («)  Reg.  v,  Warringham,  2  Den.  C.  C. 

1,  p.  268,  and  see  other  cases  there  cited.      447,  note. 
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acknowledgment  that  it  was  correct,  does  not  remove  the  objec- 
tion. By  the  change  of  language  a  very  different  complexion 
might  be  given  to  the  story  from  what  it  had  when  it  came  from 
the  mouth  of  the  prisoner,  and  which  he  might  not  discover  when 
it  was  read  over  to  him.  The  lower  orders  of  men  have  but  few 
words  to  convey  their  meaning,  and  they  know  as  little  of  expres- 
sions that  they  are  not  in  the  habit  of  using  as  if  they  belonge<l 
to  another  language.  I  will  not  receive  this  paper  in  evidence.  («) 
In  the  same  case  it  is  said  that  Dallas,  C.  J.,  had  refused  to 
receive,  at  a  former  assizes,  a  confession,  because  it  was  not  in  the 
prisoner's  own  words.  So  where  it  was  proved  that  the  examina- 
tion of  the  prisoner  before  the  magistrate  was  read  over  to  her, 
and  that  she  signed  it,  but  there  was  no  evidence  that  it  was 
taken  down  from  what  she  said  or  in  the  words  she  used,  and  in 
fact  it  was  in  language  clearly  not  such  as  she  was  likely  to  have 
used ;  Littledale,  J.,  refused  to  permit  it  to  be  read.  (6)  And 
where  a  witness  having,  in  her  examination  before  the  coroner, 
stated  that  she  had  slept  with  the  prisoner,  that  he  had  given  her 
two  black  eyes,  that  they  had  seen  a  placard,  &c.,  the  statement 
of  the  prisoner  before  the  coroner  was  tendered  in  evidence,  and 
was  as  follows : — *  Prisoner  admits  sleeping  with  the  witnes.s, 
blackening  her  eyes,  seeing  the  placard,'  &c. :  and  it  was  objected 
that  the  examination  was  taken  in  the  third  person,  which  was 
not  complying  with  the  statute,  and  did  not  purport  to  be  the 
language  of  the  prisoner  at  all,  but  merely  the  coroner's  expres- 
sion of  what  he  considered  the  prisoner  to  mean.  The  jury  were 
to  judge  of  the  effect  of  the  statement,  and  they  could  not  do  that 
without  having  before  them  the  very  words  in  which  it  had  been 
made.  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  thought  the  objection  of  considerable 
importance.     As  to  the  mode  of  taking  the  examination  of  the 

f)risoner,  that  was  a  very  improper  way  in  which  to  do  it.  His 
ordship  did  not,  however,  see  how  he  could  exclude  the 
evidence,  but  he  should  reserve  the  point,  in  case  it  were  neces- 
sary, (c) 

where  the  confession  of  a  prisoner  mentions  the  name  of  another 
prisoner  tried  at  the  same  time,  it  seems,  according  to  the  later 
cases,  that  the  whole  of  the  confession,  whether  by  parol  or  in 
writing,  must  be  given  in  evidence.  The  judge  will,  however,  in 
such  cases,  direct  the  jury  that  the  confession  is  only  to  be  taken  as 
evidence  against  the  prisoner  who  made  it.  On  the  Oxford  Circuit 
it  was  the  constant  practice  some  years  ago  to  omit  the  name  of 
any  prisoner  that  was  mentioned  in  the  confession  of  another 
prisoner.  (c2)    But  it  has  been  held  in  many  cases  on  that  circuit  (^) 


(a)  Rex  v.  Sexton,  1  Burn's  J.,  Doyl. 
&  V^ms.  p.  1086.  ^  the  paper  was  read 
to  the  prisoner,  and  he  acknowledged  that 
it  was  correct,  it  was  evidence. 

(6)  Rex  p.  Mallet,  Gloucester  Spr.  Ass. 
1830,  MSS.  C.  S.  G.     But  see  post 

(c)  Reg.  V.  Roche,  C.  &  M.  341. 
Verdict,  Not  guilty. 

(c2)  See  Rex  v.  Fletcher,  4  C.  &  P.  250. 
Rcoc  V.  Limer,  Stafford  Sam.  Ass.  1889, 
Bosanquet,  J.     MSS.  C.  S.  G. 

(e)  Rex  V.  Heame,  4  C.  ft  P.  215. 
Littlodale,  J.     Rex  r.  Clowes,  ibid.  221. 


Rex  f^.  Daniel  and  Garland,  Monmouth 
Spr.  Ass.  1831,  MSS.  C.  a  G.  Bosan* 
(^uet,  J.,  saying,  *  The  ground  I  go  upon 
is,  that  I  do  not  think  fam  authorized  to 
direct  the  officer  to  read  one  word  instead 
of  another.  I  cannot  tell  the  officer  to 
read  what  is  not  written.'  In  Rex  r. 
Giles  and  Betts,  Worcester  Spr.  Ass. 
1830,  MSS.  C.  S.  G.,  where  there  was  a 
parol  confession,  Littledale,  J.,  said,  *  he 
was  satisfied  the  proper  way  was  to  state 
the  names  attered  by  the  prisoner;  as 
to  state  "  another  person  "  instead  of  the 
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and   elsewhere,  (/)   that   the   proper  course   is  to  state  or  read 
all  the  names  mentioned  by  tne  prisoner  in  his  confession.     A 
learned  judge  has,  however,  expressed  on  several  occasions  a  strong 
opinion  that  such  a  course  is  unfair,  (g)     If,  on  the  part  of  the   The  whole  of  a 
prosecution,  a  confession  or  admission  of  the  defendant,  made  in   confeaajon  or 
the  course  of  a  convereation  with  a  witness,  be  brought  forward,  ^^j^"^ 
the  defendant  has  a  right  to  lay  before  the  court  the  whole  of  what   stated. 
was  said  in  the  same  conversation ;  not  only  so  much  as  may  ex- 
plain or  qualify  the  matter  introduced  by  the  previous  examination, 
but  even  matter,  not  properly  connected  with  the  part  introduced 
upon  the  previous  examination,  provided  only  that  it  relates  to  the 
subject-matter  of  the  suit ;  because  it  would  not  be  just  to  take 
part  of  a  conversation  as  evidence  against  a  party  without  giving 
to  the  party  at  the  same  time  the  benefit  of  the  entire  residue  of 
what  he  said  on  the  same  occasion.  Qi)    But  it  seems  that  proof  of 
a  detached  statement  made  by  a  party  does  not  authorize  proof 
by  that  pai*ty  of  all  that  he  said  at  that  time,  but  only  of  so  much 
as  can  be  in  some  way  connected  with  the  statement  proved,  (i) 
It  seems  at  one  time  to  have  been  considered  that,  if  a  prosecutor  The  juxy  are 
uses  the  declaration  of  a  prisoner,  he  must  take  the  whole  of  it  !j!JST\!"^^ 
together,  and  cannot  select  one  pai*t  and  leave  another ;  and  if  there  statement^n  it 
be  no  other  evidence  in  the  case,  or  no  other  evidence  incompatible  in  favour  of 
with  it,  the  declaration  so  adduced  must  be  taken  as  true,  {j)   But  ^®  ^thh^^fit*" 
the  correctness  of  this  position  was  doubted,  (k)  and  it  is  now     *^ 
settled  that  the  whole  of  the  prisoner's  statement  must  be  taken 
into  consideration  by  the  jury,  who  are  not  bound  to  take  what  he 
has  said  in  his  favour  to  be  true,  because  it  is  given  in  evidence  by 


name  used  was  not  to  state  the  truth, 
which  a  witness  was  sworn  to  do.'  In 
Rex  V,  Harding,  Bailey,  and  Shumer, 
Gloucester  Spr.  Ass.  1830,  MSS.  C.  S.  G., 
where  there  was  a  written  confession, 
Littledale,  J.,  said,  'Suppose  two  men 
ar^  indicted,  one  as  principal,  and  the 
other  as  accessoiy,  and  the  principal  is 
named  iu  the  indictment,  and  the  acces- 
sory makes  a  confession  admitting  liim- 
self  to  be  accessory  to  the  principal,  how 
is  it  to  be  known  that  he  is  accessory  to 
such  princi]>al,  if  the  name  of  the  prin- 
ciptd  is  not  to  be  read?  I  have  con- 
sidered this  case  very  much  indeed,  and  I 
am  most  clearly  of  opinion  that  it  is  to 
be  read  as  the  prisoner  made  it,  because 
othent'ise  the  evidence  is  not  read  as  it 
was  given  hy  the  prisoner.  1  have  no 
doubt  upon  it,  and  will  not  therefore 
reserve  the  point.'  Rex  r.  AValkley,  6 
C.  &  P.  175,  Gurney,  B. 

(/)  Hex  r.  Fletcher,  4  C.  k  P.  250, 
Littledale,  J.,  at  York,  S.  C.  1  Lew.  107. 
Hairs  case,  1  Lew.  110,  Alderson,  B.,  at 
Appleby.  Forster's  case,  1  Lew.  110. 
Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  at  Carlisle.  Rex  v, 
Fletcher,  supra,  was  the  case  of  a  letter 
written  by  one  prisoner,  and  implicating 
another. 

ig)  Parke,  B.,  in  Maudsley's  case,  1 
Lew.  110,  and  Barstow's  case,  ibid.  It 
would  be  extremely  beneficial  to  prisoners 
in  such  cases  to  be  tried  separately,  and 


such  a  course  is  nothing  more  than  expe- 
dient in  cases  of  difiiculty,  as  it  is  almost 
beyond  the  power  of  a  juiy  properly  to 
discriminate  between  the  evidence  oficct- 
ing  different  prisoners.     C.  S.  G. , 

{h)  By  Abbott,  C.  J.,  in  the  Queen's 
case,  2  B.  &  B.  297. 

(i)  Prince  t*.  Samo,  7  A.  &  E.  627. 
In  this  case   a  witness  stated  that  the 

Elaintiif,  on  the  trial  of  an  indictment, 
ad  proved  that  he  had  been  remanded 
by  the  court  for  the  relief  of  insolvent 
debtors  ;  and  it  was  held  that  the  oppo- 
site counsel  could  not  ask  whether  the 
plaintiff  had  not  also,  on  the  same  trial, 
said  that  an  advance  was  a  gift  and  not  a 
loan  ;  and  the  court  said  that  the  dictum 
of  Lord  Tenterden,  atqtra,  was  extra- 
judicial. 

0)  By  Bosanquet,  Serjt,  in  Rex  r. 
Jones,  2  C.  &  P.  630.  So  where  the  pri- 
soner was  indicted  for  a  larceny,  ancl  iu 
addition  to  evidence  of  the  possession  of 
the  stolen  goods,  the  counsel  for  the  pro- 
secution put  in  the  prisoner's  state- 
ment maide  before  the  magistrate,  in 
which  the  prisoner  asserted  that  he  had 
bought  the  goods  ;  Garrow,  B.,  directed 
an  acquittal,  saving  that  if  a  prosecutor 
used  a  prisoner  s  statement  he  must  take 
the  whole  of  it  together.     Ibid. 

{k)  By  Park,  J.  A.  J.,  in  Rext\  Lloyd, 
Worcester  Sum.  Ass.  1830,  MSS.  C.  S.  G., 
and  I  PhilL  Ev.  809. 
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the  prosecutor,  but  are  to  weigh  it,  with  all  the  circumstances  of 
the  case,  and  determine  whether  they  believe  it  or  not  (l)  The 
jury  may,  therefore,  believe  one  part  of  the  prisoner's  statement 
and  disbelieve  another,  (m)  They  may  believe  that  part  which 
charges  the  prisoner,  and  reject  that  which  is  in  his  favour,  if  they 
see  sufficient  grounds  for  so  doing,  (n)  In  determining  whether 
the  statement  be  true  or  not,  the  jury  should  consider  whether  it  be 
probable  or  improbable  in  itself,  and  whether  it  be  consistent  or  in- 
consistent with  the  other  circumstances  of  the  case,  (o)  If  what 
he  said  in  his  own  favour  is  not  contradicted  by  evidence  offered 
by  the  prosecutor,  nor  improbable  in  itself,  it  will  naturally  be  be- 
lieved by  the  jury ;  but  they  are  not  bound  to  give  weight  to  it  on 
that  account,  but  are  at  liberty  to  judge  of  it  like  other  evidence, 
by  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  (p)  But  if,  after  the  whole  of 
the  statement  of  the  prisoner  is  given  in  evidence,  the  prosecutor 
is  in  a  situation  to  contradict  any  part  of  it,  he  is  at  liberty  to  do 
so,  and  then  the  statement  of  the  prisoner,  and  the  whole  of  the 
other  evidence,  must  be  left  to  the  jury,  precisely  as  in  any  other 
case,  where  one  part  of  the  evidence  is  contradictory  to  another,  (q) 
The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  stealing  a  piece  of  wood,  and  it  ap- 
peared that  on  the  piece  of  wood  being  found  by  a  police  constable 
in  the  prisoner  s  shop,  about  five  days  after  it  was  lost,  he  sta4^ed 
that  he  bought  it  from  a  person  named  Nash  who  lived  about  two 
miles  off.  Nash  was  not  produced  as  a  witness  for  the  prosecution, 
and  the  prisoner  did  not  call  any  witness.  Alderson,  B.,  in  sum- 
ming up,  said,  '  In  cases  of  this  nature  you  should  take  it  as  a 
general  principle  that  where  a  man,  in  whose  possession  stolen  pro- 
perty is  found,  gives  a  reasonable  account  of  how  he  came  by  it, 
as  by  telling  the  name  of  the  person  from  whom  he  received  it, 
and  who  is  known  to  be  a  real  person,  it  is  incumbent  on  the  pro- 
secution to  show  that  that  account  is  false ;  but  if  the  account 
given  by  the  prisoner  be  unreasonable  or  improbable  on  the  face 
of  it,  the  onus  of  proving  its  truth  lies  on  him.  Suppose,  for 
instance,  a  person  were  to  charge  me  with  stealing  his  watch,  and  I 
were  to  say  I  bought  it  from  a  particular  tradesman,  whom  I  name, 
that  is  primd  facie  a  reasonable  account,  and  I  ought  not  to  be 
convicted  of  felony  unless  it  is  shown  that  that  account  is  a  false 
one.'  (?•) 


(1)  Rex  V.  Clewes,  4  C.  &  P.  221, 
Littledale,  J.  Rex  v.  Steptoe,  4  C.  &  P. 
397.  Rex  V.  HiffginB,  8  C.  &  P.  603, 
Parke,  J.  Rex  v.  Jones,  Monmouth  Sum. 
Ass.  1830,  MSS.  C.  S.  G.,  Park,  J.  A.  J. 
Rexv.  Jjocker,  Stafford  Spr.  Aas.  1831. 
Patteson,  J.  MSS.  C.  S.  G. 

(tn)  1  Phill.  Ev.  899. 

(»)  GreenL  Ev.  253,  citing  Rex  v, 
Steptoe,  supra.  Rex  ».  Clewes,  tupra. 
Rex  V.  Higmns,  suprti,  and  Respablicav. 
M*Carty,  2JDalJ.  86,  88. 

(o)  Rex  V.  Steptoe,  Biqyra,  Rex  v. 
Jones,  supra. 

ip)  Groenl.  Ev.  253. 

(q)  Rex  V.  Jones,  2  C.  &  P.  630.  So 
in  a  civil  case,  if  a  person  savs,  '  that  he 
did  owe  a  debt,  but  that  he  had  paid  it,' 
such  an  admission  would  not  be  received 
as  evidence  to  prove  the  debt,  without 


being  also  evidence  of  the  payment.  Per 
Hale,  0.  J.  Anonymous  case.cited  12  Yin. 
Abr.  tit.  Ev.  A.  28.  What  he  has  said 
in  his  own  favour  may  perhaj^  wei^h 
very  little  \\'ith  the  jury,  wnile  jus  admis- 
sion against  himself  may  be  conclusive  ; 
however,  it  is  reasonable  that  if  any  port 
of  his  statement  is  admitted  in  eviaencc, 
the  whole  should  be  admitted.  1  Phill. 
Ev.  399.  See  also  Smith  v.  Bhmdv, 
R.  &  M.  N.  P.  C.  257.  Rose  v.  Savory, 
2  B.  N.  C.  146. 

(r)  Reg.  t>.  CJrowhuret,  1  C.  &  K.  870. 
In  Reg.  V.  Smithy  2  C.  &  K.  207,  Lord 
Denman,  C.  J.,  said,  *I  (|uite  agree  with 
Reg.  V,  Crowhurst,  which  is  very  correctly 
reported.  It  was  mentioned  to  me  by 
Alderson,  B.,  when  it  occurred.'  And 
Lord  Denman  added  that  in  a  similar 
cose  the  magistrate  should  send  for  and 
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The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  stealing  a  gun,  which  was  found  Where  the 
in  his  possession,  and  when  taken  into  custody  he  stated  to  a  two°TOntSdic- 
policeman  that  he  had  bought  the  gun  on  the  road  from  a  tally-  tory  aocoants 
man  for  ten  shillings  and  a  gallon  of  beer ;  but  when  before  the  fj^^"^  **° 
magistrate  he  stated  that  Heath,  Randall,  and  himself  had  found  al^^^ofTro- 
the  gun  hidden  in  a  hayrick,  and  that  he  had  given  them  a  shilling  perty,  it  is  not 
each  and  a  pot  of  beer,  and  had  taken  possession  of  the  gun.    It  incumbent  on 
was  urged  that  Heath  and  Randall  ought  to  be  called  for  the  pro-  to^conS^ildT^ 
secution,  and  Reg,  v.  Crowhurst  and  Reg,  v.  Smith  (s)  were  cited  ;  either  of  them, 
but  Piatt,  B.,  held  that  this  case  was  very  different  from  those 
cited.    Here  the  prisoner  had  given  two  totally  different  accounts 
of  the  way  in  which  he  came  possessed  of  the  gun ;  and  it  certainly 
could  not  be  incumbent  on  the  prosecutor  to  call  persons  whom 
the  prisoner  had  referred  to  in  one  of  two  contradictory  state- 
ments, (t) 

Where  it  appeared  that  certain  cloth  had  been  cut  and  carried  lTnie«  there 
away  from  a  church,  and  a  knife,  which  was  proved  to  belong  to  ^  ^^^^^ 
the  prisoner,  found  on  the  floor  of  the  church,  and  in  the  prisoner's  priBoner's 
house  several  remnants  of  cloth  were  found,  which  corresponded  statement  to 
with  the  pieces  still  remaining  in  the  church,  and  the  prisoner  ^Jq^^^^® 
being  charged  with  the  offence  said  he  knew  nothing  of  it,  and  had  need  not  con- 
bought  the  cloth  of  one  Lake,  who  lived  a  mile  off ;  it  was  con-  tradict  it. 
tended  on  the  authority  of  Reg,  v.  Crowhurst  (u)  that  the  prose- 
cutor was  bound  to  call  Lake  as  a  witness.     It  was  held,  however, 
that  that  was  not  so ;  because  the  discovery  of  the  prisoner's  knife 
in  the  church  went  to  show  that  he  himself  was  the  thief,  and 
therefore  that  the  account  he  had  so  given  was  either  not  true,  or 
not  likely  to  be  so.     The  prisoner,  therefore,  was  properly  left  to 
reconcile  the  finding  of  his  knife  with  his  inoocence,  by  showing 
from  Lake  that  he  had  come  honestly  by  the  cloth  notwithstand- 
ing that  fact ;  the  rule  on  this  matter  being  that  the  prosecutor 
was  not  bound  to  call  persons  named  by  the  prisoner,  unless  his 
account  was  evidently  true,  or  there  was  good  reason  to  believe  it 
to  be   true  till  it  was  contradicted.      Here   there  was  no  such 
reason,  as  the  facts  were  at  variance  with  the  story ;  but  still 
the  story  might  be  true,  and  it  was  for  the  prisoner  to  make  out 
its  truth  by  calling  the  man  from  whom  be  bought  the  stolen  pro- 
perty, (v) 

Upon  an  indictment  against  the  prisoner  for  stealing  and  recoiv-  Where  a  pn- 
ing  two  waistcoats  and  two  pairs  of  trousers,  it  appeared  that  the  ^^^^^^^^ 
articles  were  stolen  on  the  2nd  of  November,  and  that  they  w^ere  ^jirty,  and 
sold  by  the  prisoner  for  twelve  shillings  in  a  public-house  openly,  named  the 
without  attempt  at  concealment,  on  the  4th  of  November,  when  ^^om  he'ire-* 
about  thirty  persons  were  in  the  room.     To  the  constable,  who  ceired  it  as 
charged  him  with  the  felony,  the  prisoner  said,  '  Cocking  and  Derby  soon  aschar^ged 


examine  the  penon  mentioned,  as  he 
might  either  exonerate  the  prisoner  or 
pTOTO  his  statement  to  be  false.  See 
also  Reg.  v.  Evans,  2  Cox,  C.  C.  270, 
vol.  2,  p.  279,  as  to  the  improbabilities 
of  a  prisoner's  statement. 

(«)  Suprcb, 

(0  R^.  r.  Dibley,  2  C.  &  K.  818. 
Piatt,  B.,  added,  'I  think  it  might  be 
pmdent  in  theproflecntor  to  have  the  wit- 


nesses in  attendance,  though  he  dotts  not 
caU  them,  to  avoid  the  enect  of  the  ob- 
servation by  the  prisoner's  counsel  that 
those  persons  could  have  substantiated 
the  prisoner's  defence,  but  that  he  was  too 
poor  to  procure  their  attendance.  * 

(u)  Supra. 

(v)  Reg.  V.  Harmcr,  2  Cox,  C.  C.  487, 
Pollock,  C.  B. 
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brought  them  to  my  house^  and  the  woman  who  keeps  my  house 
(Mrs.  Wilson)  will  say  so,  and  I,  being  on  the  spree,  sold  them  and 
spent  the  money.'  In  consequence  of  this  statement  Cocking  and 
Derby  were  apprehended,  and  the  former  convicted  of  stealing 
articles  taken  at  the  same  time  from  the  prosecutor's  house ;  but 
Derby  was  discharged  for  want  of  evidence.  The  constable  went 
to  Mrs.  Wilson,  and  made  inquiries  as  to  the  prisoner's  statement, 
but  no  evidence  of  what  transpired  on  those  inquiries  was  received. 
It  was  urged  that,  as  the  prisoner  had  stated  how  he  came  into 
possession  of  the  articles,  and  had  mentioned  the  names  of  real 
persons  from  whom  he  had  received  them,  it  was  incumbent  on  the 
prosecution  to  negative  his  statement  if  false,  by  calling  Cocking, 
Derby,  and  Mrs.  Wilson  ;  but  the  sessions  overruled  the  objection, 
and  the  prisoner  was  convicted  of  stealing ;  and,  upon  a  case 
reserved  upon  the  question  whether,  under  the  circumstances  of 
the  case,  which  rested  solely  on  a  recent  possession  of  the  stolen 
goods,  it  lay  on  the  prosecution  to  call  the  persons  to  whom  the 
prisoner  refen'ed,  or  some  of  them,  to  account  for  his  possession,  it 
was  held  that  there  was  evidence  for  the  jury,  upon  which  the  pri- 
soner might  be  convicted ;  but  Pollock,  C.  B.,  said,  '  I  should  be 
sorry  that,  upon  such  evidence,^any  prisoner  should  be  convicted 
before  me.'  {lo) 

For  the  purpose  of  introducing  a  confession  in  evidence,  it  is 
unnecessary,  in  general,  to  do  more  than  negative  any  promise  or 
inducement  held  out  by  the  person  to  whom  the  confession  was 
made.  (:r)  In  a  trial  for  murder,  it  was  proposed  to  give  in  evi- 
dence a  statement  of  the  prisoner,  made  in  prison  to  a  coroner,  for 
whom  the  prisoner  had  sent.  It  however  appeared  that,  previous 
to  this  time,  Mr.  Clifton,  a  magistrate,  had  had  an  interview  with 
the  prisoner,  and  it  was  suggested,  on  behalf  of  the  prisoner,  that 
he  might  have  told  the  prisoner  that  it  would  be  better  to  confess, 
and  that,  therefore,  the  counsel  for  the  prosecution  were  bound  to 
call  him.  Littledale,  J., '  As  something  might  have  passed  between 
the  prisoner  and  Mr.  Clifton  respecting  the  confession,  it  would  be 
fair  in  the  prosecutors  to  call  him,  but  I  will  not  compel  them  to 
do  so.  However,  if  they  will  not  call  him,  the  prisoner  may  do  so 
if  he  chooses.'  (y)  So  where  a  prisoner  being  in  the  custody  of  two 
constables  on  a  charge  of  arson,  one  Bullock  went  into  the  room, 
and  the  prisoner  immediately  asked  him  to  go  into  another  room, 
as  he  wished  to  speak  to  him,  and  they  went  into  another  room, 
when  the  prisoner  made  a  statement ;  it  was  urged  that  the  con- 
stables ought  to  be  called  to  prove  that  they  had  done  nothing  to 
induce  the  prisoner  to  confess.  It  was  evident  that  the  prisoner 
acted  under  some  influence,  as  he  first  proposed  going  into  another 
room  :  and  Rex  v.  Svxitkins  (z)  was  relied  upon.     Taunton,  J., '  A 


(w)  Reg.  t'.  Wilson,  D.  &  B.  157.  The 
chainnan  told  the  jiuy  that  the  constable 
liaviiig  made  inqiiiries  which  satisfied  him 
(but  the  case  does  not  state  this),  it  was 
not  necessary  for  the  prosecution  to  call 
the  persons  to  whom  the  prisoner  referred. 
On  the  contrary,  however,  it  would  rather 
seem  that  the  fact  that  the  constable  did 
not  think  the  persons  named  should  be 
called  for  the  prosecution,  affords  an  in- 


ference that  they  would  have  sirpiwi-tinl 
the  prisoner's  statement.     C.  S.  G. 

(x)  1  Phill.  Ev.  409. 

iy)  Rexr.  Clewes,  4  C.  &  P.  221.  The 
counsel  for  the  prosecution  declined  to 
call  Mr.  Clifton,  and  he  was  called  and 
examined  by  the  prisoner's  counsel.  See 
this  case,  ante,  p.  494. 

(2)  Lijfrft. 
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confession  is  presumed  to  be  voluntary  unless  the  contrary  is 
shown ;  and  as  no  threat  or  pi'omise  is  proved  to  have  been  made 
by  the  constables,  it  is  not  to  be  presumed.'  Having  consulted 
Littledale,  J.,  his  lordship  added, '  We  do  not  think  according  to 
the  usual  practice  that  we  ought  to  exclude  the  evidence,  because 
a  constable  may  have  induced  the  prisoner  to  make  the  statement ; 
otherwise  we  must  in  all  cases  call  the  magistrates  and  constables, 
before  whom  or  in  whose  custody  the  prisoner  has  been.'  (a) 

But  if  there  be  any  probable  ground  to  suspect  that  an  officer,  K  there  l)e 
in  whose  custody  a  prisoner  has  previously  been,  has  been  guilty  po^n^Tto  sua- 
of  collusion  in  obtaining  a  confession,  such  suspicion  ought  to  be  pect  that  an 
removed,  in   the    first   instance,  by  the  prosecutor  calling  such  ofllcerhas  im- 
officer.     Upon  an  indictment  for  arson,  it  appeared  that  a  con-  SJj^acon- 
stable,  who  was  called  to  prove  a  confession,  went  into  a  room  in  fession,  snch 
an  inn,  where  he  found  the    prisoner  in  the  custody  of  another  **®5f'^^s^* 
constable,  and  as  soon  as  he  went  into  the  room,  the  prisoner  said  *°  ^ ' 

he  wished  to  speak  to  him,  and  motioned  the  constable  to  leave 
the  room,  which  he  did,  and  left  them  alone.  The  prisoner  im- 
mediately made  a  statement.  The  witness  had  not  cautioned  the 
prisoner  at  all,  and  nothing  had  been  said  of  what  had  passed 
between  the  constable  and  the  prisoner  before  the  witness  entered 
the  room.  It  was  contended  that  the  other  constable  must  be 
called  to  show  that  he  had  used  no  inducement  to  make  the  pri- 
soner confess.  Patteson,  J.,  'I  am  inclined  to  think  the  con- 
stable ought  to  be  called.  This  is  a  peculiar  case,  and  can  never 
be  cited  as  an  authority,  except  in  cases  where  a  man  being  in  the 
custody  of  one  person,  another  who  has  nothing  to  do  with  the 
case  comes  in,  and  the  prisoner  motions  the  first  to  ^o  away.  I 
think,  as  the  witness  did  not  caution  the  prisoner,  it  would  be 
unsafe  to  receive  the  statement.  It  would  lead  to  collusion 
between  constables.'  (6) 

In  order  to  induce  the  Court  to  call  another  officer  in  whose  it  must  api>ear 
custody  the  prisoner  had  been,  it  must  appear  either  that  some  either  that 
inducement  had   been  used,  or  some  express  reference  made  to  mcnthas"been 
such  officer.     A  prisoner,  when  before  the  committing  magistrate,  used,  or  some 
having   been    duly  cautioned,  made    a    confession,  in   which  he  express  refer- 
alluded  to  a   confession  which  he  had  previously  made  to  Wil-  m8Mde"to  an 
liams,  a  constable ;  it  was  submitted  that  Williams  ought  to  be  officer,  in 
called  to  prove  that  he  had  not  used  any  inducement.     Little-  prdcrtomako 
dale,  J.,  '  Although  I  do  not  think  it  necessary  that  a  constable,  oVthc  prow* 
in  whose  custody  a  prisoner  has  been,  should  be  called  in  every  cntor  to  call 
case,  yet  as  in  this  case  there  is  a  reference  to  the  constable,  I  ^^^  officer, 
think  he  ought  to   be    called.'    Williams  was  then  called,  and 
proved  that  he  did  not  use  any  undue  means  to  obtain  a  con- 
fession :  but  he  had  received  the  prisoner  from  Marsh,  another 


(a)  Rox  V.  Williams,  Gloucester  Spr. 
Ass.  1832,  MSS.  C.  S.  G.  The  statement 
was  rejected  on  another  grounil.  See 
ante,  p.  458. 

(/>)  Rex  V.  Rwatkin^  4  C.  &  P.  548, 
and  MSS.  0.  S.  G.  It  afterwards  ap- 
peared that  the  prisoner  had  gone  volun- 
tarily hefore  the  magistrates  at  the  inn, 
and  then  ran  away,  was  brought  back  by 
the   constable,  and  detained  by  him  in 


TOL.   Ill* 


the  room  for  the  purpose  of  being  a 
witness,  and  that  He  was  not  chained 
with  the  offence  till  after  the  statement 
was  made.  Patteson,  J.,  *  If  he  was  not 
under  any  charge,  that  varies  the  case. 
As  he  was  at  that  time  attending  as  a 
witness,  and  was  not  in  custody  on  any 
charge,  I  shall  receive  the  statement  in 
evidence,  without  putting  the  prosecutor 
to  call  the  other  constable.  * 

K  K 
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Where  a  con- 
fession baa 
been  rightly 
i^eceived  on  a 
trial  in  the 
first  instance, 
and  it  is 
afterwards 
shown  that  it 
was  nndnly 
obtained,  and 
yet  such  con- 
fession is  left 
to  the  jury, 
the  conviction 
of  the  prisoner 
cannot  be 
supported. 


constable,  and  the  prisoner  had  made  some  statement  to  Marsh. 
It  was  then  urged  that  Marsh  should  be  called.  Littledale,  J.,  ^  I 
do  not  think  it  is  necessary  that  a  constable  should  be  called,  unless 
it  appear  that  some  promise  was  given,  or  some  express  reference 
was  made  to  the  constable.  There  was  a  distinct  reference  made 
to  Williams,  and  therefore  I  thought  he  must  be  called ;  but 
there  is  no  reference  to  Mai'sh.  It  does  not  appear  either  that  any 
confession  was  made  to  Marsh.  It  only  appears  that  a  statement 
was  made ;  that  might  be  either  a  confession,  a  denial,  or  an  ex- 
culpation.' (c) 

Upon  an  indictment  for  administering  poison  with  intent  to 
murder,  it  appeared  that  the  prisoner  had  given  her  mistress  some 
milk,  in  which  a  quantity  of  fag  water  had  been  mixed.  Fag 
water  is  a  mixture  of  arsenic,  soft  soap,  and  water,  used  for  dressing 
sheep.  In  order  to  prove  that  the  prisoner  had  put  the  fag  water 
in  the  milk,  that  she  knew  the  nature  of  it,  and  intended  to  murder 
her  mistress,  her  own  confession  to  Mr.  Oilby,  a  medical  man, 
made  in  the  presence  of  the  prisoner's  mistress  and  her  husband, 
was  offered  m  evidence.  Gilby  swore  that  he  did  not  tell  tlie 
prisoner  that  it  would  be  better  or  worse  for  her  to  tell ;  that  he 
used  no  threats  or  promises,  nor  did  any  one  else  :  before  Gilby's 
arrival  the  prisoner  had  not  made  any  confession,  nor  had  any 
threats  or  promises  been  held  out  to  her.  Patteson,  J.,  admitted 
the  prisoner's  statement  to  Oilby,  who  said,  *  I  asked  her  if  she 
had  given  the  woman  anything  in  her  milk ;  she  said  she  had 
mixed  fag  water  with  the  milk  ;  she  had  put  in  half  a  teacupful. 
I  asked  her  if  she  was  .aware  of  the  nature  of  it ;  she  said  she 
knew  it  was  poison ;  she  thought  it  would  kill  the  woman ;  she 
had  done  it  to  be  released  from  her  service.'  A  woman  was  then 
called  who  was  present  at  this  conversation,  and  she  swore  that 
Gilby  told  the  prisoner  in  the  presence  of  her  mistress  and  her 
husband,  that  it  would  be  better  for  her  to  speak  the  tiTith.  She 
could  not  tell  whether  he  had  told  her  so  before  he  asked  her 
what  she  had  done ;  but  it  was  before  she  answered.  Gilby,  being 
recalled,  said,  '  I  could  not  positively  swear  that  I  did  not  tell  the 
prisoner  that  it  would  be  better  for  her  to  tell  the  truth  ;  I  don't 
recollect  that  I  did.  It  is  very  likely  I  might  tell  her  it  would  be 
better  for  her  to  tell  the  truth.'  The  counsel  for  the  prisoner 
contended  that  the  confession  ought  to  be  struck  out  of  the  judge's 
notes,  and  not  submitted  to  the  jury ;  but  after  consulting  Ix^rd 
Denman,  C.  J.,  Pattesoo,  J.,  declined  to  strike  out  the  evidence 
of  the  confession,  and  put  the  whole  to  the  jury,  feeling  that 
it  was  impossible,  after  they  had  heard  the  confession,  to  ex- 
pect that  they  could  weigh  and  consider  the  other  facts  in  the  case 
without  reference  to  the  confession ;  and  in  truth  those  other  facts 


(c)  Rex  v.  Warner  and  Morgan,  Glou- 
cester Spr.  Ass.  1832,  MSS.  C.  S.  G. 
The  prisoner's  counsel  then  proposed  to 
call  Marsh,  which  was  objected  to  as  not 
being  at  the  proper  time,  but  Littledale, 
J.,  said,  'It  IS  much  the  more  convenient 
time  to  do  so.  If  it  should  afterwards 
turn  out  that  the  confessions  weit;  in 
consequence  of  what  Mai'sh  had  said, 
they  must  all  be  struck  out,  but  it  would 


be  very  difficult  to  do  away  with  tlio 
impression  they  might  have  made  on  the 
mind  of  the  jury. '  Marsh  was  then  called 
for  the  prisoner,  and  proved  that  when 
the  prisoner  was  in  his  custody  it  was 
not  for  the  offence  for  which  he  was  then 
being  tried.  See  this  case,  cm^,  p.  452. 
This  case  was  tried  at  the  same  assizes  as 
Kex  V.  Williams,  mpra^  but  after  that 
case  had  been  triod.     C.  S.  G. 
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by  themselves  would  not  have  warranted  a  conviction.  The  jury 
convicted,  and  upon  a  case  reserved  upon  the  question  whether 
the  right  course  had  been  pursued,  Patteson,  J.,  said,  '  I  think  if 
it  had  appeared  in  the  first  instance  that  the  medical  man  had  used 
the  words  "it  would  be  better  for  you  to  speak  the  truth,"  I  should 
have  excluded  the  evidence  of  the  confession.  The  only  Question 
is,  whether,  when  that  evidence  had  been  properly  admitted,  which 
was  the  case  here,  I  ought  to  have  struck  it  out  of  my  notes,  after 
proof  that  the  confession  was  not  voluntary.  The  prisoner  was 
certainly  bound  to  show  that  it  was  not  so ;  but  that  being  proved 
by  the  second  witness,  I  think  I  should  have  treated  the  evidence 
of  the  confession  as  though  it  had  been  inadmissible  in  the  first 
instance.'  Pollock,  C.  B.,  *  We  are  all  of  opinion  that  the  con- 
viction cannot  be  sustained.'  (d) 


499 


Sec.  II. 

Statements  of  Accused  hefo^^e  Magistrates, 

The  cases  in  the  foregoing  section  are  applicable  to  confessions  fixamin&tion 

by  prisoners  generally ;  the  subject  of  confessions,  contained  in  J^f^^''^- , 

the  statements  of  prisoners  before  the  committing  magistrate,  trateT™*^' 
remains  to  be  consiaered  in  the  present  section. 

(a)  Present  enactments,  p.  499. 

(6)  Mode  of  taking  prisoner's  examination,  p.  502. 

(c)  Proof  of  statements.     Impeaching  same,  p.  504. 


(a)  Present  Enactments, 

The   11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,  (e)  s.  34,  repeals  so  much  of  the  ii  k  12  Vict. 
7  Geo.  4,  c.  64,  '  as  relates  to  the  taking  of  bail  in  cases  of  felony,  «•  •*2- 
and  to  the  taking  of  the  eaumvnations  and  info)*mations  against 
persons  charged  with  felonies  and  misdemeanors^  and  binding 
persons  by  recognizance  to  prosecute  or  give  evidence.'  (/) 


(d)  Reg.  V.  Garner,  1  Den.  C.  C.  829,  2 
C.  k  K.  920.  All  that  is  reported  to  have 
fallon  firom  the  judges  on  the  point  is 
stated,  because  in  the  marginal  note  in 
Den.  C.  C.  it  Is  stated  to  have  been  held, 
'  that  aithoujrii  the  confession  was  rightly 
admitted  by  me  judge  in  the  first  instance, 
and  taken  down  by  him  as  evidence, 
it  should  be  struck  out  of  his  notes  after 
proof  by  tlie  prisoner  that  it  had  been 
made  under  the  above  inducement '  It 
is  plain  that  Uie  decision  only  warrants 
the  marginal  note  I  have  above  inserted, 
espedaUj  as  the  evidence  besides  the 
confession  would  not  have  warranted  a 
conviction,  and  therefore  was  not  enough 
to  go  to  the  jury.  The  marginal  note 
in  a  &  K.  is  equally  erroneous.  Where 
A  juiT  have  heard  a  confession  proved, 
which  afterwards  turns  out  to  have  been 
improperly  obtained,  the  prisoner  can 


liaixlly  in  any  case  be  fairly  trie*!,  how- 
ever much  the  judge  may  endeavour  to 
induce  the  jury  to  throw  the  confession 
out  of  their  consideration,  and  it  deserves 
consideration  whether,  in  order  to  prevent 
the  ii^uiy  that  might  thus  arise  to  a  pri- 
soner, the  judge  would  not  be  well  war- 
ranted in  dischai^ging  the  jury,  in  order 
that  the  piisonrr  might  be  tried  by 
another  jury.  Neii'ton's  case,  13  Q.  B. 
716.  It  might  be  well  in  sucli  a  case  to 
ask  the  prisoner,  whether  he  wished  the 
jury  to  be  discharged  on  that  ground, 
and  to  discharge  the  jury  upon  nis  de- 
siring it.    C.  S.  G. 

{c)  The   Irish  Act,  12  &  13  Vict.   c. 
69,  18  similar  to  this  enactment,  and  re- 

rils  9  Geo.  4,  c.  54,  ss.  2  &  3.     The  12 
13  Vict  c  69,  is  repealed  by  H  k  15 
Vict.  c.  93. 
(/)  The  7  Geo.  4,  c.  64,  repealed  prior 
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After  examin- 
ation of  the 
witnesses 
justice  to  real 
their  deposi- 
tions fco  the 
accused  and 
caution  him  as 
to  any  state- 


Sec.  1,  gives  jurisdiction  to  magistrates  over  'any  treason, 
felony,  or  indictable  misdemeanor,  or  other  indictable  offence 
whatsoever/  and  provides  for  the  mode  of  bringing  any  person, 
who  has  committed,  or  is  suspected  of  having  committed,  any  such 
offence,  before  a  justice;  and  by  sec.  17  enacts  that  'in  all  cases 
where  any  person  shall  appear  or  be  brought  before  any  justice  or 
justices  of  the  peace  charged  with  any  indictable  offence,  whether 
committed  in  England  or  Wales,  or  upon  the  high  seas,  or  on 
land  beyond  the  sea,  or  whether  such  person  appear  voluntarily 
upon  summons,  or  have  been  apprehended,  with  or  without 
warrant,  or  be  in  custody  for  the  same  or  any  other  offence,  such 
justice  or  justices,  before  he  or  they  shall  commit  such  accused 
person  to  prison  for  trial,  or  before  he  or  they  shall  admit  him  to 
bail,  shall,  in  the  presence  of  such  accused  person,  who  shall  be  at 
liberty  to  put  questions  to  any  witness  produced  against  him, 
take  the  st-atement  (M.)  on  oath  or  affirmation  of  those  who  shall 
know  the  facts  and  circumstances  of  the  case,  and  shall  put  the 
same  into  writing,  and  such  depsitions  shaU  be  read  over  to  and 
signed  respectively  by  the  witnesses  who  shall  have  been  so 
examined,  and  shall  be  signed  also  by  the  justice  or  justices 
taking  the  same  ;  (g)  and  the  justice  or  justices  before  whom  any 
such  witness  shall  appear  to  be  examined  as  aforesaid  shall,  before 
such  witness  is  examined,  administer  to  such  witness  the  usual 
oath  or  affirmation,  which  such  justice  or  justices  shall  have  full 
power  and  authority  to  do ;  and  if  upon  the  trial  of  the  person  so 
accused  as  first  aforesaid  it  shall  be  proved,  (h)  by  the  oath  or 
affirmation  of  any  credible  witness,  that  any  person  whose  deposi- 
tion shall  have  been  taken  as  aforesaid  is  dead,  or  so  ill  as  not  to 
be  able  to  travel,  and  if  also  it  be  proved  that  such  deposition  was 
taken  in  the  presence  of  the  person  so  accused,  and  that  he  or 
his  counsel  or  attorney  had  a  full  opportunity  of  cross-examining 
the  witness,  then,  if  such  deposition  purport  to  be  signed  by  the 
justice  by  or  before  whpm  the  same  purports  to  have  been  taken, 
it  shall  be  lawful  to  read  such  deposition  as  evidence  in  such 
prosecution,  without  further  proof  thereof,  unless  it  shall  be  proved 
that  such  deposition  was  not  in  fact  signed  by  the  justice  purport- 
ing to  sign  the  same/  (i) 

Sec.  18.  'After  the  examinations  of  all  the  witnesses  on  the 
part  of  the  prosecution  as  aforesaid  shall  have  been  completed,  the 
justice  of  the  peace,  or  one  of  the  justices  by  or  before  whom  such 
examination  shall  have  been  so  completed  as  aforesaid,  shall, 
without  requiring  the  attendance  of  the  witnesses,  read  or  cause 
to  be  read  to  the  accused  the  depositions  taken  against  him,  and 
shall  say  to  him  these  words,  or  words  to  the  like  effect :  "  Having 


enactment^  1  &  2  P.  &  M.  c.  13,  s.  4, 
and  2  &  3  P.  &  M.  c.  10.  These  two 
last-ineiitioned  statutes  did  not  apply  to 
misdemeanors  or  high  treason.  Rex  r. 
Paine,  1  Salk.  281.  S.  C.  1  Lord  Kaym. 
729,  cited  by  Lord  Kenyon  in  Rex  v. 
Eriswell,  3  T.  K.  723.  1  Hale,  306. 
See  Radboui-ne's  case,  1  Leach,  457.  Sec. 
4  of  7  Geo.  4,  c.  64,  prescribes  the  duty 
of  coroners  upon  inquisitions  in  putting 
the  evidence  in  writing  and  binding  over 
the  witnesses,  but  contains  no  provision 


as  to  taking  the  examination  of  any  per- 
son suspected  of  causing  the  death  of  any 
})crson  oil  whose  body  the  inquisition  is 
leld. 

(g)  Sec  post,  p.  620. 

(h)  See  Duke  of  fieaufoi-t  v.  Crawshay, 
35  L.  J.  C,  P.  842. 

(e)  The  Irish  Act,  14  &  15  Vict  c.  93, 
s.  14,  No.  1,  is  similar  to  this  clause  ; 
but  omits  the  words  '  or  so  ill  as  not  to 
be  able  to  travel.* 
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heard  the  evidence,  do  you  wish  to  say  anything  in  answer  to  the  ment  he  may 
charge  ?  you  are  not  obliged  to  say  anything  unless  you  desire  to  °^*^®  > 
do  so,  but  whatever  you  say  will  be  taken  down  in  writing,  and 
may  be  given  in  evidence  against  you   upon   your  trial;"    and 
whatever  the  prisoner  shall  then  say  in  answer  thereto  shall  be 
taken  down  in  writing  (N.),  and  read  over  to  him,  and  shall  be 
signed  by  the  said  justice  or  justices,  and  kept  with  the  deposi- 
tions of  the  witnesses,  and  shall  be  transmitted  with  them  as 
hereinafter  mentioned  ;  and  afterwards,  upon  the  trial  of  the  said 
accused  person,  the  same  may,  if  necessary,  be  given  in  evidence 
against  nim,   without  further  proof  thereof,   unless   it   shall  be 
proved  that  the  justice  or  justices  purporting  to  sign  the  same  did 
not  in  fact  sign  the  same  :  provided  always,  that  the  said  justice  or  *?d  inform 
justices  before  such  accused  person  shall  make  any  statement  shall  jJl^notMng^to 
state   to  him,  and  give  him  clearly  to  understand,  that  he  has  hope  or  fear 
nothing  to  hope  from  any  promise  of  favour,  and  nothing  to  fear  from  either 
from  any  threat  which  may  have  been  holden  out  to  him  to  induce  ^^^^  ^^ 
him  to  make  any  admission  or  confession  of  his  guilt,  but  that 
whatever  he  shall  then  say  may  be  given  in  evidence  against  him 
upon  his  trial,  notwithstanding  such  promise  or  threat :  provided 
nevertheless,  that  nothing  herein  enacted  or  contained  shall  pre- 
vent the   prosecutor  in   any  case   from  giving  in   evidence  any 
admission  or  confession  or  other  statement  of  the  person  accused 
or  charged,  made  at  any  time,  which  by  law  would  be  admissible 
as  evidence  against  such  person.' 

(N).  '  StcUenient  of  (lie  Accused. 

*  \  A.  B.  stands  charged  before  the  undersigned,  [One'] 
of  Her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  \county\ 
aforesaid,  this  day  of  in  the  year  of  our 
Lord                      for  that  he  the  said  A,  B.  on  at 

\<ic.j  as  in  the  caption  of  the  depositions']  ;  and  the  said 
charge  being  read  to  the  said  A.  B.,  and  the  witnesses  for  the 
prosecution,  C.  D,  and  E.  F,,  being  severally  examined  in  his 
presence,  the  said  A,  B.  i^  now  addressed  by  me  as  follows: 
"Having  heard  the  evidence,  do  you  wish  to  say  anything  in 
answer  to  the  charge  ?  you  are  not  obliged  to  say  anything  unless 
you  desire  to  do  so  ;  but  whatever  you  say  will  be  taken  down  in 
writing,  and  may  be  given  in  evidence  against  you  upon  your 
trial ; "  whereupon  the  said  A.  B,  saith  as  follows  : — 

*  [Here  state  whatever  the  prisoner  niay  say,  and  in  his  very 
words,  as  nearly  as  possible,     Oct  him  to  sign  it  if  he  vrilL] 

'A.B. 

*  Taken  before  me  at  the  day  and  year  first  above 
mentioned.'  (k)  '  J.  S.' 

By  sec.  20,  '  the  several  recognizances  (of  the  prosecutor  and  Depoutiona 
witnesses),  together  with  the  information  (if  any),  the  depositions,  ^^  ■***«-  . 
the  statement  of  the  accused,  and  the  recognizance  of  bail  (if  any)  ™®^J^  l^  ^' 

{k)  By  sec.  28,  'the  several  forms  in      be  deemed  good,  valid,  and  sufficient  in 
the  schednle  to  this  Act  contained,  or      law.' 
forms  to  the  same  or  the  like  effect,  shall 
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in  every  such  case,  shall  be  delivered  by  the  said  justice  or 
justices,  or  he  or  they  shall  cause  the  same  to  be  delivered,  to  the 
proper  oflBcer  of  the  court  in  which  the  trial  is  to  be  had,  before 
or  at  the  opening  of  the  said  court,  on  the  first  day  of  the  sitting 
thereof,  or  at  such  other  time  as  the  judge,  recorder,  or  justice, 
who  is  to  preside  in  such  court  at  the  said  trial,  shall  order  and 
appoint.' 

An  attentive  perusal  of  the  18th  section  of  this  Act  shows  that, 
as  far  as  it  relates  to  what  is  to  be  done  by  the  justice  in  cautioning 
the  accused  and  taking  down  the  statement,  the  clause  is  merely 
mandatory ;  it  commands  what  shall  be  done,  but  it  does  not  state 
what  shall  be  the  consequence,  if  any,  of  any  neglect  to  comply 
with  its  directions.  In  this  respect  it  is  similar  to  the  previous 
enactments,  and  under  them  it  was  settled  that  a  non-compliance 
with  their  requirements  did  not  exclude  the  proof  of  what  the 
accused  might  have  said  before  the  magistrate  ;  but  that  if  the 
written  examination  were  irregular,  or  no  (I)  written  examination 
had  been  taken,  the  statement  of  the  prisoner  might  be  proved 
by  any  evidence  which  was  applicable  to  such  a  state  of  things ; 
and  a  similar  construction  has  been  put  on  the  new  clause. 
Whenever,  therefore,  a  case  occurs  in  which  the  provisions  of  the 
new  clause  have  been  so  far  neglected  that  the  prisoner's  statement 
cannot  be  admitted  under  that  clause,  the  question  will  arise 
whether  it  is  otherwise  admissible. 

There  is  a  diflference  between  see.  17,  relating  to  depositions, 
and  sec.  18,  relating  to  examinations  of  prisoners,  which  de- 
serves notice.  By  sec.  17,  if  on  the  trial  it  is  proved  that  a 
witness  is  dead  or  too  ill  to  travel,  and  that  the  deposition  was 
taken  in  the  presence  of  the  accused,  and  that  there  was  a  full 
opportunity  for  cross-examination,  then  *  if  such  depo8vti(yi%  pur- 
port to  be  signed  by  the  justice  by  or  before  whom  the  same  pur- 
ports to  have  been  taken,  it  shall  be  lawful  to  read  such  deposition 
as  evidence  in  such  prosecution  without  further  proof  thereof/ 
imless  it  shall  be  proved  that  such  justice  did  not  sign  it.  But 
sec.  18  omits  the  words  in  italics.  These  words  in  all  probability 
were  omitted  accidentally  in  this  clause  ;  and  it  seems  that  this  is 
so,  for  the  Irish  Act,  12  &  13  Vict.  c.  69,  s.  18,  after  the  words 
'  without  further  proof  thereof,'  inserts,  '  if  the  same  purport  to  be 
signed  by  the  justice  or  justices  by  or  before  whom  the  same  pur- 
ports to  have  been  takea' 
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(6)  Mode  of  Taking  Prisoner's  Examination, 

The  proper  time  for  taking  the  examination  of  a  prisoner  had 
always  been  held  to  be  after  the  witnesses  have  been  examined, 
and  he  has  heard  what  they  have  deposed  against  him  ;  (m)  and  it 
is  expressly  made  so  by  the  new  clause. 

The  cautions  to  be  given  by  the  ma^trate  are  pointed  out  by 
the  Act  (ante,  p.  500). 

It  ought  to  be  left  entirely  to  the  accused  whether  he  will  make 


(0  R.  V.  M'Dermott,   6  Cox,   C.   C. 
479,  cannot  be  supported, 
(m)  Rex  V,  Fagg,  4  C.  &  P.  566,  Gar- 


row,  B.    Rex  v.  Bell,  6  0.  &  P.   162. 
Rex  1'.  Spilsbury,  7  0,  k  P.  187. 
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any  statement  or  not ;  he  ought  not  to  be  dissuaded  from  making  a 
perfectly  voluntary  confession,  because  that  is  to  shut  uj^  one  of 
the  sources  of  justice/  (w.)  A  prisoner  is  not  to  be  entrapped  into 
making  any  statement ;  but  when  a  prisoner  is  willing  to  make  a 
statement,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  magistrates  to  receive  it  (o) 

It  seems  that  a  statement  made  by  a  prisoner  in  answer  to  a  Magistrate 
question  put  by  the  committing  magistrate  in  admissible  in  evi-  putting  ques- 
dence.  (p)     But,  as  a  general  rule,  it  seems  that  a  magistrate  *ri8oiier. 
ought  only  to  put  questions  to  a  prisoner  for  the  purpose  of  his 
explaining  what  he  has  said.     But  questions  calculated  to  lead  to 
answers  prejudicial  to  the  prisoner  should  not  be  asked ;  and  the 
power  should  in  every  case  be  used  with  caution  and  discretion. 

A  piisoner  indicted  for  murder  was  apprehended  on  that  charge, 
and  immediately  taken  before  the  magistrates.  An  appraiser  took 
notes  of  what  passed,  but  they  were  not  signed  by  any  one.  The 
prisoner  was  asked  one  or  two  questions  by  the  magistrates,  to 
which  he  gave  certain  answers,  after  which  he  was  remanded.  It 
was  objected  that  the  magistrates  had  no  right  to  put  these  ques- 
tions ;  they  were  tied  down  by  the  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,  ss.  17  &  18 
to  a  paiticular  mode  of  procedure.  It  was  answered  that  this 
matter  fell  within  the  proviso  in  sec.  18.  Wilde,  C.  J.,  refused 
to  receive  the  evidence.  If  this  sort  of  examination  were  received 
in  evidence  it  was  hard  to  say  where  it  might  stop.  A  person  in 
custody,  or  in  other  imprisonment,  questioned  by  a  magistrate, 
who  has  power  to  commit  him,  and  power  to  release  him,  might 
think  himself  bound  to  answer  for  fear  of  being  sent  to  gaol. 
The  mind  in  such  a  case  would  be  likely  to  be  affected  by  the  very  ^ 

influences  which  render  the  statements  of  accused  persons  inad- 
missible, (g) 

Where  on  the  hearing  before  the  magistrate  on  a  charge  either 
of  the  murder  or  concealing  the  birth  of  her  child,  after  the  pri- 
soner had  been  cautioned  in  the  usual  manner,  and  had  stated  that 
she  had  nothing  to  say,  the  magistrate,  before  committing  her, 
asked  her  where  she  had  put  the  body  ;  ISrle,  J.,  refused  to  allow 
the  answer  to  be  given.  The  question  ought  never  to  have  been 
put,  and  it  would  be  very  unfair  towards  the  prisoner  to  receive  in 
evidence  an  answer  so  irregularly  elicited,  (r) 

The  examination  of  a  prisoner  ought  to  be  taken  down  in  his  In  what  words 
very  words  as  nearly  as  possible.  {&)     Where,  before  the  late  Act,  ^ti^JJ^^^um 
it  appeared  to  be  in  language  the  prisoner  did  not  use,  it  was  \^  taken. 
not  admitted  in  evidence  against  him.  (t) 

The  examination  of  a  prisoner  must  not  be  taken  upon  oath,  (u)  Not  upon  oath. 

The  examination  of  a  prisoner,  when  reduced    into  writing,  signing  by  the 


(»)  Per  Gumey,  B.  Rex  r.  Green,  5 
C.  &  P.  812* 

(o)  Re^  V.  Ainold,  8  0.  &  P.  621. 
Lord  Denman,  C.  J. 

(,p)  See  Bex  r.  Jones,  Carr.  Supp.  187, 
C.  ft  P.  289  n.  B.  9.  Bartlett^  7  C.  ft  P. 
882.  B.  v'  Beea,  7  C.  ft  P.  668.  R.  t, 
ElliB,  R.  ft  M.  N.  P.  R.  482.  Bat  see 
eantrOy  R.  v.  Wilson,  Holt,  N.  P.  0. 
697. 

(q)  Reg.  V.  Pettit,  4  Coz,  C.  C.  164. 
In  this  case  the  proceedings  of  the  ma^ 
gistrates  were  clearly  irregular,   as  no 


witness  had  been  examined,  ftc. 

(r)  Reg.  V,  Berriman,  6  Cox,  C.  C. 
888. 

{s)  See  ante,  p.  601. 

{t)  Rex  V.  Sexton,  I  Bum.  Just.  Doyl. 
ft  Wms.  1086,  a7i/«,p.  .  Tbe  proper 
course  is  to  take  the  examination  in  the 
first  person,  e,  g.  'I  did  so  and  so,'  ftc. 

{u)  Where  a  written  examination  pre- 
vious to  committal  purported  to  haye 
been  taken  upon  oatn,  it  was  held  that 
evidence  was  not  admissible  to  show  that 
in  fact  it  was  not  so  taken,  arUct  p.  473. 
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magistrate  and  Ought  to  be  read  over  to  him,  and  likewise  tendered  to  him  for  his 

the  prisoner.     signatu|^.     And  by  the  late  statute  (v)  the  magistrate  is  expressly 

required  to  subscribe  it.    The  signature,  however,  of  the  prisoner 

is  not  reqmred  by  the  statute,  but  he  is  to  be  got  to  sign  it  if  he 

wiU.  {w) 


Examinations 
how  proTed 
under  the  new 
statute. 


(c)  Proof  of  Statements.    Impeaching  Sam^. 

By  the  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,  s.  18,  where  a  prisoner's  examination 
is  returned  with  the  depositions,  and  is  in  the  proper  form,  it  is 
admissible  without  any  proof  of  the  prisoners  or  magistrate's 
signature,  (x)     It  is  read  by  the  officer  of  the  court,  (y) 

When  a  party  charged  with  an  indictable  offence  before  a 
magistrate  is  asked  by  the  magistrate,  pursuant  to  the  statute  11 
&  12  Vict.  c.  42,  s.  18,  whether  he  wishes  to  say  anything  in  answer 
to  the  chai'ge,  and  is  told  by  the  magistrate  that  he  ia  not  obliged 
to  say  anything,  unless  he  desires  to  do  so,  but  that  whatever  he 
says  will  be  taken  down  in  writing,  and  may  be  given  in  evidence 
against  him  upon  his  trial,  and  the  prisoner  thereupon  makes  a 
statement  which  is  taken  down  ;  and  the  deposition  containing  it 
is  duly  returned,  and  bears  upon  its  face  that  such  caution  ha3 
been  given,  and  purports  to  be  signed  by  the  magistrate,  and  there 
is  no  evidence  that  any  threat  or  promise  has  been  held  out  to  in- 
duce a  confession  from  the  prisoner ;  the  deposition  may,  without 
further  proof,  be  read  in  evidence  against  him  on  his  trial,  although 
the  magistrate  did  not  comply  with  the  directions  in  the  fii*st 
proviso  to  the  above-mentioned  section,  and  give  the  prisoner  to 
understand  before  he  made  his  statement  that  he  had  nothing  to 
hope  from  any  promise  of  favour,  and  nothing  to  fear  firam  any 
threat  which  might  have  been  held  out,  but  that  what  he  should 
then  say  might  be  given  in  evidence  against  him,  notwithstanding 
such  promise  or  threat.  Senible — that  the  last  proviso  to  the  same 
section  overrides  the  whole  section,  and  renders  admissible  in 
evidence  against  a  prisoner  any  statement  made  by  him  either 
before  a  magistrate  or  on  any  other  occasion,  which  independently 
of  the  statute  jwould  by  law  be  admissible  as  evidence  against 
him.  (z) 


(v)  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  4?,  B.  18,  arUe, 
p.  601. 

{vj)  See  the  fomi  in  the  schedule,  ante, 
p.  501. 

(x)  AnUf  p.  501.  As  to  proving 
the  examination  before  the  above  Act, 
ace  2  Hale,  P.  C.  52,  284.  R.  v. 
RichaiHls,  1  M.  &  Bob.  896.  R.  v. 
Chappell,  1  M.  &  Roh.  895.  Smith's 
case,  2  Lew.  189.  R.  v.  Christance,  1 
Oox,  C.  C.  148.  In  the  three  latter  cases 
the  prisoner  had  put  his  mark  to  his 
examination.  R.  v.  Hope,  1 M.  &  Rob. 
896.  7  C.  &  P.  186.  R.  v,  Taylor,  7 
C.  &  P.  186  n.  In  the  two  latter  cases 
there  was  an  attesting  witness  who  was 
ddled.  Hobson's  case,  1  Lew.  66. 
Priestle/s  case,  1  Lew.  74.  R.  v.  Foster, 
7  C.  fc  P.  148.  R.  V.  Spencer,  1  C.  fc  P. 
260.    R.  V,  Bees,  7  C.  &  P.  568.    R.  «. 


Reading,  7  C  &  P.  649.  R.  v.  Heam, 
C.  k  M.  109. 

(y)  R.  V.  Swatkins,  4  C.  &  P.  648. 

(z)  R.  V,  Sansome,  19  L.  J.  M.  C.  148, 
et  per  Lord  Campbell,  G.  J.  In  this 
case  it  appears  that  the  deposition  had 
been  signed  by  the  prisoner  as  well  as  by 
the  magistrate.  It  is,  therefore,  clearly 
admissiole  in  evidence  at  common  law, 
unless  there  is  some  provision  in  the 
statute  to  exclude  it.  It  has  been 
aigued  that  the  statute  makes  it  a  condi- 
tion precedent  to  its  admissibility  that 
the  magistrate  should  have  informed  the 
prisoner  that  he  had  nothing  to  hope 
irom  favour,  or  to  fear  from  any  threat 
that  might  have  been  held  out.  There 
was  no  evidence  here  that  any  promise  or 
threat  had  been  held  out  by  way  of  in- 
inducement.    We  think,  ti^erefore^  thi^ 


CHAP.  IV.  §  11.]    Statements  before  Magistrates. 

After  taking  the  examination  of  the  witnesses  on  a  charge  of 
felony  against  the  prisoner,  the  magistrate  cautioned  the  prisoner 
in  the  language  prescribed  by  sect  18  of  the  statute  11  &  12  Vict. 
c.  42,  but  did  not,  as  the  proviso  to  that  section  requires,  tell  the 
prisoner  that  he  had  nothing  to  hope  from  any  promise  of  favour, 
or  to  fear  from  any  threat.  The  prisoner  then  made  a  statement, 
which  was  taken  down,  but  was  not  signed  by  the  prisoner  or  the 
magistrate.  The  prisoner,  after  a  remand,  being  brought  again 
before  the  magistrate,  some  questions  were  put  to  the  witnesses  by 
the  prisoner's  attorney,  whotnen  objected  to  the  statement  being 
treated  as  the  prisoner's  statement,  as  an  addition  had  been  made 
to  the  evidence  ;  and  the  prisoner  being  then  asked  if  he  wished  to 
make  any  statement  declined  to  do  so.  Held,  that  the  prisoner's 
statement  was  admissible  in  evidence  against  him  at  his  trial  (a) 

As  by  the  statute  the  magistrate  is  expressly  enjoined  to  put  the 
examination  into  writing,  it  will  be  intended  that  he  did  as  the  law 
requires  ;  and  parol  evidence  of  a  prisoner  s  statement  before  him 
ought  not  to  be  received  until  it  is  clearly  shown  that  in  fact  such 
a  statement  never  was  reduced  into  writing.  (6)  And  in  order  to 
render  parol  evidence  of  a  prisoner's  statement  admissible,  it  is  not 
sufficient  for  a  witness  to  state  that  he  did  not  see  anything  taken 
down  in  writing,  (o)  or  that  no  examination  was  taken  in  writing,  (d) 
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there  was  no  necessity  for  shewing  that 
there  had  been  any  caution  to  the  pri- 
soner in  that  respect ;  and  we  are  of 
opinion  that  it  never  can  be  considered 
that  the  giving  the  second  caution  is  a 
necessary  conoition  precedent  to  the  ad- 
missibility of  the  statement  of  the  pri- 
soner, when  it  has  been  read  over  to  him 
in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  former 
part  of  the  section,  and  has  been  signed 
by  him  as  this  has  been.  The  words  of 
the  first  proviso  seem  merely  directory  on 
the  magistrate.  There  is  no  clause  in  the 
statute  excluding  the  confession  if  the 
magistrate  omits  the  second  caution, 
when  the  deposition  has  been  signed  by 
the  prisoner,  and  is  otherwise  admissible 
at  common  law.  This  deposition  follows 
the  form  given  in  the  schedule,  which, 
it  may  be  observed,  contains  the  iirst 
caution,  but  not  the  second.  Whether 
the  giving  that  first  caution  is  a  condition 
precedent  to  admissibility,  it  is  not 
necessary  now  to  decide.  With  regard 
to  the  general  question  as  to  the  admis- 
sibility of  examinations  of  prisoners 
under  the  Act,  the  court  are  of  opinion 
tiiat  where  there  is  no  evidence  of  any 
threat  or  promise  having  been  held  out 
to  induce  a  confession,  the  examination 
of  a  prisoner  may  be  read  in  evidence  on 
his  trial  without  further  proof,  if  the  de- 
position has  been  returned,  and  appears 
to  be  signed  by  the  magistrate,  and  shews 
upon  its  face  that  the  first  caution  has 
been  given.  See  R.  v,  Sansome,  8  C.  A(  K. 
8S2,  4  Cox,  208,  19  L.  J.  M.  C.  148. 
See  R.  V.  Higson,  2  C.  &  R.  169.  R.  v. 
Kimber,  8  Cox,  C.  C.  228.  R.  v.  Harris, 
4  Cox,  C.  C.  147.  R.  V.  Hunt,  4  Cox, 
0.  C.  149. 


(a)  R.  V.  Bond,  19  L.  J.  M.  C.  188. 

(b)  Jacobs' case,  1  Leach,  809.  Fear- 
shire's  case,  ibid.  202.  Hinxman's  case, 
ibid.  810,  note  (a).  Fisher's  case,  ibid. 
811,  note  (a).  Rex  n  Hollingshead,  4 
C.  &  P.  242.  Philips  v,  Wimbwn,  4 
C.  &  P.  278.  Reg.  v.  M'Govem,  6  Cox, 
C.  C.  506.  Where  the  law  authorizes 
any  person  to  make  an  inquiry  of  a  judi- 
cial nature,  and  to  register  the  proceed- 
ings, the  written  instrument  so  con- 
structed is  the  only  legitimate  medium  to 
prove  the  result,  8  Stark.  £v.  786.  Hence 
parol  evidence  cannot  be  received  of  the 
statement  of  a  piisoner  taken  under  the 
statute,  where  tne  examination  has  been 
taken  in  writing. 

(c)  Phillips  V.  Wimbum,  4  C.  &  P. 
273,  Tindal,  C.  J. 

{d)  Rex  V.  Isaac  Packer,  Gloucester 
Spr.  Ass.  1829,  MSS.  C.  S.  G.  In  this 
case  the  witness  stated  that  no  examina- 
tion was  taken  in  writing,  and  Parke,  J., 
said,  '  As  all  things  are  to  be  presumed 
to  be  rightly  done,  I  must  nave  the 
magistrate's  clerk  called  to  prove  that  no 
examination  of  the  prisoner  was  taken  in 
writing,  and  unless  you  can  clearly  show 
that  the  magistrate's  clerk  did  not  do  his 
duty,  I  will  not  receive  the  evidence.'  So 
in  Kex  v.  Phillip^  Worcester  Sum.  Ass. 
1881,  MSS.  C.  S.  G.,  where  a  witness 
stated  that  he  believed  that  what  tho 
prisoner  said  before  the  magistrate  was 
not  taken  down  in  writing,  but  he  was 
not  quite  certain  that  that  was  so ;  Bo- 
sanquet,  J.,  said  that  the  justice's  clerk 
ou^ht  to  be  called  to  show  whether  any- 
thing had  been  taken  in  writing,  as  it 
must  be  presumed  that  he  had  done  his 
duty ;   and  the  clerk  was  accordingly 
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but  the  magistrate's  clerk  must  be  caUed  to  prove  that  he  did  not 
take  down  in  writing  what  the  prisoner  said,  {e)  But  if  in  fact  the 
examination  was  not  taken  in  writing,  parol  evidence  may  be  given 
of  the  prisoner's  declarations.  Before  the  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,  Hall 
and  two  others  were  tried  for  burglary.  The  evidence  was  clear 
against  the  two  others  ;  but,  excepting  one  or  two  slight  circum- 
stances, certainly  not  sufficient  of  themselves  to  have  put  Hall  on 
his  defence ;  the  only  evidence  against  him  was  his  examination 
before  the  magistrate,  which  was  not  taken  in  writing,  either  by 
the  magistrate,  or  by  any  other  person,  but  was  proved  by  the 
vivd  voce  testimony  of  two  witnesses  who  were  present,  and  which 
amounted  to  a  full  confession  of  his  guilt.  On  a  case  reserved  on 
the  question  whether  this  evidence  of  the  confession  was  well 
received,  all  the  judges,  except  Gould,  J.,  were  of  opinion  that 
the  conviction  was  right  (/)  So  a  written  examination  before  a 
magistrate  will  not  exclude  evidence  of  a  previous  parol  declara- 
tion, which  has  not  been  reduced  into  writing,  {g) 

If  an  examination  before  a  justice  of  the  peace  be  taken  in 
writing,  under  such  circumstances  of  irregularity  as  preclude  the 
writing  from  being  itself  given  in  evidence,  yet  the  examination 
mav  be  proved,  as  at  common  law,  by  some  one  who  was  present 
and  heard  it,  and  if  he  were  the  person  who  wrote  down  the 
examination,  he  may  refresh  his  memoiy  with  it.  (h) 

It  seems  that  the  prisoner  may  impeach  the  statement  returned 
by  the  magistrate,  and  show  that  it  was  so  irregularly  taken  as 
not  to  be  admissible.  Before  the  Act  the  prisoner  was  always 
at  liberty,  either  by  cross-examination  or  otherwise,  to  show  that 
his  statement  was  not  admissible ;  and  although  the  present 
enactment  says  that  the  statement  may  be  given  in  evidence 
unless  it  shall  be  proved  that  the  justice  did  not  sign  it, 
yet  it  never  can  be  held  that  this  enactment  was  intended  to 
prevent  the  prisoner  from  proving  that  the  statement  was  induced 
W  promises  or  threats,  or  improperly  and  untruly  taken  down. 
The  utmost  effect  that  can  reasonably  be  given  to  the  clause  is 
that  the  statement,  when  produced,  shall  be  in  precisely  the 
dame  position  as  if  a  witness  had  proved  the  handwriting  of  the 
justice  to  it. 

The  circumstance  of  some  part  of  the  prisoner's  statement 
being  omitted  by  the  magistrate,  would  not,  it  s(6ems,  render  the 
examination  inadmissible  if  it  had  been  read  over  to  the  prisoner, 
and  he  has  assented  to  its  correctness,  (i) 


i 


called,  and  proved  that  nothing  was 
taken  in  writing,  and  then  parol  evidence 
was  received  of  what  the  prisoner  said 
bef ote  the  majg^istrate. 

(e)  It  should  seem  on  the  same  ground 
that,  where  there  is  no  magistrate's  clerk 
present,  the  magistrate  should  be  called 
to  prove  that  he  did  not  take  the  exami- 
nation in  writing.  See  Rex  t^.  Harris, 
R.  ft  M.  C.  C.  R.  388,  posA^  508,  where 
this  course  was  adopted.     C.  S.  G. 

(/)  Hall's  case,  cited  by  Groee,  J.,  in 
Lambe's  case,  2  Leach,  559.  Rex  v. 
Huet,  2  Leach,  821.  Rex  v.  Shillcock 
and   Barnes,  Stafford  Spr.   Ass.   1882, 


MSS.  C.  S.  G. 

(g)  Rex  p.  M'Carty,  2  Stark.  Ev.  38. 
See  also  Rex  v.  Reason  and  Trant«^  19 
How.  St  Tr.  86,  by  Eyre>  J.  fi.  •. 
Tarrant,  6  C.  &  P.  182. 

{h)  Dewhurst's  case,  1  Lew.  47.  Hirst's 
case,  1  Lew.  47.  Rex  v.  Reed,  M.  4  JL 
408.  Layer's  case,  16  How.  St  Tr.  215. 
Lambe's  case^  2  Leach,  257.  R.  v.  Teli- 
cote,  2  Stark.  K.  P.  C.  488.  Fosttf 'a 
case,  1  Lewin,  46.  R.  v.  Jones,  7  C.  ft 
P.  289.  Thomas's  case,  2  Leach,  637. 
R.  V.  Pressly,  6  C.  ft  P.  183. 

(i)  Joy,  98,  citing  Kilward  v.  Forbes* 
4  £q>.  170,  where  an  examination  of  tJit 
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The. prisoner  is  not  to  be  precluded  from  showing,  if  he  can,  that 
omissions  have  been  made  to  his  prejudice  ;  for  the  examination 
has  been  used  against  him  as  an  admission,  and  admissions  must 
be  taken  as  they  were  made,  the  whole  together,  not  in  pieces,  nor 
with  partial  admissions.  Even  the  prisoner's  signature  ought 
not  to  estop  .him  from  proving,  if  he  can,  such  omissions ; 
if  the  truth  is,  that  omissions  were  made  to  his  prejudice,  the 
fact  should  be  proved,  and  the  prejudice  suffered  no  longer  to 
exist,  {j) 

Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  add  to  the  written  examination  PmoI  eyide&oe 
of  a  prisoner's  statements  made  by  him  while  before  a  magistrate,  JJ^^^^to^the 
and  which  are  not  contained  in  such  examination.     Upon  an  in-  written  ex- 
dictment  against  Butler,  Hands,  and  Evans,  for  stealing  a  ewe,  aminatioa  o£  a 
the  property  of  Bennett,  it  appeared  that  Hanis,   Butler,  and  bya^aSg^*" 
Evans  were  taken  before  a  magistrate  about  stealing  three  sheep  of  tiate. 
Bennett,  Pennell,  and  Price  ;  at  the  meeting  Bennett,  Pennell,  and 
Price  were  all  present.  The  magistrate  identified  the  examinations, 
and  said  that  was  all  that  ^as  taken  down ;  that  was  what  each  of 
the  prisoners  said  ;  it  was  all  in  his  writing,  he  had  no  clerk ;  the 
informations  were  taken  as  to  the  three  sheep  before  Evans  and 
Harris  were  examined ;  he  took  down  everything  that  they  said 
that  he  heard.     The  papers  produced  contained  everything  as  he 
believed    that    transpired     before    him,    and     he    intended    to 
take  down  all  that  was  said  t<o  him,  and  he  believed  he  did. 
The    room    was    very    full       The    papers    produced    were   the 
depositions  of  Pennell,  Price,  and  Bennett,   as  to  the    stealing 
of  their  sheep  respectively,  and  Butler's  examination   and  con- 
fession as  to  each  offence.    The  following  were  the  examinations 
of  Harris  and  Evans  : — '  J.  Hams  being  called  upon  for  his  defence, 
voluntarily  saith  that  he  was  concerned  in  stealing  a  sheep,  the 
property  of  J.  Pennell,  but  that  J.  Butler  was  the  foreleader  in  the 
business.'     '  W.  Evans  voluntarily  saith  that  he  did  not  kill  the 
sheep,  but  that  he  helped  to  carry  it  away.'     A  witness  stated 
that  Mr.  C,  the  magistrate,  examined  Harris  and  Evans,  and  he 
wrote  ;  that  when  Harris  was  asked  about  Bennett's  sheep,  Mr.  C. 
was  at  the  table  with  his  paper  and  pen  before  him,  but  his  hand 
was  not  going.    What  Harris  said  about  Bennett's  she^  was  said 
to  Mr.  C.     Mr.  C.  beard  what  Harris  and  also  what  Evans  sai^ 
about  Bennett.     He  took  down  in  writing  what  they  said  about 
Bennett's  sheep ;  (k)  what  they  said  they  said  to  Mr.  C.     Harris 
said  he  was  connected  with  the  taking  of  Bennett's  sheep.     Hams 
said  they  took  a  noddy  out  of  the  road,  and  put  the  sheep  upon 
him.     Evans  said  he  helped  to  take  the  sheep — Bennett's  sheep : 
this  was  addressed  to  Mr.  C.    Another  witness  said  that  he  heard 
Harris  say  that  he  helped  to  take  Bennett's  sheep ;  that  he  ad- 
dressed Mr.  C. ;  that  Harris  said  to  Evans, '  Speak  the  truth,  you 


cU((iiidaiitl)efore  comnuflsionen  of  bank- 
rapt  was  admitted  in  evidence  b^  Lord 
BUoiboroiigh,  C.  J.,  although  it  was 
prored  that  the  defendant  had  said  mora 
&an  was  taken  down,  tha  commissioneni 
having  taken  down  only  what  they  con- 
sidered relevant,  upon  the  ground  that 
the  party,  having  signed  it  alter  he  heard 
it  so  stated  from  his  own  woida^  and 


read  over  to  him  before  he  signed  it,  it 
must  be  taken  to  be  a  statement  of  facta 
admitted  by  him. 

U)  2PhiU.  Ev.  86. 

(k)  Qusere,  whether  this  should  not  be 

*  Pennell's  sheep  ? '  Hy  MS8.  note  has 
no  such  statement  of  this  witness,  and 

*  Bennett '  might  easily  be  printed  erro- 
neously instead  of  'PennelL^  C.  S.  G. 
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may  as  well  speak  the  truth  as  not ; '  that  Evans  then  said  he 
helped  to  do  it ;  he  helped  to  take  Bennett's  sheep :  what  Evans 
said  was  addressed  to  Mr.  C.  The  evidence  of  these  two  witnesses 
was  objected  to,  but  received  ;  and,  upon  a  case  reserved  upon  the 
questions  whether,  as  Harris  and  Evans  had  made  a  confession  as 
to  Pennell's  sheep,  which  had  been  taken  down  in  writing  by  the 
magistrate,  any  confession  as  to  Bennett's  sheep  could  be  supplied 
by  parol  evidence  ;  and  whether,  as  the  magistrate  had  taken  down 
in  writing  eveiything  he  heard,  and  he  intended  to  take  down  all 
that  was  said  to  him,  and  he  believed  he  did,  parol  evidence  could 
be  given  of  anything  else  that  was  addressed  to  the  magistrate  ;  the 
judges  were  unanimously  of  opinion  that  the  evidence  being  pre- 
cise and  distinct  was  properly  received.  (/) 

On  the  part  of  the  prosecution,  the  examination  of  a  defendant, 
taken  before  a  magistrate,  was  put  in,  and  in  it  the  defendant 
stated  that  the  deposition  of  a  witness,  which  had  been  taken  at 
the  same  time,  and  before  the  same  magistrate,  was  correct  Patte- 
son,  J.,  held  that  the  deposition  of  the  witness  might  be  put  in  and 
read  as  a  part  of  the  defendant's  statement,  although  the  witness 
had  been  examined  on  the  trial  as  a  witness  for  the  prosecution, 
and  although  possibly  his  deposition  might  have  the  effect  of  con- 
tradicting his  evidence  on  the  trial,  (m)  But  unless  the  examina- 
tion of  a  prisoner  specifically  refers  to  the  deposition  of  a  particular 
witness,  putting  in  the  examination  of  the  prisoner  on  the  part  of 
the  prosecution  will  not  entitle  the  prisoner  to  have  any  of  the  de- 
positions read,  although  they  were  all  taken  before  the  prisoner 
made  his  statement,  {n) 

Section  18  of  the  11  &  12  Vict,  a  42,  is  only  intended  to  apply 
to  the  concluding  examination  of  a  prisoner  before  the  committing 
magistmte  after  all  the  witnesses  have  been  examined,  and  does 
not  apply  to  a  voluntary  statement  made  by  a  piisoner  in  the 
course  of  the  examination,  and  before  the  conclusion  of  the  case 
for  the  prosecution.  Such  a  statement  is  admissible,  and  it  is  im- 
material whether  it  is  made  before,  during,  or  after  a  remand,  (o) 
Therefore  where  a  policeman  took  a  prisoner  before  a  magistrate, 
and  applied  to  have  her  remanded,  and  produced  a  cash-box  and 
iron  chisel,  stating  his  belief  that  it  was  with  that  instrument 
that  the  prisoner  had  opened  the  box ;  upon  which  the  prisoner 
spontaneously,  and  without  any  question  having  been  put  to  her, 
said  that  she  had  not  opened  the  box  by  means  of  the  chisel,  but 
by  a  hammer  ;  and  no  examination  was  taken  before  that  magis- 
trate, who  merely  granted  a  remand  ;  it  was  held  that  the  state- 
ment of  the  prisoner  was  admissible  against  her,  although  she  had 
not  been  cautioned  before  she  made  it,  and  might  be  proved  by 


(J)  Rex  r.  Harris,  R.  &  M.  C.  C.  R. 
888,  Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B.,  Bosanauet, 
J.,  Taunton,  J.,  and  Gumey,  B.,  {Aatn- 
tibus.  Rowland  r.  Ashby,  R.  k  M.  N. 
P.  C.  281.  See  Phillips,  vol.  2,  p.  88. 
Yenafra  v.  Johnson,  1  M.  &  Rob.  816. 
Joans  V.  Wheadon,  2  M.  A(  Rob.  486. 
But  see  R.  t>.  Walter,  7  C.  A  P.  267.  R, 
V,  Morse,  SC.k  P.  605.  R.  v.  Lewis, 
6  C.  &  P.  161. 


(m)  Rex  V,  John,  7  C.  &  P.  824.  Tlie 
report  does  not  state  at  whose  instance 
the  deposition  was  put  in. 

(n)  Rex  V.  Pearson,  7  C  ft  P.  671. 
Law,  Recorder,  after  consulting  Patteson 
and  Williams,  J& 

(o)  Per  Jervis,  0.  J.,  Reg.  v.  Stripp, 
infra.  R.  v.  Bell,  5  0.  &  P.  162. 
Lambe^s  case,  2  Leach,  552. 
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the  policeman,  (p)     Such  a  statement  may  be  proved  by  any  one 
who  heard  it  (g) 

Where  one  of  two  prisoners  was  committed  before  the  other  was 
apprehended,  and  the  depositions  against  the  one  prisoner  were 
read  over  before  the  magistrate  to  the  other  prisoner,  and  after 
they  were  read  that  prisoner  went  across  the  room  to  a  witness, 
who  was  called,  and  said  something  to  him  so  loud  that  it  might 
have  been  heard  by  the  magistrate  if  he  had  been  attending,  and 
the  magistrate  proved  the  examination  of  the  prisoners  before  him- 
self, and  the  statement  to  the  witness  was  not  contained  in  it ; 
Parke,  J.,  held  that  what  the  prisoner  had  said  to  the  witness 
might  be  given  in  evidence.  (>•)  So  '  an  incidental  observation 
made  by  a  prisoner  in  the  course  of  bis  examination  before  a 
magistrate,  but  which  does  not  form  a  part  of  the  judicial  inquiry 
so  as  to  make  it  the  duty  of  the  magistrate  to  take  it  down  in 
writing,  and  which  was  not  so  taken  down,  may  be  given  in  evi- 
dence against  him  at  the  triaL'  («)  So  where  a  woman  was  before 
the  magistrates  on  a  charge  of  burglary,  and  in  the  course  of  the 
examination  of  a  witness  a  glove  was  produced,  which  had  been 
found  on  the  man  with  part  of  the  stolen  property  in  it,  on  which 
the  man  said,  '  She  gave  me  the  glove,  but  she  knew  nothing  of 
the  robbery : '  the  depositions  having  been  put  in,  and  the  clerk  to 
the  magistrates  having  proved  them,  and  there  being  no  such 
statement  in  the  depositions  or  examination  of  the  prisoner, 
Erskine,  J.,  held  that  what  the  man  said  might  be  proved  by  parol 
evidence,  (t) 

On  the  examination  of  a  prisoner  on  a  charge  of  murder,  one  Parol  evidence 
of  the  witnesses  stated  that  she  had  bought  a  pot  of  the  prisoner,  of  a  prisoner's 
upon  which  one  of  the  magistrates  asked  what  sort  of  a  pot  it  was,  ^J^rtn^'s 
and  the    prisoner,  although  the    question  was   not    particularly  qaesUon  while 
addressed  to  him,  made  an  answer.     It  was  submitted  tnat  no  evi-  the  witnesses 
dence  could  l)e  riven  of  what  pa^ed  before  the  maristrate  except  ^'^  )^^ 
the  depositions.     Coleridge,  J.,  *  What  the  magistrate  himself  said 
would  not  be  taken  down.     That  may  certainly  be  asked.'    It  was 
then  submitted  that  the  statement  made  by  the  prisoner  and  signed 
by  the  magistrate  must  be  put  in  before  it  could  be  asked  what 
the  prisoner  said.     Coleridge,  J.,  •  There  seems  to  be  no  necessity 
for  putting  in  the  written  examination.  It  is  not  what  the  prisoner 
says  when  called   upon    for   his  defence  that   is  asked,  but  an 
observation  made  in  the  course  of  the  case,  and  as  that  would  not 
be  put  down  as  part  of  his  statement,  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that 
it  is  receivable.'     The  clerk  to  the  magistrate  then  proved  that  he 
took  down  the  examination  of  the  witnesses,  and  that  he  took  down 
what  the  prisoners  said  when  they  were  asked  what  they  had  to 
say  for  themselves,  but  that  he  did  take  down  anything  which  either 


(p)  Hcg.  V.  Stripp,  25  L.  J.  M.  C. 
109.  Dears.  C.  C.  648.  R.  v.  Watson, 
8  C.  &  K.  111.  But  see  Garrow,  B.,  in 
R.  V.  Fagg,  4  C.  &  P.  666.  Reg.  r.  Wil- 
kinson,  8  0.  &  P.  662. 

(7)  R.  V.  Watson,  3  C.  &  K.  111.  R. 
r.  Bell,  5  C.  &  P.  162. 

(r)  Rex  V.  Johnson  and  Spiers,  Glou- 
cester Spr.  Ass.  1829,  MSS.  C.  S.  G. 
This  case  was  relied  npon  at  the  trial  of 


Rex  V.  Harris,  mpra^  by  the  counsel  for 
the  Ci-own.     MSS,  C.  S.  0. 

(8)  Rex  V.  Moore,  Matth.  Dig.  C.  L. 
167,  Parke,  B. 

(/)  Reg.  V.  Hooper,  Gloucester  Sum. 
Ass.  1842.  The  clerk  to  the  ma^stratea 
could  not  remember  the  obeerration,  and 
it  was  proved  by  two  policemen.  MSS. 
C.  S.  G. 
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of  the  prisoners  said  before  the  witnesses  had  been  all  examined. 
Coleridge,  J.,  '  At  the  close  of  the  evidence  for  the  prosecution  the 
prisoner  is  asked  if  he  wishes  to  say  anything,  and  if  he  does,  it  is 
taken  down,  and  the  evidence  of  that  statement  is  the  written 
examination  ;  but  if  a  prisoner  says  something  while  the  witnesses 
are  under  examination  that  does  not  stand  on  the  same  ground,  I 
shall  receive  the  evidence.'  (u) 

Statements  made  by  a  prisoner  while  cross-examining  a  witness 
before  the  magistrates  and  reduced  to  writing  as  part  of  the  deposi- 
tions, must  be  proved  by  the  depositions  and  not  by  the  witness 
so  cross-examined,  {x) 

The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  receiving  goods  knowing  them  to 
have  been  stolen.  There  was  a  second  indictment  against  him  for 
breaking  into  and  stealing  from  a  church.  When  examined 
before  the  magistrate  on  this  second  charge,  he  made  a  confession 
as  to  the  first  charge.  This  was  taken  down  in  the  usual  manner, 
read  over  to  the  prisoner,  and  signed  by  the  magistrate;  but  the 
prisoner  refused  to  sign  it.  It  was  objected  that  the  7  Geo.  4, 
c.  64,  only  made  these  confessions  evidence,  on  the  authority  of 
the  magistrate's  signature,  when  the  confession  was  made  on  an 
examination  having  reference  to  the  charge  in  support  of  which 
the  confession  was  sought  to  be  given  in  evidence.  Erie,  J.,  held 
that  it  mattered  not  for  what  purpose  the  confession  was  made ;  if 
it  were  made  before  a  magistrate,  taken  down  in  the  regular 
manner,  and  received  the  magistrate's  signature,  it  thereby  became 
valid  evidence  against  the  prisoner  upon  the  trial  of  any  other 
charge  than  that  upon  the  examination  in  reference  to  which  such 
confession  had  been  made,  {y) 

Where  the  prisoner  calls  witnesses  whose  evidence  is  incon- 
sistent with  his  statement  before  the  magistrate,  the  statement 
may  be  put  in  evidence  in  reply.  On  an  indictment  for  robbery 
the  prisoner's  coat  was  proved  to  have  been  bloody,  and  a  mtnes3 
for  the  prisoner  stated  that  on  the  day  before  the  robbery  he  had 
observed  that  th^  prisoner's  coat  was  bloody,  and  the  prisoner  gave 
an  account  of  how  it  became  so  ;  and  it  was  held  that  the  prisoner's 
statement  before  the  magistrate,  in  which  he  accounted  for  the 
blood  on  his  coat  in  a  different  manner,  was  admissible  in  reply  to 
the  evidence  given  by  the  prisoner,  {z) 

The  prisoner's  statement  is  evidence  against  him,  but  not  for 
him  ;  and  therefore  it  cannot  be  put  in  evidence  on  his  behalf,  {zz) 


Sec.  III. 
Depositions*  (a) 


I>epo8ition8 
before  magis- 
trates. 


As  examinations  and  depositions  before  magistrates  originate 
from  the  same  Acts  of  Parliament,  and  are  in  some  respects  guided 


(tt)  Rex  V.  Spilsbiiry,  7  C.  &  1*.  187. 
Two  cases  bearing  the  other  way  are  re- 
ported, but  they  cannot  be  supported. 
See  Beg.  v.  Weller,  2  C.  &  K.  223. 
Reg.  V.  Carpenter,  2  Cox,  C.  C.  228. 

{x)  R.  V.  Taylor,  13  Cox,  C.  C.  77. 

iy)  Reg.  V.  Pomeroy,  1  Cox,  C.  C.  231. 
The  constable  proyeu  the  foots  in   this 


case* 

(«)  Reg.  t?.  "White,  2  Cox,  C,  C.  192. 
Pollock,  C.  B.,  after  consultiiig  Colerid|;e, 

(sz)  Reg.  r.  Haines,  1  F.  &  F.  86, 
Crowder,  J. 

(a)  As  to  a  prisoner  being  entitled  to 
inspect  depositions,  see  ante,  p.  428. 
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by  the  same  decisions,  it  may  be  proper  to  consider  the  latter  im- 
mediately after  the  former. 

(a)  Pi*esent  enactments  as  to  depositions  upon  which  pri- 
soner committed  for  trial,  p.  511. 

(6)  Deposition  must  be  duly  taken,  p.  513. 

(cS  Form  of  deposition — Signing  same,  p.  518. 

(a)  Depositions  admissible  when  witness  so  ill  as  not  to  be  able 
to  travel,  p.  521. 

(fi)  Other  cases  in  which  depositions  admissible,  p.  523. 

(/)  When  depositions  admissible  on  trial  of  a  different 
offence,  p.  526. 

(a)  Proof  of  depositions  on  trial,  p.  530. 

(A)  Depositions  before  coroner,  p.  533. 

(^  Where  witness  examined  before  trial,  p.  534. 

(^)  Offences  committed  abroad — ^Merchant  Shipping  Act,  p. 
536. 


(a)  Present  JEnactmenta  as  to  Depositions  upon  which  Prisoner 

committed  f 07*  Trial. 

By  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,  (6)  sec.  17,  'in  all  cases  where  any  per-  Examiiuitioii 
son  shall  appear  or  be  brought  before  any  justice  or  justices  of  the  o<  witnesMB. 
peace  charged  with  an  indictable  offence,  whether  committed  in 
England  or  Wales,  or  upon  the  high  seas,  or  on  land  beyond  the 
sea,  or  whether  such  person  appear  voluntarily  upon  simimons  or 
have  been  apprehendea,  with  or  without  a  warrant,  or  be  in  custody 
for  the  same  or  any  other  offence,  such  justice  or  justices,  before 
he  or  they  shall  commit  such  accused  person  to  prison  for  trial,  or 
befora  he  or  they  shall  admit  him  to  bail,  shall,  in  the  presence  of 
such  accused  person,  who  shall  be  at  liberty  to  put  questions  to 
any  witness  produced  against  him,  take  the  statement  (M.)  on 
oath  or  afSrmation  of  those  who  shall  know  the  facts  and  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case,  and  shall  put  the  same  into  writing,  and 
such    depositions   shall   be  read  over  to  and  signed  respectively 
by  the  witnesses  who  shall  have  been  so  examined,  and  shall  be 
signed  also  by  the  justice  or  justices  taking  the  same ;  (c)  and  the 
justice  or  justices  before  whom  any  such  witness  shall  appear  to  Jiuitice  to  ad- 
be  examined  as  aforesaid  shall,  before  such  witness  is  examined,  n"nw*«f  »**» 
administer  to  such  witness  the  usual  oath  or  affirmation,  which  ^^  ^^^' 

such  justice  or  justices  shall  have  full  power  and  authority  to  do  ; 
and  if  upon  the  trial  of  the  person  so  accused  as  first  aforesaid  it  Depositiom  of 
shall  be  proved,  (d)  by  the  oath  or  affirmation  of  any  credible  wit-  P?™**^  T**** 
ness,  that  any  pei-son  whose  deposition  shall  have  been  taken  as  ^^^J^  ab-^' 
aforesaid  is  dead,  or  so  ill  as  not  to  be  able  to  travel,  (e)  and  if  also  seat,  nuj,  in 


(6)  By  the  1  &  2  P.  &  M.  c.  18,  and  2 
&  3  P.  &  M.  c.  10,  ittstices  of  the  peace 
were  enabled  and  oirected  to  take  the 
depositions  of  witnesses  in  cases  of 
felony;  by  the  7  Goo.  4,  c.  64,  these 
statates  were  repealed  and  re-enacted 
with  an  extension  to  misdemeanors,  and 
we  have  seen  that  the  7  Geo.  4,  c.  64,  is 
repealed  so  far  as  relates  to  the  taking 
of  the  examinations  and  informations 
against  persons    charged   with   felonies 


and  misdemeanors,  by  the  11  ft  12  Vict, 
c.  42,  s.  34.  The  11  &  12  Vict  c.  42,  s.  17, 
has  extended  the  admissibility  of  deposi- 
tions, taken  before  a  justice,  so  as  to 
include  those  taken  on  a  chai^  of  high 
treason. 

(c)  Seejpost,  p.  620. 

(d)  Duke  of  Beaufort  v.  Cnwshay,  35 
L.  J.  C.  P.  342  ;  as  to  proof  by  affidavit, 
see  per  Willes,  J.,  S.  C. 

(«)  Formerly  if  there  were  a  permanent 
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it  be  proved  that  such  deposition  was  taken  in  the  presence  of  the 
person  so  accused,  and  that  he  or  his  counsel  or  attorney  had 
a  full  opportunity  of  cross-examining  the  witness,  then,  if  such 
deposition  purport  to  be  signed  by  the  justice  by  or  before  whom 
the  same  purports  to  have  been  taken,  (/)  it  shall  be  lawful  to 
read  such  deposition  as  evidence  in  such  prosecution,  (g)  without 
further  proof  thereof,  unless  it  shall  be  proved  that  such  deposi- 
tion was  not  in  fact  signed  by  the  justice  purporting  to  sign  the 
same.'  (h) 


'(M.) 


Depositions  of  Witnesses, 


t  m    m-.    1  The  Examination  of  CD.  of  [Fai*vier]  and 

j      U.F,  of  [Labourer]y  taken  on  [pa4}i  this 

Day  of  in  the  Year  of  our  Lord 

at  in  the  [County]  aforesaid,  before 

the  undersigned,  [On^]   of  Her  Majesty's  Justices  of 

the  Peace  for  the  said  [County'jj  in  the  Presence  and 

Hearing  of  A,B,,  who    is   charged  this   Day  before 

[me],  for  that  he  the  said  A,B,  on  at 

[dtc,  describing  the  Offence  as  in  a  Warrant  of  Coni- 

mitment], 

'This    Deponent    CD,  on  his  [Oath]    saith   as  follows   [<tc., 

stating  the  Deposition  of  the  Witness  as  nearly  as  possible  in  the 

words  he  uses.     When  his  Deposition  is  complete  let  him  sign  it]. 

'And  this  Deponent  E,F.,  upon  his  Oath,  saith  as  follows  [<&c.1 

'  The  above  Depositions  of  CD.  and  E.F,  were  taken  and 

[sworn]  before  me  at  on  the  Day  and  Year 

first  above  mentioned.  J.S.* 

By  sec.  28, '  the  several  forms  in  the  schedule  to  this  Act  con- 
tained, or  forms  to  the  same  or  the  like  effect,  shall  be  deemed 
good,  valid,  and  sufficient  in  law.'  (i) 


inability  to  attend,  as  if  the  witness  were 
so  ill  that  there  was  no  probability  that  he 
would  ever  be  able  to  attend,  his  deposi- 
tion was  admissible.  R.  v.  Edmunds,  6 
C.  k  P.  164.  Rex  V.  Hogg,  6  C.  &  P. 
176.  Reg.  V.  Wilshaw,  CT  &  M.  145, 
Ooltman,  J. 

(/)  "Where  a  charge  of  wounding  with 
intent  to  murder  was  made  before  a  ma- 
gistrate at  Bow  Street,  but  in  conse- 
quence of  the  illness  of  a  witness,  the 
prisoner  was  taken  to  Twickenham,  nnd 
the  deposition  of  the  witness  taken  in 
the  presence  of  the  prisoner  by  two  county 
magistrates,  and  signed  by  them,  and 
after  a  further  investigation  at  Bow 
Street  the  prisoner  was  committed ;  it 
was  held  that  the  deposition  was  admis- 
sible ;  for  the  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,  ss.  17, 
18,  does  not  confine  the  admissibility  of 
a  dexwsition  to  the  case  of  a  person  exa- 
mined before  the  magistrate  before  whom 
the  charge  was  made,  and  who  committed 
the  prisoner.  Reg.  v.  De  Vidil,  9  Cox, 
C.  C.  4.     Blackburn,  J. 

(g)  Where  a  witness  is  too  ill  to  travel, 
his  deposition  may  be  read  by  the  gnnd 


jury  upon  proof  that  it  was  duly  taken  in 
the  presence  of  the  prisoner,  wno  had  an- 
opportunity  of  cross-examining  the  wit- 
ness, and  that  the  witness  is  too  ill  at  the 
time  to  attend.  Reg.  v.  Clements,  2 
Den.  C.  C.  251.  R.  v.  Wilson,  12  Cox, 
C.  C.  622.  In  this  case  evidence  was 
given  before  the  judge  that  the  witness 
was  too  ill  to  attend  to  be  examined,  Ac, 
and  the  judge  directed  the  deposition  to  be 
sent  in  to  the  grand  jury.  See  R.  r. 
Bidlard,  12  Cox,  C.  C.  353.  where  Byles, 
J.,  is  reported  to  have  said  that  the  srand 
jury  are  not  bound  by  any  rules  o?  evi- 
dence. See  R.  V.  Gerrans,  18  Cox,  C.  C. 
168. 

(A)  The  Irish  Act,  12  k  13  Vict  c.  6», 
s.  17,  was  exactly  similar  to  this  section 
excepting  that  it  omitted  the  words  '  or  so 
ill  ns  not  to  be  able  to  travel.'  The  12 
&  13  Vict.  c.  69,  was  repealed  by  the 
14  &  15  Vict.  c.  93  :  see  sec.  14  of  that 
Act,  which  is  similar  to  the  repealetl 
clause,  and  omits  the  same  words  as  it 
did. 

(i )  See  sec.  20,  ante,  p.  501 ,  as  to  the 
mode  of  returning  the  de]K>sition.s. 
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By  30  &  31  Vict.  c.  35,  s.  3.  And  whereas  complaint  is  fre-  Examination  of 
quently  made  by  persons  charged  with  indictable  offences,  upon  ^^S^  ^^. 
their  trial,  that  they  are  unable  by  reason  of  poverty  to  call  wit-  goner.  ^  ^" 
nesses  on  their  behalf,  and  that  injustice  is  thereby  occasioned  to 
them,  and  it  is  expedient  to  remove,  as  far  as  practicable,  all  just 
grounds  for  such  complaint :  '  Therefore,  in  all  cases  where  any 
person  shall  appear  or  be  brought  before  any  justice  or  justices  of 
the  peace,  charged  with  any  indictable  offence,  whether  committed 
within  this  realm  or  upon  the  high  seas,  or  upon  land  be^'^ond  the 
sea,  and  whether  such  person  appear  voluntarily  upon  summons, 
or  has  been  apprehended  ynih  or  without  warrant,  or  be  in  custody 
for  the  same  or  any  other  offence,  such  justice  or  justices,  before 
he  or  they  shall  commit  such  accused  person  for  trial  or  admit 
him  to  bail,  shall  immediately  after  obeying  the  directions  of  the 
11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,  s.  18  {ante)  demand  and  require  of  the  accused 
person  whether  he  desires  to  call  any  witness ;  and  if  the  accused 
person  shall,  in  answer  to  such  demand,  call  or  desire  to  call  any 
witness  or  witnesses,  such  justice  or  justices  shall,  iii  the  presence 
of  such  accused  person,  take  the  statement  on  oath  or  affirmation, 
both  examination  and  cross-examination  of  those  who  shall  be  so 
called  as  witnesses  by  such  accused  person,  and  who  shall  know 
anything  relating  to  the  facts  and  circumstances  of  the  case,  or 
anything  tending  to  prove  the  innocence  of  such  accused  person, 
and  shall  put  the  same  into  writing,  and  such  depositions  of  such 
witnesses  shall  be  read  over  to  and  signed  respectively  by  the 
witnesses  who  shall  have  been  so  examined,  and  shall  be  signed  also 
by  the  justice  or  justices  taking  the  same,  and  transmitted  in  due 
course  of  law  with  the  depositions,  and  such  witnesses,  not  being 
witnesses  merely  to  the  character  of  the  accused,  as  shall  in  the 
opinion  of  the  justice  or  justices  give  evidence  in  any  way  material 
to  the  case,  or  tending  to  prove  the  innocence  of  the  accused  person, 
shall  be  bound  by  recognizance  to  appear  and  give  evidence  at  the 
said  trial,  and  afterwards  upon  the  trial  of  such  accused  person,  all 
the  laws  now  in  force  relating  to  the  depositions  of  witnesses  for 
the  prosecution  shall  extend  and  be  applicable  to  the  depositions 
of  witnesses  hereby  directed  to  be  taken. 

By  s.  4,  all  the  provisions  of  the  said  Act  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42, 
relating  to  the  summoning  and  enforcing  the  attendance  and  com- 
mittal of  witnesses,  and  binding  them  by  recognizance  and  com- 
mittal in  default,  and  for  giving  the  accused  person  copies  of  the 
examinations,  and  giving  jurisdiction  to  certain  persons  to  act 
alone,  shall  be  read  and  shall  have  operation  as  part  of  this  Act. 

See  30  &  31  Vict.  c.  35,  ss.  6  &  7,  noticed,  post,  p.  534,  which  Examining 
give  power  to  magistrates  to  examine  witnesses  dangerously  ill.        geJo^'i il!^" 

(6)  Depositions  must  be  dvly  token. 

It  is  a  general  principle  of  evidence  that,  to  render  a  deposition  Depositions 
of  any  kind  admissible  against  a  party,  it  must  appear  to  have  ^^^  ^^^ 
been  taken  on  oath  in  a  judicial  proceeding,  and  that  the  party 
should  have  had  an  opportunity  to  cross-examine  the  witness,  (k) 

(JbJ  By  Hullock,  B.,  in  Attomey.G«.      Rex  v.  Smith,  2  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  211. 
neral  v.  Davison,  1  M*CleL   &  Y.   169.      note  (a).     Woodcock's  case,   1  Leach, 
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SembUf  that 
since  the 
11  &  12  Vict, 
c.  42,  8.  17,  a 
deposition  is 
not  admissible 
unless  it  be 
taken  down 
from  the 
statement  of 
the  witness 
in  the  presence 
of  the  prisoner 
and  the  magis- 
trate. 


The  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,  s.  17,  ante,  p.  511,  requires  the  oath  to 
be  administered  to  a  witness  *  before  such  witness  is  examined* 
and  the  statement  of  the  witness  to  be  taken  in  the  presence  of 
the  accused,  who  shall  be  at  liberty  to  put  questions  to  any  witness 
produced  against  him ;  and  it  cannot  be  doubted  that  the  only 
regular  course  of  proceeding  is  for  the  justice  to  swear  the  witness 
in  the  presence  of  the  accused,  and  then  to  examine  him  in  the 
presence  of  the  accused,  and  then  to  permit  the  accused  to  put 
any  questions  he  may  think  fit. 

Where  mere  minutes  of  what  each  witness  said  before  the 
magistrate  were  taken  down,  and  the  minutes  were  afterwards 
written  out  in  the  shape  of  depositions  by  a  clerk  in  the  presence 
of  the  witnesses,  but  in  the  absence  of  the  prisoners  and  magis- 
trate,  and  afterwards  read  over  in  the  presence  of  the  prisoners 
and  magistrate,  it  was  objected  that  the  depositions  were  not 
taken  according  to  this  section ;  and  Wilde,  C.  J.,  observed,  '  So 
that  the  prisoner  had  a  right  to  compare  the  verbal  statements 
made  with  the  written  statements  produced,  which  he  could  not 
do  unless  all  the  written  statements  produced  had  been  made 
verbally  in  his  presence.*  And  Maule,  J.,  said,  'That  section 
makes  the  depositions  receivable  in  evidence  upon  its  being  first 
proved  that  they  were  taken  in  the  presence  of  the  person 
accused,  and  that  he  or  his  counsel  or  attorney  had  a  full  oppor- 
tunity of  cross-examining  the  witness.  Therefore  you  would  say 
that  such  full  opportunity  did  not  exist  in  the  present  case. 
Suppose  a  question  to  be  put  to  the  witness  in  the  absence  of 
the  prisoner,  which  question  involved  two  alternatives,  and  the 
answer  to  be  "  Yes  f  the  magistrate's  clerk  might  think  the 
answer  applied  to  a  different  alternative  from  that  to  which  the 
prisoner  would  have  applied  it,  had  he  been  present,  and  had 
an  opportunity  of  fixing  it  to  such  alternative  by  cross-exami- 
nation ;  and  the  magistrate's  clerk  might  have  taken  down  the 
answer  in  such  a  form  as  to  make  it  seem  applicable  to  the  wrong 
alternative.  You  contend  that  what  they  call  minutes  would  have 
been  the  depositions  had  they  been  signed,  and  that  the  minutes 
not  being  signed,  there  are  no  depositions  at  all.'  It,  however, 
was  unnecessary  to  decide  the  point,  as  the  case  was  determined 
in  favour  of  the  prisoners  on  another  gi'ound.  (t) 


500.  Dingler's  case,  2  Leach,  561. 
Rex  V.  Paine,  1  Salk.  281.  S.  C.  6 
Mod.  163,  cited  by  Lord  Kenyon  in 
Rex  V.  ErisweU,  3  T.  R.  722.  Erring- 
ton's  case,  2  Lew.  142,  Patteson,  J.  Rex 
V.  Radboume,  1  Leach,  457. 

(l)  Reg.  V.  Christopher,  1  Den.  C.  C. 
536,  2  C.  &  K.  994.  H.  T.  1850.  Before 
the  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,  where  the  greater 
part  of  the  deposition  of  the  deceased, 
in  a  case  of  murder,  had  been  reduced 
into  writing  in  the  absence  of  the  pri- 
soner, but  the  deceased  was  afterwards 
resworn  in  the  prisoner's  presence,  and 
the  deposition  read  over  and  stated  by 
the  deceased  to  be  correct,  and  the  rest 
of  the  deposition  taken  in  the  ordinary 
way,  in  the  presence  of  the  prisoner, 
who  was  askea  whether  he  chose  to  put 
any  questions ;  it  was  held  by  Richanls, 


C.  B.,  that  the  deposition  was  admissible 
and  a  great  majority  of  the  judges,  upon 
a  case  reserved,  were  of  opinion  that  the 
evidence  had  been  properly  received.  Rex 
V.  Smith,  R.  &  K  839.  S.  C.  2  Stark.  K 
P.  C.  208.  Holt,  N.  P.  C.  614.  R.v.  Hake, 
1  Cox,  C.  C.  226.  In  a  previous  case, 
Rex  r.  Forbes,  Holt,  N.  P.  C.  699,  where 
the  constable  stated,  upon  producing  the 
deposition,  that  the  prisoner  was  not  pre- 
sent till  a  certain  pfurt  of  the  deposition, 
distinguished  by  a  cross,  at  which  period 
he  was  introduced  and  hetfd  the  remain- 
ing part  of  the  examination ;  and  when 
it  was  concluded,  the  whole  of  the  deposi- 
tion was  read  over  to  the  prisoner. 
Chambre,  J. ,  refused  to  admit  uiat  part 
of  the  deposition  previous  to  the  mark. 
In  Reg.  V.  Beeston,  Dears.  C.  C.  405, 
Alderson,  B.,  said,  in  Rex  v.  Smith,  '  I 
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On  a  trial  for  murder,  Mr.  Cooke,  a  magistrate,  produced  an  a  deposition 
information,  and  stated  that  he  went  to  the  house  of  the  deceased,  rejected  where 
and  found  him  on  a  pallet  in  a  very  weak  state,  and  that  the  ori^aS^^ 
prisoner  was   brought  to   the  house,  where  the   deceased   was ;  the  absence  of 
in  consequence  of  the  state  in  which  the  deceased  was,  he  could  ^^^  prisoner, 
say  but  very  little  at  a  time,  and  Mr.  Cooke  first  took  his  infor-  Jhe  dewmenif* 
mation  without  the  prisoner  being  present,  and  swore  the.deceased  was  swom,  but 
to  it.     Mr.  Cooke  then  had  the  prisoner,   who  was   handcuffed,  not  in  a  satis- 
brought  in,  and  had  the  handcuffs  taken   off.      Owing  to  the  ^^^^j^JJ^" 
exhausted  state  of  the  deceased,  the  prisoner  had  to  be  brought  presence  of  the 
close  to  the  bed  to  hear  what  he  said.     Having  then  slowly  read  prisoner, 
over  the  information  to  the  deceased  in  the  presence  of  the  pri- 
soner, and  asked  the  deceased  if  it  was  true,  and  having  been 
answered  in  the  affirmative  by  him,  Mr.  Cooke  then  resivore  the 
deceased  to  his  infoimiation  in  the  presence  of  the  prisoner,  and 
read  over  the  infoimation  of  the  deceased  to  him,  and  while  he 
was  reading  it  the  prisoner  asked  him  to  stop  at  some  statement 
contained  in  it :  but  Mr.  Cooke  told  him  he  had  better  read  it 
over  to  the  end,  and  that  he  would  then  read  the  information 
paragraph  by  paragraph  distinctly  to  him,  and  that  the  prisoner 
could  then  put  any  question  he  wished  to  the  deceased  on  each 
paragraph  as  read  ;  that,  having  so  read  over  the  information,  he 
read  it  over  again  paragraph  by  paragraph  to  the  prisoner  in  the 
hearing  of  the  deceased,  and  that  part  of  it  was  read  a  third  time 
to  the  prisoner ;  that  the  prisoner,  having  been  previously  duly 
cautioned  by  him,  asked  several  questions  with  reference  to  the 
matters  swom  in  the  information,  and  Mr.  Cooke  took  down  each 
question  and  answer  as  nearly  as  possible  in  the  very  words  of 
the  parties.     The  deposition  was  received  in  evidence ;  but,  upon 
a  case  reserved,  it  was  held  that  it  ought  not  to  have  been  re- 
ceived, (m) 


contended  on  tlie  authority  of  Bex  v. 
Forbes  that  the  deposition  was  not  ad- 
missible,  as  the  prisoner  had  not  a  suf- 
ficient opportuni^  of  cross-examination ; 
that  he  had  no  opportunity  of  hearing  the 
witness  give  his  answers,  and  seeing  his 
manner  of  answering  ;  and  that  so  much 
of  the  evidence  as  had  been  taken  in 
the  prisoner's  absence  was  inadmissible  ; 
and  I  still  think  I  was  right  in  that  objec- 
tion.' SeeR.  V.  Calyert,  2  Cox,  C.  C.  491. 
In  a  case  before  the  above  act,  on  an  in- 
dictment for  robbery,  it  appeared  that  the 
depositions  were  not  written  either  in 
the  presence  of  the  magistrate  or  of  the 
prisoner,  but  the  clerk  to  the  magistrate 
examined  all  the  witnesses,  and  took 
down  what  they  said,  neither  the  magis- 
trate nor  the  prisoner  being  present ;  but 
that  when  the  magistrate  and  tbeprisoner 
arrived,  the  depositions  were  read  over 
to  the  witnesses  in  the  presence  of  the 
magistrate  and  the  prisoner,  and  the 
prisoner  was  then  asked  if  he  had  any 
question  to  put  to  any  of  the  witnesses ; 
Piatt,  B.,  said,  *  This  is  a  very  irre^ar 
and  improper  mode  of  taking  depositions, 
and  very  unfair  to  the  party  accused. 
The  prisoner  ought  to  hear  idl  the  ques- 
tions put  and  answered,  for  then  he  may 


very  possibly  explain  the  circumstances  ; 
but  it  is  monstrous  that  he  should  have 
a  long  bead  roll  of  statements  read  over 
to  him,  and  then  be  asked  on  the  sudden 
if  he  has  any  question  to  put,  and  then 
pi-obably,  unable  on  the  instant  to  ex- 
tract from  his  accuser  or  the  witnesses 
an  explanation  ,of  every  apparently 
criminating  circumstance,  be  told  that 
ho  is  committed.  Sudi  a  mode  of  pro- 
ceeding does  not  afford  to  the  party 
accused  that  £air  play  which  the  due  ad- 
ministration of  the  law  requires.'  Reg. 
V.  Johnson,  2  C.  &  E.  394,  Sum.  Ass. 
1846.  It  does  not  appear  whether  any 
deposition  was  tenderea  in  evidence. 

(m)  Reg.  V.  Walsh,  6  Cox,  C.  C.  116, 
M.  T.  1850.  There  was  considerable  dif- 
ference of  opinion  among  the  judges  in 
this  case.  Monahan,  C.  J.,  was  of  opinion 
that  *  what  the  Act  of  Parliament  requires 
is,  not  that  a  witness  shall  depose  to  a 
written  statement,  but  shall,  in  the  pre- 
sence of  the  accused,  give  a  statement  on 
oath,  which  the  magistrate  shall  after- 
wards reduce  into  writing,  and  that  the 
accused  shall  have  an  opportunity  of 
cross-exaroining  him,  under  the  sanction 
of  the  same  oath,  whereby  he  swears  to 
the  information,'  that  the  present  case 
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The  depositiou 
ought  to  be 
taken  in  the 
presence  of  the 
prisoner,  who 
ought  to  be 
asked  with  re- 
ference to  the 
particular  wit- 
ness whether 
he  has  any 
question  to 
a3k. 
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deposition 
written  in  the 
absence  of  the 
prisoner,  after- 
wards read  in 
his  presence, 
and  croes- 
exaniination 
by  his  attorney 
and  notes  of  it 
written  out  at 
ength. 


Where  it  appeared  that  a  witness  had  been  examined  before  a 
magistrate,  who  bad  asked  the  prisoner  whether  she  had  any 
questions  to  put,  but  it  seemed  uncertain  whether  she  was  so 
asked  with  reference  to  the  particular  examination  of  the  witness, 
or  after  all  the  depositions  had  been  read  over;  and  it  also 
appeared  that  the  examinations  of  the  witnesses  had  been  taken 
in  writing  before  the  arrival  of  the  magistrate ;  and  that  they 
were  thfen  read  over  in  the  presence  of  the  prisoner,  when  the 
prisoner  was  asked  if  she  had  any  questions  to  put.  It  was  held 
that  the  deposition  was  not  admissible ;  1st,  because  it  was  the 
duty  of  the  magistrate  to  ask  the  prisoner  whether  she  would 
put  any  questions  with  reference  to  the  particular  witness. 
2ndly,  the  examination  of  the  witness  having  been  put  in  writing 
before  the  arrival  of  the  magistrate,  the  reading  it  over  in  her 
presence  did  not  give  the  prisoner  a  proper  opportunity  of  cross- 
examination  ;  she  had  a  right  to  hear  the  evidence  given  step  by 
step,  and  so  to  have  time  to.  consider  what  questions  to  put.  {n) 

Where  the  prisoner  and  prosecutor  were  present  before  the 
magistrate,  and  the  prosecutor  made  a  statement  to  the  magistrate, 
which  was  not  taken  down  in  writing,  and  the  prisoner  s  attorney 
asked  the  prosecutor  a  few  questions  in  cross-examination,  and 
these  were  not  taken  down  in  writing.  The  case  was  then  ad- 
journed to  the  next  day,  when  the  prisoner  was  brought  up  before 
the  same  magistrate  ;  the  prosecutor  was  again  sworn,  and  the 
magistrate's  clerk  read  over  to  him  a  written  deposition  which  had 
been  taken  previously  to  the  second  hearing.  The  prisoner's  attor- 
ney cross-examined  the  prosecutor,  and  that  cross-examination,  or 
some  part  of  it,  was  taken  down  by  the  clerk,  and  from  his  notes 
afterwards  a  fair  copy  of  the  cross-examination  was  taken  down  on 
the  copy  which  had  been  previously  read.  Hill,  J.,  held  the  depo- 
sition admissible,  (o) 


and  Rex  v.  Smith  agreed  in  this  point, 
that  in  both  the  witness  was  originally 
sworn  in  the  absence  of  the  accused  ; 
but  the  place  where  the  present  case 
failed  was  that,  when  the  prisoner  was 
brought  in,  the  information  was  not  taken 
on  oath  in  his  presence.  Secondly,  on 
the  evidence  of  Mr.  Cooke,  the  inference 
plainly  arose  that  the  oath  was  merely  an 
oath  to  the  truth  of  the  information 
which  had  been  sworn,  and  therefore  did 
not  extend  to  the  answers  given  on  cross- 
examination.  Perriu,  J.,  agreed  with 
Monahan,  C.  J.  on  the  first  point  ;  but 
added,  *  The  prisoner  was  kept  hand- 
cuffed in  another  place,  and  here, 
deliberately  and  designedly,  tlie  ma^s- 
trate  proceeded,  contrary  to  the  fair  im- 
port of  the  statute,  to  take  the  deposi- 
tion of  a  party  not  on  his  oath,  in  the 
absence  of  the  prisoner,  who  was 
within  call,  and  who  was  designedly  kept 
back  and  not  called.'  Ball,  (J.,  gave  no 
opinion  on  the  firet  point,  but  agreed 
with  Monahan,  C  J.,  on  the  second.  If 
the  magistrate  had  been  silent  as  to  the 
form  of  the  oath  which  he  administered, 
it  would  have  been  assumed  that  the  oath 
was  in  the  usual    form;    but  here  the 


magistrate  stated  that  he  reswore  the 
deceased  to  the  truth  of  his  information ; 
thus  confining  the  oath  to  the  truth  of  the 
information  ;  and,  if  this  were  so,  the 
subsequent  questions  and  answers  were 
not  under  oath.  Torrens,  J.,  was  of 
opinion  that  Rex  v.  Smith,  R.  &  K. 
839,  governed  the  first  point,  and  that 
the  oath  extended  to  the  whole,  and 
therefore  the  deposition  was  rightly  ad- 
mitted. Pennefather,  B.,  agreed  with 
Torrens,  J.,  on  the  first  point,  but  enter- 
tained very  serious  doubts  upon  the 
second  point.  This  cose  was  tried  in 
1850,  after  the  12  &  13  Vict.  c.  69,  had 
come  into  operation,  though  Perrin,  J., 
states  that  the  9  Geo.  4,  c.  54,  was  tlien 
in  operation.     C.  S.  G. 

(n)  Reg.  V,  Day,  6  Cox,  C.  C.  55. 
Piatt,  B.     March  1852. 

(o)  Reg.  V.  Bates,  2  F.  &  F.  317. 
Wint.  Ass.  1860.  HUl,  J.,  said,  'In 
the  London  Police  Offices,  where  a 
great  number  of  charges  were  daily 
heard,  it  was  the  constant  practice  to 
have  the  abbreviated  notes  taken  during 
the  examination  of  a  witness  by  the 
magistrate's  clerk,  fair  copied  in  full  in 
an  adjoining  room,  and  that  copy  after- 
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Where  it  was  proved  that  the  deposition  was  taken  in  accord-  Where  notes  of 
anee  with   the   invariable  and   long-established   practice   of  the  *lie  evidence 
magistrate's  court  at  Liverpool,  and  when  the  prisoner  was  before  before  thTma- 
the  magistrate,  he  was  defended  by  an  attorney,  who  had  a  full  giatrate,  from 
opportunity  of  cross-examining,  and  did  cross-examine,  the  wit-  ^^^^^  ^^ 
nesses  ;  a  note  of  the  evidence  given  before  the  magistrates,  con-  re-el^^ed™ 
sisting  of  the  names  of  the  witnesses,  and  the  heads  of  what  each  by  a  clerk  in 
could  prove,  was  taken  by  the  magistrate's  clerk ;  afterwards  the  *^®  absence  of 
prisoner  and  the  witnesses  were  taken  into  a  room,  and  there  an-  and^hfex-    ' 
other  clerk,  who  had  not  been  present  at  the  examination  before  aminations 
the  magistrate,  examined  the  witnesses  from  the  aforesaid  note,  yrittenout  in 
and  there  wrote  down  the  answers,  and  the  witnesses  then  signed  wanirBigned*^' 
the  papers  so  written  by  the  last-mentioned  clerk  ;  the  prisoner's  by  ihe  magis- 
attorney  was  not  there,  though  he  might  have  been  if  he  liked  ;  ***!*»  ^i**®  ®*" 
and  the  prisoner  was  not  asked  if  he  would  then  cross-examine  the  wwebcld  to 
witnesses,  and  did  not  cross-examine  them  ;  afterwards  the  pri-  be  improperly 
Boner  and  the  witnesses  were  again  taken  before  the  magistrate,  ^^^-^ 
and  the  evidence  so  taken  down  by  the  clerk  in  the  room  in  the 
absence  of  the  magistrate  was  read  over  to  them ;  the  prisoner  was 
not  then  asked  if  he  would  cross-examine  the  witnesses,  and  his 
attorney  was  not  then  there,  though  he  might  have  been  if  he  had 
liked  ;  the  magistrate  then  cautioned  the  prisoner,  who  then  signed 
his  own  statement,  and  the  magistrate  then  signed  the  papers  so 
written  as  last  aforesaid.     It  was  objected  that  the  deposition  was 
not  taken  in  accordance  with  the  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,  s.  17,  but 
the  deposition  was  admitted ;  but,  upon  a  case  reserved,  it  was 
held  that  the  depositions  in  this  case  were  bad.     The  statute  re- 
quires that  they  should  be  taken  in  the  presence  of  the  magistrate, 
and  in  the  presence  of  the  prisoner,  and  that  the  prisoner  should 
have   an    opportunity  of   cross-examining  the  witnesses   in  the 
presence  of  the  magistrate.     In  this  case   these  provisions  had 
not  been  complied  with,  and  these  depositions  were  taken  im- 
properly. (2>) 

Where  a  magistrate's  clerk  proved  that  he  had  taken  down  the  Where  every 
examination  of  a  witness  before  the  magistrate,  and  he  had  no  ^^^  »ot  taken 
doubt  that  the  attorney,  who  attended  before  the  magistrate  on  ^°^' 
behalf  of  the  prisoner,  had  cross-examined  the  witness,  but  he  had 
not  taken  down  anything  as  cross-examination ;  he  had,  however, 
taken    down    everything    the   magistrate    considered    material. 
Erie,  J.,  held  that  the  deposition  was  admissible ;  all  the  requi- 
sites of  the  statute  had  been  complied  with.     He  did  not  think  it 
the  duty  of  the  magistrate  to  take  down  every  word  ;  for  then  it 
would  be  necessary  to  conduct  the  examination  by  question  and 
answer,  {q) 

Where  it  is  proved  that  the  prisoner  was  present  when  the  de-  Full  opportu 
positions  of  the  deceased  were  taken,  although  the  law  will  pre-  ^^^^  ^*  ^^ 
sume  that,  as  he  was  present,  he  had  a  '  fuU  opportunity '  of  cross-  ®"™"^  ^^^' 
examining  the  witness  within  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,  s.  17,  evidence 

wards  read  over  in  the  presence  of  the  jecting  if  the  evidence  were  put  down 

prisoner  and  signed  by  the  witness.     He  incorrectly.'    See  anUt  p.  614. 

thought  such  a  practice  not  only  con-  ( p)  Reg.  v.  Watts,  L.  &  C.  339,  Nov. 

venient,  but  within  the  spirit  and'inten-  1863. 

tion  of  the  Act,  as  the  prisoner  had  foil  (q)  Reg.  v.  Hendy,  4  Cox,  C.  C.  243. 

opportunity  as  well  as  the  witness  of  ob-  Spr.  Ass.  1850. 
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may  nevertheless  be  oflfered  to  prove  that  he  had  not  such  full 
opportunity  within  sec.  17,  so  as  to  render  the  depositions  inad- 
missible, (r) 

Where,  before  the  above  Act,  at  the  time  when  the  deceased 
was  examined  before  the  magistrate  she  was  in  a  rapid  decline,  and 
she  stated  the  facts  of  the  assault  upon  her  by  the  prisoner  very 
concisely.  On  a  question  being  put  to  her  by  the  clerk,  she  said, 
*  I  can't  answer,'  and  was  evidently  in  a  sinking  state.  Down  to 
this  period  she  had  answered  the  questions  satisfactorily.  The  clerk 
then  said  he  should  not  put  any  further  questions ;  and  it  being 
stated  that  the  prisoner's  attorney,  who  was  present,  must  have  an 
opportunity  of  cross-examining  the'witness,  he  said, '  I  shall  decline 
putting  any  question ;  the  child  is  evidently  not  in  a  fit  state  to 
answer.'  The  deposition  was  then  signed  by  the  witness  with  her 
mark.  There  was  no  subsequent  examination,  and  the  child  died 
soon  afterwards.  Piatt,  B.,  inclined  to  think  the  deposition  ought 
not  to  be  received,  (s) 


Several  depo- 
sitions may 
have  only  ono 
cai  tion. 


A  deposition 
of  a  witness 
who  is  too  ill 
to  travel  is 
admissible,  if 
it  refer  dis- 
tinctly to  the 
chai'ge  on 
which  the  pri- 
soner is  being 
examined, 
and  the  pri- 
soner was 
present  when 
it  was  taken, 
had  an  oppor- 
tanity  of  cross- 
exam  ining, 


(c)  Fm^m  of  Deposition, — Signing  same. 

Where  upon  an  indictment  for  murder  the  deposition  of  a  wit- 
ness, examined  before  the  committing  magistrate,  and  since  dead, 
was  tendered  in  evidence ;  there  was  a  caption  or  heading  at  the 
commencement  of  the  body  of  the  depositions,  but  there  was  no 
caption  at  the  head  of  this  particular  deposition  ;  and  it  was 
objected  that  the  deposition  was,  on  this  account,  inadmissible. 
Alderson,  B.,  '  All  that  is  necessary  in  this  case  is  to  show  that 
the  deposition  in  question  was  regularly  taken  under  the  statute  ; 
the  heading  applies  to  all  the  depositions.'  And  the  deposition  was 
admitted,  (t) 

The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  obtaining  by  false  pretences  a 
promissory  note  for  501.  Upon  the  trial  the  deposition  of  Mary 
Rowe  was  put  in,  after  proof  that  it  was  taken  by  the  committing 
justice  in  the  presence  of  the  prisoner,  and  that  she  had  a  full  op- 
X)ortunity  of  cross-examining  M.  Rowe ;  that  it  was  signed  by  the 
said  justice,  and  that  M.  Rowe  was,  at  the  time  of  the  trial,  so  ill 
as  not  to  be  able  to  travel.  The  charge  preferred  before  the  said 
justice  was  that  the  prisoner  had  obtained  the  promissory  note  and 
other  valuable  securities  by  means  of  false  pretences,  and  of  this 
charge  the  prisoner  was  informed  by  the  said  justice.  The  caption 
of  the  deposition  of  M.  Rowe  was  '  Devon,  to  wit.  The  examina- 
tion of  M.  Rowe,  wife  of  W^.  S.  Rowe,  of,  &c.,  taken  on  oath  this 
14th  day  of  February,  A.D.  1849,  at,  &c.,  before  the  undersigned, 
one  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  for  the  said  county,  in 


(r)  R.  V,  Peacock,  12  Cox,  C.  C.  21. 
The  prisoner's  counsel  ^ye  evidence  to 
show  that  at  the  time  the  deposition  was 
taken  the  prisoner  was  insane. 

(ff)  Reg.  V.  Hyde,  8  Cox,  C.  C.  90. 
Aug.  if  Sum.  Ass.  1848,  Piatt,  B.,  how- 
ever, did  receive  the  deposition,  and 
wonld  have  reserved  the  point ;  but  the 
prisoner  was  acquitted.  There  seems  no 
reason  to  doubt  that  if  by  any  insuper- 


able obstacle  the  prisoner  is  prevented 
ftx>m  having  a  full  cross-examination,  the 
deposition  is  inadmissible,  and  the  only 
question  in  such  a  case  seems  to  be  whe- 
tner  or  not  in  fact  the  prisoner  was 
prevented  from  having  such  full  cross- 
examination. 

(Q  Reg.  r.  Johnsen,  2  C.  &  E.  354. 
A.D.  1847. 
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caption  is 
necessary. 


the  presence  and  hearing  of  H.  L.  (the  prisoner),  who  is  now  and  ti^e  same 
charged  before  me  this  day  for  obtaining  money  and  other  valuable  ^^^  ^^  . 
security  for  money  .from  the  said  M.  Rowe/  &c.     It  was  objected  himb^e^the 
that  the  charge  set  forth  in  the  caption  is  obtaiuing  money  and  justice,  al- 
valuable  securities,  but  whether  legally  or  illegally  is  not  stated  ;  tl^ough  the 
and  no  oflFence  was  therefore  shown,  and  the  said  deposition  conse-  ^  Jhargnn 
quently  was  not  receivable  in  evidence.     The  objection  was  over-  oflFence.    Sem- 
ruled  ;  and,  upon  a  case  reserved,  Wilde,  C.  J.,  delivered  judgment  ^J^^^^^ 
as  follows  :  '  The  judges  are  unanimously  of  opinion  that  the  ob- 
jection is  not  valid,  and  that  the  deposition  was  properly  received 
in  evidence.    The  objection  is  not  that  the  evidence  as  set  forth  in 
the  examination  did  not  sufficiently  appear  to  relate  to  the  charge, 
upon  which  the  prisoner  was  being  tried,  so  as  to  warn  and  apprize 
her   of  the  matter  to  which   her  cross-examination   should  be 
directed,  but  only  that  the  title  of  the  examination  did  not  with 
sufficient  distinctness  state  the  charge  against  her.     The  title  of 
the  deposition  states  the  occasion  of  its  being  taken,  and  the  matter 
to  which  it  refers,  and  tliere  is  no  authoHty  requiHng  any  title, 
or  as  it  is  called  caption,  to  the  eocamination ;  and  it  is  sufficient 
if  it  be  described  as  the  examination  of  the  witness,  and  the  evi- 
dence refers  to  the  charge  upon  which  the  prisoner  may  be  upon 
his  trial ;  and  as  no  objection  was  raised  that  the  deposition  was 
defective  in  that  respect,  we  think  the  deposition  was  properly  re- 
ceived in  evidence.     It  may,  however,  not  be  improper  to  observe 
that  the  case  states  that  the  charge  prefeiTcd  against  the  prisoner 
was  that  of  obtaining  the  promissory  note  and  securities  by  means 
of  false  pretences,  and  that  the  prisoner  was  informed  of  that  charge 
by  the  committing  justice,  and  that  she  had  a  full  opportunity  of 
cross-examining  the  witness.'  {u) 

Where  a  woman,  having  been  violated,  cut  her  throat,  and  a  ma-  A  deposition 
gistrate  was  sent  for,  and  in  the  presence  of  the  prisoners,  who  ^t^o«*  ^^y 
were  brought  into  her  room,  she  made  a  statement  on  oath,  which  ^^  ^^^' 
was  taken  down,  read  over,  and  signed  by  her.     The  prisoners  did 
not  in  fact  cross-examine  her.     The  depositions  of  the  other  wit- 
nesses were  taken  before  another  magistrate  on  a  charge  of  rape  on 
the  deceased  a  few  days  afterwards.    There  was  no  caption  to  the 
deposition  of  the  deceased ;  but  it  was  found  attached  to  the  depo-  • 
sitioDs  of  the  other  witnesses,  and  there  was  a  caption  to  these 
depositions,  stating  them  to  have  been  taken  before  the  other  ma- 
gistrate.    It  was  urged  that  the  want  of  a  proper  caption  could  be 
supplied  by  parol  evidence ;  but  it  was  held  that  the  11  &  12  Vict. 
c.  42,  s.  17,  authorized  taking  depositions  in  a  particular  way  ;  and 
unless  it  appeared   upon   the  caption   that  the    prisoners  were 
charged  with  an.  indictable  offence,  the  document  was  inadmis- 
sible {v) 


(u)  Reg.  V.  Langbridge,  1  Den.  C.  C. 
448.     2  C.  &  E.  975.     a.d.  1849. 

{v)  Reg.  V.  Newton,  1  F.  &  F.  641. 
Sum.  Ass.  1859.  HiU,  J.,  after  consnlting 
Wtftson,  B.  If  a  document  be  inadmis* 
sible  under  the  statute  as  a  deposition, 
it  might  be  used  to  refresh  the  memory 
of  a  person  who  wrote  it  upon  hearing  the 
evidence  given,  and  he  might  prove 
what  the  deceased  stated.  Even  if  there 
were  no  writing  ataU,  the  evidence  given 


by  the  witness  in  the  presence  of  the  pri- 
soners might  be  proved  ;  for  the  general 
rule  is,  that  '  where  a  witness  already  ex- 
amined in  a  judicial  proceeding  between 
the  same  parties  is  since  dead,  his  former 
examination  is  admissible  as  secondary 
evidence ; '  1  Stark.  Evid.  61  ;  and  al- 
though the  new  statute  clearly  makes  a 
deposition  taken  in  pursuance  of  it  the 
best  evidence  of  what  the  witness  stated, 
yet,  if  through  the  neglect  of  the  justice 
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Deposition 
must  be 
signed  by  de- 
ponent. 

A  prisoner's 
name  affixed 
to  the  mark  of 
a  witness  by 
mistake. 


Must  be  by 
magistrate. 


A  deposition 
is  bad  which 
does  not  state 
that  the  per- 
son signing  it 
is  a  magis- 
trate. 


By  the  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,  s.  17,  the  magistrate  is  to  take  'the 
statement  *  of  the  witness  in  writing,  and  the  form  in  the  schedule 
directs  the  deposition  to  be  taken  as  nearly  as  possible  in  the  words 
the  witness  uses.  It  cannot  be  necessary  to  take  down  immaterial 
and  wholly  irrelevant  statements,  {w) 

If  the  prisoner  or  his  counsel  cross-examine  the  witnesses  when 
before  the  magistrate,  the  answers  of  the  witnesses  to  the  cross- 
examination  ought  to  be  taken  down  by  the  magistrate^  and 
returned  to  the  judge,  (x) 

The  new  statute  requires  the  deposition  to  be  signed  by  the 
person  making  it ;  such  signature  was  not  necessary  formerly  for 
its  admissibility,  (y) 

On  a  trial  for  manslaughter,  the  deposition  of  the  deceased  pur- 
ported to  have  been  made  in  the  presence  of  the  prisoner,  and  was 
signed  by  the  deceased  with  a  cross,  he  being  a  marksman.  By 
mistake  the  clerk  wrote  the  prisoner  s  name  to  the  mark,  so  thatit 
imnid  facie  appeared  to  be  the  deposition  of  the  prisoner.  On  a 
case  reserved  it  was  contended  that  this  was  a  patent  ambiguity, 
which  could  not  be  explained  by  oral  testimony.  It  was  answered 
that  the  document  was  complete  when  the  deceased  put  his  mark 
to  it,  and  that  signature  could  not  be  vitiated  by  what  another 
person  wrote :  and  it  was  held  that  the  deposition  was  properly 
received  in  evidence,  {z) 

The  magistrate  himself,  however,  by  the  11  &  12  Vict  c.  42, 
s.  17,  is  required  to  subscribe  the  examinations  and  informations 
taken  by  him  :  and  this  he  ought  to  do  at  each  examination,  and 
not  to  defer  it  till  he  determines  on  committing,  (a) 

Where  a  deposition  had '  Kent  to  wit '  in  the  mai*gin,  and  pur- 
ported to  be  '  taken  on  oath  before  us  of  Her  Ma- 
jesty's justices  of  the  peace  for  the  said  county,'  and  concluded, 
*  This  examination  was  taken  before  us  in  the  presence  of  (the 
prisoner)  at  Dartford,  on  the  day  and  year  fii^st  above  mentioned — 
Hugh  Johnson  ;  *  Maule,  J.,  was  of  opinion  that  this  document 
was  inadmissible  under  the  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,  s.  17,  as  it  did  not 
purport  to  be  signed  by,  or  to  have  been  taken  before,  any  justice 
of  the  peace  for  the  county  in  which  the  prisoner  was  examined, 
although  it  was  offered  to  be  proved  that  Hugh  Johnson  was  a 
magistrate,  and  acting  as  such  when  the  examination  was  taken  ; 
for  such  proof  would  not  make  the  deposition  purport  to  be  signed 
otherwise  than  it  did  purport.  (6) 


or  his  clerk  no  deposition,  or  an  irregular 
deposition,  be  taken,  there  is  nothing  in 
that  statute  to  exclude  the  proof  of  the 
statement  of  the  witness  by  other  means. 
See  R  V.  Galvin,  10  Cox,  C.  C.  198. 
Keg.  v.  Clarke,  2  F.  &  F.  2. 

{w)  See  per  Erie,  C.  J.  Reg.  v,  Hendy, 
4  Cox,  C.  U.  243,  anU,  p.  517.  The  re- 
pealed enactment  7  Geo.  4,  c.  64,  s.  2, 
provided  that  magistrates  shall  take  '  the 
information  upon  oath  of  those  who 
shall  know  the  facts  and  circumstances 
of  the  case,  and  shall  put  the  same,  or 
as  much  (hereof  as  shall  be  mcUeruUf  into 
writing.*  Per  Alderson  B.,  Rex  v, 
Coveney,  7  C.  &  P.  667.  Rex  v.  Thomas, 
7  C.  &  P.  817.     Rex  v.  Grady,  7  C.  &  P. 


650.  Reg.  y  Weller,  2  C.  &  K.  223. 
Piatt,  B. 

(x)  Rex  ».  Potter,  7  C.  &  P.  650,  note, 
Gaselee*  J. ,  and  V aughan,  R 

{y)  See  Rex  v.  Fleming,  2  Leach,  854, 
and  see  Bex  v.  Russell,  R.  &  M.  C.  0.  R. 
356. 

(z)  Reg.  V.  Mullen,  9  Cox,  C.  C.  839. 
The  deposition  was  headed,  'Deposition 
of  James  Brennan,'  and  began,  'Ti^en 
in  the  presence  and  hearing  of  Peter 
Mullen/ 

(a)  Reg.  V.  Mayor  of  London,  5  Q.  B. 
555,  1  Sess.  Cas.  40. 

{b)  Reg.  V,  Miller,  4  Cox,  0.  C.  166, 
March  1850.  This  decision  may  be 
right  if  it  be  confined  to  deciding  that 
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It  is  not  necessary  that  the  separate  deposition  of  each  witness 
should  be  signed  by  the  justices,  but  it  is  sufficient  if  the  deposi- 
tions are  signed  as  a  body  by  the  justices,  according  to  the 
conclusion  of  schedule  M.  to  the  act.  (o) 
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(d)  Deposition  admissible  when  witness  so  ill  as  not  to  be  able  to 

travel. 

Where  on  a  trial  for  larceny  a  surgeon  proved  that  a  witness  Where  life 
was  suffering  from  bronchitis,  and  that  her  li^  would  be  endangered  ^*?^^  *^ 
if  she  were  brought  into  court :  it  was  objected  that  she  was  not  ^^  "^ 
proved  to  be  so  ill  as  not  to  be  able  to  travel ;  but  it  was  held 
that,  as  it  was  sworn  that  her  attendance  would  endanger  her  life, 
the  deposition  was  admissible,  (d) 

Where  a  witness  had  come  to  the  assize  town  in  order  to  attend  Where  a  wit- 
a  trial,  and  about  half  an  hour  before  it  came  on  was  in  the  JS?"if^®  ^ 
building  where  the  court  sat,  when  a  medical  man  advised  him  to  where^the"* 
return  home,  and  swore  that  his  remaining  to  give  evidence  would,  court  sat, 
in  his  opinion  as  a  medical  man,  have  been  highly  dangerous,  and  ^^*  ^"  ^^^ 
the  witness  was  on  his  way  home  while  the  trial  was  going  on ;  it    m^icaf  ^, 
was  held  that  his  deposition  was  admissible ;  for  the  witness  was  as  his  remam- 
not  able  to  travel  to  the  place  at   and  in   which  he  was    to  jJfiT'*^!* 
give  evidence.     The  journey  was  not  over  until  he  arrived  at  the  gj^^ 
court,  and  as  in  the  opinion  of  the  mediccJ  man  he  could  not 
without  danger  come  to  this  court,  he  was  not  able  to  travel  to  the 
place  where  his  evidence  must  be  given,  (e) 

So  where  upon  an  indictment  for  stealing,  a  physician  proved  Where  a  wit- 
that  he  had  seen  the  prosecutor  on  the  morning  of  the  trial,  and  »«».>«*«?  iU 
that  he  was  not  able  to  attend  in  consequence  of  a  second  attack  deSe,*  though 
of  paralysis;  he  could  not  speak,  and  could  not  be  made  to  hear,  he  might  at- 
and  if  brought  he  would  not  be  able  to  give  evidence ;  but  he  ^^  without 
might  be  brought  without  danger  of  his  life,  though  he  ought  not  iifofhi8*depo. 
to  be  permitted  to  roam  abroad.     He  had  been  seen  in  the  street  sition  is  ad- 
the  day  before  near  his  shop-door.     It  was  objected  that  the  "awwWe. 
prosecutor  was  not  so  ill  as  not  to  be  able  to  travel  according  to 
the  words  of  the  statute,  and  that  an  application  ought  to  have 
been  made  to  postpone  the  trial ;  but  the  sessions  held  that,  as  he 
was  disabled  from  giving  evidence  at  the  trial  by  an  attack  of  ill- 
ness, not  plainly  appearing  to  be  temporary,  his  deposition  was 


sa«li  an  informal  document  is  inadmissi- 
ble under  the  statute  as  a  regular  depo- 
sition; but  tiie  deposition  might  have 
been  used  to  refresh  the  memory  of  the 
justice's  clerk  who  took  down  the  eyi- 
dence,  and  he  might  have  proved  what  the 
witness  deposed  to  before  the  justices. 

(c)  R.  V.  Parker,  39  L.  J.  M.  C.  61. 
L,  R.  1  C.  C.  R.  225.  R.  v.  Carrol,  11 
Cox,  C.  C.  822.  R.  V.  Young,  8  C.  &  K. 
106.  R.  V,  Lee,  4  F.  &  F.  63.  R.  v, 
Osbom,  8  C.  &  P.  113.  Where  the  de- 
positions were  on  separate  sheets,  and 
were  signed  only  at  the  end  by  the 
magistrate,  the  deposition  of  one  of  the 
witnesses  who  was  dead,  was  admitted  in 
evidence,  although  the  sheets  were  not 


fastened  together  at  the  time  of  the 
signature  by  the  magistrate,  but  had  been 
anerwards  attached  together  by  the  ma- 
gistrate's clerk.  R.  v,  Lee,  4  F.  &  F.  63, 
per  Pollock,  C.  B. ;  where  the  cross- 
examination  was  at  a  subsequent  time 
to  the  examination  in  chief,  and  the 
whole  deposition  was  held  to  be  irre^lar, 
as  the  cross-examination  was  not  signed 
by  the  magistrate.  R.  v.  France,  2  M. 
k  Rob.  207. 

(d)  Reg  V.  Day,  6  Cox,  C.  C.  65, 
March,  1852.     Piatt,  B. 

(e)  Reg.  V.  Wicker,  18  Jurist,  252. 
Channell,  Seijt,  after  consulting  Parke, 
B.    March  1854. 
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admissible  ;  and^  upon  a  case  reserved^  it  was  held  that  this  ruling 

was  right.  (/)     So  where  a  witness  was  suffering  fix)m  a  tendency 

to  softening  of  the  brain^  and  the  surgeon  proved  that  he  was  not 

in  a  condition  to  give  evidence,  as  the  effect  of  giving  evidence 

would  be  dangerous  to  his  life;  but  he  could  go  to  the  train  in  a 

cab  and  by  the  train  ;  he  was  so  ill  and  nervous,  however,  that  if 

vigorously  cross-examined  he  would  soon  get  confused  and  could 

not  be   depended   upon;  and,   though  he  could   travel    without 

material  injury  to  his  health,  he  could  not  complete  the  object  of 

his  journey ;  the  deposition  was  admitted  (g) 

Cases  where  A  material  witness  had  gone  before  the  grand  jury  on  the  first 

^  proof  ^     day  of  the  session,  and  had  gone  home  at  night  and  returned  in 

cient  to  satisfy  the  morning  for  two  days ;  but  on  the  morning  of  the  trial  she 

the  court  that    had  been  seized  with  a  bowel  complaint,  and  when  the  policeman 

WM  tocTnTto     ^^^^  Hounslow  she  was  unable  to  travel ;  it  was  held  that  the 

attend.  deposition  was  not  admissible,  as  it  was  not  satisfactorily  proved 

that  the  witness  was  so  ill  as  to  be  unable  to  travel,  (/tr)  So 
where  a  constable  proved  that  he  saw  a  witness  in  bed  at  nine 
o'clock  the  evening  before,  and  he  had  a  cold  and  inflammation, 
and  was  attended  by  a  medical  man,  and  on  enquiry  that  morning 
he  heard  the  witness  was  very  bad  ;  it  was  held  that  the  deposi- 
tion was  not  admissible,  (i) 
Generally  a  So  where  a  witness  had  seen  another  witness,  whose  deposition 

be'^wSed  to^^^  ^^  proposed  to  be  given  in  evidence,  in  bed  and  apparently  ill  on 
prove  the  the  18th  of  March,  and  she  was  then  attended  by  a  surgeon,  and 

illness  of  the      the  trial  was  on  the  23rd  of  March  :  Fatteson,  J.,  said,  '  I  think 
witness.  ^j^g^^^  jj^  order  to  allow  a  deposition  to  be  read  in  evidence  under 

this  enactment,  the  surgeon  should  be  called,  if  there  be  one 
attending  the  witness.  There,  no  doubt,  may  be  cases  where  a 
person  may  be  not  in  a  state  of  health  to  be  able  to  be  present  at 
a  trial,  and  yet  is  attended  by  a  surgeon,  and  in  such  cases  other 
evidence  may  be  sufficient,  especially  when  the  inability  of  the 
witness  is  of  such  a  nature  as  to  prevent  even  the  possibility  of  his 
attendance  as  a  witness ; '  and  rejected  the  deposition,  (j)  So 
where  the  attorney  for  the  prosecution  proved  that  he  had  seen  a 
witness  a  few  days  before,  and  found  him  ill  of  fever  ;  Erie,  J.,  re- 
fused to  admit  the  deposition ;  as  the  witness,  not  being  a  medical 
man,  could  not  speak  as  to  the  nature  of  the  disease.  Qc)  So 
where  a  police  constable  proved  that  he  saw  King  in  bed  on  the 
morning  of  the  trial.  He  had  fever,  and  the  divisional  surgeon 
was  attending  him.  Yesterday  morning  he  was  in  bed,  and  is  not 
able  to  get  up  yet.  He  had  heard  that  King  had  been  confined  to 
his  bed  about  a  fortnight ;  and  he  produced  a  certificate.  Byles, 
J.,  refused  to  admit  King's  deposition,  saying,  '  I  am  of  opinion 
that,  to  make  this  deposition  admissible,  there  should  be.  evidence 
of  a  medical  man  on  oath,  or  other  evidence  upon  oath,  which  the 
Court  might  think  of  equal  value  to  sworn  medical  evidence.    The 

(/)  Reg.  r.  Cockbum,  D.  &  B.  203.  is  not  stated  who  proved  the  illness. 

H.  T.  1857.  (i)  Reg.  v.  Ullmer,  4  Cox,  C.  C.  442. 

ig)  Reg.  V,  Wilson,  8  Cox,  C.  C.  453,  Oct.  1850.    The  Common  Seijeant 

Jan.  7,  1861.    The  Recorder  on  the  an-  {j)  Reg.   v,   Riley,   8  C.   &  K.  116. 

thority  of  ^tg.  v.  Cockbnrn.  March  1851. 

(A)  Reg.  17.  Harris,  4  Cox,  C.  C.  440.  (i)  Reg.  v,  PhUips,  1  F.  &  F.  105. 

Ang.  1850.    The  Common  Serjeant.     It  March  1858. 
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constable  says  he  has  been  told  King  is  suffering  from  fever ;  how 
can  he  know  the  illness  is  of  such  a  nature  as  to  render  the  witness 
"so  ill  as  to  be  unable  to  travel  ?"  A  medical  man  is  the  proper 
witness  of  that  fact.'  (Z) 

Where  a  material  witness  for  the  prosecution  had  been  delivered  Cases  as  to  the 
of  a  child  a  week  before,  and  was  unaWe  to  travel ;  it  was  con-  J^^e^^f"*^ 
tended  that  the  prosecutor  knew  the  state  in  which  the  witness  women, 
was,  and  ought  to  have  applied  to  postpone  the  trial ;  but  it  was 
held  that  the  deposition  was  admissiWe,  as  every  requisition  of  the 
statute  had  been  complied  with,  (m) 

Where  it  was  proved  that  a  woman  was  daily  expecting  her  con- 
finement, and  her  brother  stated  that  she  was  poorly  otherwise, 
and  that  she  was  therefore  too  ill  to  travel  from  her  residence  to 
the  place  of  trial,  a  distance  of  twenty-five  mi^es  ;  it  was  objected 
that  the  illness  ought  to  have  been  proved  by  a  medical  man,  and 
that  the  expectation  of  her  confinement  was  not  an  illness  within 
the  11  &  12  Vict  c.  42,  s.  17  ;  but  the  sessions  admitted  the  depo- 
sition ;  and  on  a  case  .eserved  on  the  points  raised  on  behalf  of 
the  prisoner,  it  was  held  that  the  deposition  was  properly  admitted. 
The  proposition  that  an  approaching  confinement  was  not  such  an 
illness  as  was  contemplated  by  that  section  coi  Id  not  be  sustained. 
There  might  be  incidents  attending  an  appro8u;hing  parturition  of 
such  a  nature  as  to  bring  it  within  the  statute.  The  question 
whether  the  illness  proved  is  or  is  not  within  the  statute,  is  a 
question  for  the  determination  of  the  presiding  judge,  and  if  to  his 
mind,  exercising  his  discretion  upon  the  facts  proved,  the  evidence 
of  illness  is  sufficient,  the  Court  above  ought  not  to  interfere  with 
his  decision,  {ri) 

Where  a  husband  stated  that  his  wife  was  pregnant  and  unable 
to  attend  ;  but  he  w^^s  unable  to  state  how  far  advanced  she  was, 
and  she  was  about  the  house  attending  to  her  houseliold  du^^es  as 
usual,  and  had  prepared  breakfast  for  him  that  very  morning  as 
usual,  and  had  not  yet  been  confined  to  bed ;  but  a  fortnight  before 
she  had  suffered  somewhat  in  consequence  of  being  driven  to  the 
assize  town  ;  Bramwell,  £.,  permitted  the  deposition  to  be  read,  (o) 

In  one  case  ( p)  Lord  Coleridge,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Old  age  and 
Court  of  Criminal  Appeal,  said    'We  think  that  old  age,  and  neifoasnets. 
nervousness,  and  inability  to  stand  a  cross  examination,  is  not  a 
sufficient  foundation  for  the  reading  of  the  deposition,  and  that  it 
would  raise  a  dangerous  latitude  in  practice  if  we  were  to  admit 
it  upon  such  grounds.' 

(e)  Other  cases  in  which  depositions  admissible. 

A  deposition  of  a  witness,  who  has  been  kept  away  by  the  pro«  A  deposition 
curement  of  the  prisoner,  is  admissible.     Scaife,  Smith,  and  Booke  J|u°*,^^*^ 

(t)  Reg.  V.  Welton,  9  Cox,  C.  C.  296.  Crawshay,  85  L.  J.  C.  P.  842.     Reg.  r. 

Nov.  1862.  Huddersfield,  7  K  &  B.  794.     Reg.  v. 

(wi)  Reg.  V.  Harney,  4  Cox,  C.  C.  441.  Omant,  6  Cox,  C.  C.  466,  July  1854. 
Aug.  1850.     Gumey,  Commr.     See  R.  v,  (o)  Reg.  p.  Croucher,  8  F.   &  F.  285. 

Wilton,  1  F.  &  F.  309.     R.  v.  Walker,  1  Sum.   Ass.    1862.       The    prisoner   was 

F.  &  F.  534.  acquitted,  or  the  point  would  have  been 

(n)  Reg.  9.  Stephenson,  L.  ft  C.  165,  reserred. 
E.  T.  1862.     Erie,  C.  J.,  thought  that  (/>)  R.  i?.  Farrell,  12  Cox,  C.  C.  605. 

the  sessions  acted  rightly  in  admitting  See  R.   v.   Thompson,   13  Cox,   C.    C. 

the  deposition.    See  Duke  of  Beaufort «.  181. 
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were  tried  for  robbery,  and  the  deposition  of  one  Gamett,  which 
had  been  regularly  taken  before  a  magistrate,  in  the  presence  of 
the  prisoners,  was  tendered  in  evidence.  Due  search  had  been 
made  for  the  witness  on  the  part  of  the  prosecution,  but  she  could 
not  be  found,  and  did  not  appear  on  the  trial,  and  there  was  evi- 
dence that  she  had  been  kept  away  by  the  procurement  of  Smith  ; 
but  this  evidence  did  not  implicate  the  other  prisoners.  The 
reading  of  this  deposition  was  objected  to  on  the  part  of  Smith  ; 
but  the  learned  judge  admitted  it,  being  of  opinion  that  the  pro- 
curement by  Smith  was  proved  ;  and  in  summing  up  he  left  Uar- 
nett's  statement,  among  the  other  evidence,  to  the  jury,  not  telling 
them  that  the  deposition  could  aflfect  Smith  only.  Upon  a  motion 
for  a  new  trial  after  a  verdict  of  guilty  against  Scaife  and  Rooke, 
it  was  held  that  the  deposition  was  rightly  admitted  in  evidence 
against  Smith ;  for  if  it  be  proved  that  a  witness  is  kept  away  by 
the  procurement  of  the  prisoner,  the  deposition  of  that  witness  is 
admissible ;  but  that  the  deposition  was  erroneously  left  to  the 
jury  against  the  other  prisoner  ;  for  a  deposition  is  not  admissible 
on  the  ground  that  the  prosecutor,  after  using  every  possible  en- 
deavour, cannot  find  the  witness ;  and  the  deposition  is  only 
evidence  against  the  prisoner  who  procured  the  absence  of  the 
witness.'  (g) 

Where  a  witness,  who  was  examined  before  the  magistrate, 
is  insane  at  the  time  of  the  trial,  he  is  considered  as  in  the  same 
state  as  if  he  were  dead,  and  his  deposition  may  be  given  in 
evidence,  (r)  But  in  such  a  case  it  should  be  shown  that  he  was 
not  insane  at  the  time  his  deposition  was  taken.  Where  on  an 
indictment  for  murder  it  was  clearly  proved  that  a  witness,  who 
had  been  examined  before  the  coroner,  was  insane  at  the  time 
of  the  trial,  and  had  been  so  for  some  time  previously,  but  there 
was  no  evidence  as  to  the  state  of  the  mind  of  the  witness  at  the 
time  when  he  was  examined  before  the  coroner ;  and  it  was  pro- 


{q)  Reg.  r.  Scaife,  17  Q.  B.  238  ;  2  Den. 
C.  C.  281.  E.  T.  1861.  Although  there 
vas  nothing  in  the  former  statutes  pro- 
viding that  the  depositions  taken  under 
them  should  in  any  case  be  evidence, 
yet  it  was  considered,  thati  if  it  were 
previously  proved  satisfactorily  to  the 
court  that  the  witness  was  deaa,  or  that 
he  had  been  kept  away  bv  the  practices 
of  the  prisoner,  his  deposition  might  be 
ffiven  in  evidence  on  ttie  trial  of  an  in- 
dictment :  provided  the  deposition  were 
duly  taken  upon  oath  in  the  presence  of 
the  prisoner,  when  charged  before  a 
magistrate.  1  Hale,  P.  C.  S05,  586. 
BuU.  N.  P.  242.  See  R.  r.  Shippey,  12 
Cox,  C.  C.  161.  R.  r.  Smith,  2  N.  P.  C. 
211.  R.  «.  Ward,  2  C.  &  K.  769. 
Harrison's  case,  4  St.  Tr.  492,  5th  Res. 
in  Lord  Morlev's  case,  Kelyng,  65.  Fost. 
Disc.  887.  Mr.  Starkie  m  a  very  able 
note  to  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Smith,  2 
N.  P.  C.  211,  observes  that  the  two  sta- 
tutes of  Ph.  &  M.  seem  to  have  been 
passed  without  any  direct  intention  on 
the  part  of  the  legislature  to  use  the  exa- 
minations and   depositions  as  evidence 


upon  the  trials  of  felons.  But  the  taking 
of  them  having  been  sanctioned  by  the 
ledslature,  they  became,  it  seems,  ad- 
missible in  evidence  upon  the  rules  and 
principles  of  evidence  already  established ; 
and  the  effect  of  the  statutes  in  point  of 
evidence  seems  to  consist  in  removing  an 
objection  which  would  before  have  occa- 
sioned the  rejection  of  such  evidence, 
namely,  that  the  proceedins  was  extra- 
judicial.  *  The  object  of  taking  the  de- 
positions is  that  if  any  of  the  witnesses, 
whose  evidence  is  given  before  tho  magis- 
trates, should  be  unable  to  attend  at  the 
trial,  or  die,  there  should  not  by  reason 
of  this  be  a  failure  of  justice.'  Per  Cress- 
well,  J.,  Reg.  V,  Ward,  2  C.  &  K.  759. 

(r)  Rex  V.  Eriswell,  3  T.  R.  707,  per 
Lord  Kenyon,  C.  J.,  Ashurst,  J.,  and 
Grose,  J.,  and  there  seems  no  reason  to 
doubt  that  the  deposition  of  aperson  who 
has  become  insane  at  the  time  of  the 
trial  would  be  admissible  since  the  new 
statute,  either  on  the  same  ground  as 
Reg.  t?.  Scaife,  supra^  or  Reg.  v.  Cock- 
bum,  aide,  p.  522,  was  decided. 
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posed  to  give  his  deposition  in  evidence.  Park,  J.  A.  J.,  said, 
*  There  is  one  positive  objection,  that  the  witness  might  be  insane 
when  he  was  examined  before  the  coroner ; '  and  the  deposition 
was  rejected.  («)  But  where  on  an  indictment  for  night  poaching 
and  assaulting  W.  Rickards  it  appeared  that  he  was  suffering 
from  delirium  and  depression  of  spirits  in  consequence  of  a  blow 
on  the  head,  and  his  intellects  were  affected  by  the  injury,  but  it 
was  probable  that  he  would  recover  :  it  was  held  that  if  he  was 
actually  insane  at  the  time  of  the  trial  his  deposition  taken  in  the 
presence  of  the  defendant  was  receivable  in  evidence,  although 
the  insanity  might  be  temporary;  but  the  medical  witness,  being 
imable  to  state  that  he  was  at  the  time  of  the  trial  in  a  state 
of  insanity,  the  deposition  was  rejected,  (t) 

It  has  been  said  that  the  deposition  of  a  witness  beyond  the  sea  Witness  at  the 
was  admissible,  {u)  but  it  was  held  before  the  new  Act  that  the  time  of  trial 
deposition  of  a  witness,  who  had  been  examined  before  the  magis-  ^J^**"^ 
trate,  and  who  had  since  gone  to  sea,  was  inadmissible,  (y)  And 
since  the  new  Act,  where  on  a  trial  for  larceny  it  was  proposed  to 
put  in  evidence  the  deposition  of  W.  Doodt,  which  had  been  duly 
taken  in  the  presence  of  the  prisoner,  who  had  the  opportunity  of 
cross-examination,  and  it  was  satisfactorily  proved  that  W.  Doodt 
was  not  absent  with  any  intention  of  defeating  justice,  but,  being  a 
foreigner,  serving  on  board  a  foreign  vessel  at'  the  time  the  pro- 
perty was  stolen,  he  had,  since  the  committal  of  the  prisoners,  re- 
turned to  his  own  country,  and  at  the  time  of  the  trial  was  residing 
in  a  foreign  kingdom.  It  was  contended  that,  although  the  cause 
of  absence  was  not  within  the  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,  s.  17,  the  depo- 
sition was  receivable  independently  of  that  statute.  But,  on  a  case 
reserved,  it  was  held  that  the  deposition  was  inadmissible.  Al- 
though it  was  quite  possible  that  cases  might  occur  in  which 
depositions  would  be  receivable  in  evidence  under  the  old  rule,  and 
independently  of  the  statute,  yet  if  the  admissibility  of  depositions 
was  extended  beyond  the  cases  provided  for  by  the  statute,  the  rule 
ought  to  be  carefully  and  rigidly  limited.  And  in  this  case  it  was 
consistent  with  what  appeared  that  the  attendance  of  the  witness 
might  have  been  obtained,  and  it  was  not  shown  that  anything  was 
done  by  writing  or  otherwise  to  procure  his  attendance,  (w) 

One  of  the  objects  of  passing  these  statutes  was  to  enable  the  Deposition 
judge  and  jury  before  whom  the  prisoner  is  tried  to  see  whether  may  bensed 
the  evidence  of  the  witnesses  at  the  trial  is  consistent  with  the  ^jt^^  by  the 
account  given  by  them  before  the  committing  magistrate ;  {x)  and  pi-iaoner ; 
therefore  an  information,  when  judicially  and  regularly  taken,  may 
be  used  on  the  part  of  the  prisoner,  when  the  informant  gives  his- 
evidence  at  the  trial,  to  contradict  his  testimony.     Thus  it  was  ad- 


(«)  Rex  V,  Charles  Wall,  "Worcester 
Sam.  Ass.  1830.  See  this  case  more  fully 
stated,  post,  p.  584.  In  Rex  v.  EriswelJ, 
mtpra,  the  pauper,  whose  examination 
was  in  question,  had  become  insane  after 
the  examination  was  taken. 

{t)  Reg.  V.  Marshall,  C.  &  M.  147, 
Ludlow,  Serjt,  after  consulting  Coltman, 
J.  It  is  not  stated  in  the  report  when 
the  blow  on  the  head  was  inflicted. 

(u)  Bull.  N.  P.  242. 


iv)  Reg.  r.  Haean,  8  C.  &  P.  167, 
Bolland,  B.,  and  Coltman,  J.  By  con- 
sent of  counsel  for  the  Crown,  it  seems 
it  might  be  read  for  the  prisoner.  S.  C. 
See  K  V,  Hunt,  2  Cox,  C.  C.  261. 

(w)  Reg.  V,  Austin,  Dears.  C.  0.  612, 
7  Cox,  C.  C.  65.    Jan.  1856. 

(a;)  See  the  judgment  delivered  by 
Grose,  J.,  in  Lambe  scase,  2  Leach,  558. 
2  Phill.  Ev.  76. 
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mitted  in  Lm'd  Stafford* 8  case,  (y)  that  the  deposition  of  a  witness, 
taken  before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  might  be  read  at  the  desire  of 
the  prisoner,  in  order  to  take  off  the  credit  of  the  witness,  by  show- 
ing a  variance  between  the  deposition  and  the  evidence  given  in 
court  vivd  voce.  And  not  only  on  the  part  of  the  prisoner,  but  of 
the  Crown,  by  the  permission  of  the  judge,  depositions  may  be  so 
used,  even  for  the  purpose  of  impeaching  the  credit  of  a  witness 
called  for  the  prosecution. 

Thus  where  a  witness  for  the  prosecution,  on  being  examined, 
gave  a  different  account  of  the  transaction  from  what  he  had  de- 
posed to  before  the  committing  magistrate,  and  the  counsel  for  the 
prosecution  proposed  to  contradict  him  by  proving  the  deposition, 
which  was  objected  to  on  the  part  of  the  prisoner ;  Bayley,  J.,  after 
consulting  Holroyd,  J.,  admitted  the  proposed  contradiction,  (z) 
And  see  as  to  the  present  practice  28  &  29  Vict.  c.  18,  s.  3,  noticed 
post,  ch.  5,  s.  2. 
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(/)  When  Depositions  admissible  upon  trial  of  a  different 

offence. 

If  the  depositions  were  duly  taken  before  the  new  statute,  they 
were  receivable  in  evidence,  after  the  death  of  the  deponent,  not 
only  upon  the  trial  of  the  prisoner  for  the  offence  witn  which  he 
was  charged  at  the  time  they  were  taken,  but  upon  an  indictment 
for  another  offence.  Thus  a  deposition  was  held  admissible  in  a 
case  of  murder,  although  it  was  taken  when  the  prisoner  had  been 
brought  before  two  magistrates  upon  a  charge  of  an  assault  upon 
the  deceased,  and  also  upon  a  charge  of  robbing  a  manufactory 
which  the  deceased  had  been  employed  to  guard.  (6) 

But  the  particular  wording  of  the  11  &  12  Vict,  c.  42,  s.  17,  has 
led  to  some  doubt  upon  this  subject,  (c) 

Upon  an  indictment  for  wounding  T.  Goode  with  intent  to  do 
him  grievous  bodily  harm,  it  appeared  that  at  the  time  of  the  trial 
T.  Qoode  was  too  ill  to  attend,  and  that  his  deposition  had  been 
taken  before  the  committing  magistrate  according  to  the  11  &  12 
Vict.  c.  42,  s.  17,  on  a  charge  of  assault  against  the  prisoner,  which 
was  founded  on  the  same  identical  evidence  as  was  offered  in  sup- 
port of  the  present  indictment :  and  it  was  held  that  this  deposi- 


{y)  3  St.  Tr.  p.  131.     2  Phill.  Ev.  76. 

(2)  Rex  V.  Boyle,  cited  in  Wricht  v. 
Beckett,  1  M.  &  Rob.  422.  Ol&yd's 
case,  R.  &  R.  88.  Wright  v.  Beckett, 
1  M.  &  Rob.  414.  Reg.  v.  Hallett,  9  C. 
ft  P.  748.  Reg.  V.  Williams,  6  Cox, 
C.  C.  843. 

(Jb)  Rex  «.  Smith,  R.  &  R.  C.  C.  R. 
389.  S.  C.  2  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  208. 
Eleven  of  the  judges  met.  Abbott,  J., 
thought  the  evidence  ought  not  to  have 
been  received.  Dallas,  J.,  Graham,  B., 
Richards,  C.  B.,  and  Lord  Ellen- 
borough  stated  that  they  should  have 
doubted  the  admissibility  of  the  evi- 
dence but  for  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Rad- 
bourne,  1  Leach,  457.  R.  v.  Shippey, 
12  Cox,  C.  C.  161. 

(c)  In  Caudle  v.  Seymour,  1  Q.  B.  889, 
where  a  clerk  went  upstairs  and  took  the 


information  of  a  girl  as  to  an  assault,  on 
oath,  whilst  the  ma^strate  remained  in 
the  kitchen,  and  it  did  not  appear  that  he 
heard  what  the  girl  said,  it  was  held  that 
the  information  was  illegally  taken,  as  it 
was  not  taken  in  the  presence  of  the  ma- 
gistrate. Coleridge,  «).,  said,  'It  is  far 
too  common  a  practice  for  the  clerk  to 
examine  the  witness  apart,  and  take  down 
the  answers,  and  then  read  them  over  in 
the  ma^trate*s  presence ; '  and  again, 
'  A  magistrate  taking  depositions  has  a 
discretion  to  exercise ;  he  is  to  examine 
the  witness,  hear  his  answers,  and  judge 
of  the  manner  in  which  they  aro  given. 
If  he  does  not,  how  is  he  in  a  conoUtion, 
supposing  the  charge  were  felony,  to 
decide  whether  or  not  bail  shall  be 
token  ? ' 
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tion  was  not  admissible  in  evidence  upon  this  indictment.  Where  a  do  grieroiis 
prisoner  was  taken  before  a  masristrate  on  any  charsre,  his  attention  ^***^  ^^*"^' 
Sould  necessarily  be  dkected  t  that  particWfharge.  and  bis 
cross-examination  woold  probably  be  directed  to  meet  such  charge 
alone ;  in  addition  to  which,  cases  might  well  be  supposed  in  which 
the  justice  might  prevent  the  prisoner  from  cross-examining  as  to 
anything  which  did  not  appear  to  him  relevant  to  the  pailicular 
charge  then  pending  before  him.  Upon  these  grounds  it  would  be 
very  unreasonable  to  permit  a  deposition  taken  on  a  charge  for  one 
offence  to  be  admitted  against  a  prisoner  on  a  trial  for  a  different 
offence.  Then,  if  the  words  of  the  section  itself  were  carefully 
examined,  it  was  plain  that  they  only  authorized  the  giving  in  evi- 
dence of  a  deposition  upon  an  indictment  for  the  very  same  offence 
as  was  '  charged '  before  the  justice.  The  section  commences  by 
directing  the  manner  in  which  a  deposition  is  to  be  taken  against 
any  person  '  charged  with  any  indictable  offence,'  and'  afterwards 
provides  that '  if  upon  the  trial  of  the  person  so  accused  '  certain 
proof  be  given,  such  deposition  may  be  read  '  as  evidence  in  such 
prosecution.'  Now  that  must  mean  a  prosecution  for  the  very 
offence  'charged'  before  the  justice,  (d)  Whether,  therefore,  the 
reason  of  the  thing  or  the  words  of  the  section  were  considered,  a 
deposition  could  only  be  admissible  where  the  indictment  was  for 
the  same  identical  offence  as  that  *  charged '  before  the  justice,  and 
upon  which  such  deposition  was  taken,  and  consequently  this  depo- 
sition must  be  rejected,  (e) 

But  where  the  prisoner  was  indicted  for  manslaughter,  and  the  DepoBition  on 
deposition  of  the  deceased  had  been  taken  on  a  charge  that  the  * J^^^uf 
prisoner  did  feloniously  stab,  cut,  and  wound  the  deceased,  of  which  wounding  ad- 
stabbing,  cutting,  and  wounding  the  deceased  was  likely  to  die,  and  mitted  on  a 
the  preceding  case  was  cited ;  Wightman,  J.,  received  the  deposi-  gj[*«jj^™*^" 
tion,  saying,  *  There  is  no  decision  precisely  in  point.     The  case 
cited  diiBFers  in  one  respect  from  this.     There  the  original  charge 
was  an  assault;  here  there  is  something  more.'  (/) 

On  a  trial  for  murder  it  appeared  that  between  the  blow  and  the  A  dopoeition 
death  the  deposition  of  the  deceased  had  been  duly  taken  before  a  J"o^^^ 
justice,  in  the  presence  of  the  prisoner,  on  the  charge  of  wounding  with  intent  to 
the  deceased  with  intent  to  do  some  grievous  bodily  harm  to  him,  do  grievous 
and  the  admission  of  this  deposition  was  objected  to  on  the  ground  ^|^^*^n    i 
that  the  deposition  was  not  taken  on  the  same  charge  for  which  the  a  trial  for 
prisoner  was  on  his  trial,  and  the  two  preceding  cases  were  cited  ;  munier. 
but  the  deposition  was  received,  and,  on  a  case  reserved  on  the 
question  whether  the  deposition  taken  on  the  charge  of  maliciously 
wounding  with  intent,  &c.,  was  properly  received  in  evidence,  it 
was  held  that  it  was.     Before  the  passing  of  the  11  &  12  Vict. 


{d)  Sec.  20  also  shows  that  this  is  the 
meaning  of  this  section,  for,  if  a  party  be 
bound  by  recognizance  to  gire  evidence 
against  a  prisoner  for  one  onence  (an  as- 
sault), he  clearly  would  not  forfeit  his 
recognizance  by  failing  to  give  evidence 
affainst  such  prisoner  for  another  offence 
(feloniously  wounding). 

{e)  Reg.  V.  Ledbetter,  8  C.  &  K.  108. 
Sum.  Ass.  1850.  Greaves,  Q.  C,  after 
consulting   Lord  CampbeU,  C.  J.,  and 


"Williams,  J.,  and  referring  to  Kox  v. 
Smith,  supra.  Lord  Campbell,  C.  J. 
^ou^ht  tnat  the  authority  of  Rex  v, 
Smitn  was  very  much  impaired  by  the 
dissent  of  Lord  Tenterden,  and  all  agreed 
that  that  case  was  not  binding  under  the 
11  &  12  Vict  c.  42,  s.  17. 

(/)  Reg.  V,  Dilmore,  6  Cox,  C.  C.  52, 
March  1852.  The  point  would  have 
been  reserved,  but  the  prisoner  was  ac- 
quitted. 
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c.  42,  the  deposition  would  have  been  admissible,  (g)  and  there  was 
nothing  in  the  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,  to  render  it  inadmissible,  or  to 
restrict  the  rule,  which  had  been  established  by  practice  since  the 
statutes  of  Philip  and  Mary.  The  legislature  has  provided  '  that 
the  persons  whose  evidence  is  to  be  taken  shall  be  "  those  who 
shall  know  the  facts  and  circumstances  of  the  case''  not  of  the  par- 
ticular technical  charge  on  which  the  prisoner  is  afterwards  tried  ; 
and  then  it  says  that  if  the  witness  be  dead  the  deposition  may  be 
admissible  "  on  the  trial  of  the  person  so  accused,"  not  on  his  trial 
for  the  particular  offence  with  which  he  was  charged  before  the  ma- 
gistrate ;  and  though  the  charge  at  the  trial  bo  not  identically  the 
same  as  that  made  when  the  deposition  was  taken,  no  harm  can 
result  from  holding  it  admissible ;  because  it  would  always  be 
matter  for  inquiry  by  the  judge  trying  the  case  whether  the  pri- 
soner had  had  a  full  opportunity  for  cross-examination ;  if  the 
charge  on  which  the  deposition  was  taken  was  not  identical  with 
that  stated  in  the  indictment.*  (A)  '  The  question  is  not  whether 
the  charge  made  on  the  inquiry  before  the  magistrate  was  exactly 
the  same  as  that  made  on  the  trial,  but  whether  the  inquiry  was 
such  as  afforded  to  the  party  accused  a  full  opportunity  of  cross- 
examination  ? '  (i)  *  In  Reg.  v.  Ledbetter  it  might  very  well  have 
been  that  a  full  opportunity  of  cross-examination  was  not  afforded. 
On  a  charge  for  a  common  assault,  the  wounding  subsequently 
charged  in  an  indictment  might  not  have  been  material ;  (j)  but 
here  the  whole  of  the  circumstances  which  came  before  the  court 
at  the  trial  were  before  the  magistrate,  with  the  single  exception 
of  the  death  of  the  deceased ;  and  the  prisoner's  opportunity  of 
cross-examining  was  so  complete,  that  his  counsal's  ingenuity  could 
not  suggest  a  question  on  the  one  inquiry  which  would  not  have 
been  so  on  the  other.'  (k)  If  this  construction  were  not  the  true 
one,  the  deposition  of  a  person,  who  afterwards  died,  could 
never  be  used  on  a  trial  for  the  murder  or  manslaughter  of  that 
person,  (l) 

But  this  case  by  no  means  decides  that  a  deposition  would  be 
admissible  if  the  charges  on  the  two  occasions  were  substantially 
different,  (m) 

Where  on  an  indictment  for  murder  by  administering  poison 
with  intent  to  procure  abortion,  the  deposition  of  the  deceased  had 
been  taken  on  a  charge  against  the  prisoner  of  having  administered, 
or  caused  to  be  taken,  poison  in  order  to  procure  abortion ;  Cock- 
burn,  C.  J.,  admitted  the  deposition,  being  disposed  to  think  that, 
the  transaction  being  the  same,  the  evidence  was  admissible, 
although,  in  consequence  of  the  death  of  the  woman  having 
supervened,  the  charge  had  assumed  a  different  shape  and  cha- 
racter, {n) 


(g)  Rex  V.  Badboume,  1  Leach,  457« 
Bex  V.  Smith,  ajde^  p.  526. 

(A)  Per  Jervis,  C.  J. 

(t)  Per  Alderson,  B. 

(J)  Alderson,  B.,  added,  'I  therefore 
do  not  say  whether  Mr.  Greaves  was  or 
was  not  wrong  in  rejecting  the  deposi- 
tion in  that  case.' 

{h)  Per  Alderson,  B. 

(t)  Beg.  v»  Beeston,  Dears.  C.  C.  405, 
M.  T.  1854. 


(9/1)  In  Beg.  V,  Beeston,  Jenris,  C.  J., 
said,  '  I  do  not  mean  to  say  that  a  depo- 
sition would  be  admissible  if  the  chuves 
on  the  two  occasions  were  snbstantiaUy 
different.' 

(n)  Beg.  V.  Fretwell,  L.  k  C.  161,  E.  T. 
1862.  The  point  won  reserved  together 
with  another,  which  being  decided  in 
favour  of  the  prisoner,  this  point  was  not 
noticed. 
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Where  xm  a  trial  for  murdet  it  appeared  that  the  prisoners  had  Depoeition  on 
been  originally  apprehended  on  a  charge  of  robbing  the  deceased  *  ^"^  ^\y^ 
with  violence,  and  the  death  was  alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  violence  Id- 
that  violence ;  Pollock,  C.  B.,  admitted  the  deposition  of  the  de-  mitted  on  a 
ceased,  which  had  been  made,  on  the  charge  of  robbery  with  vio-  *"^^^^ 
lence,  in  the  presence  of  both  prisoners,  with  a  full  opportunity  of 
cross-examination,  (o) 

Where  a  prisoner  is  charged  before  a  magistrate  with  obtaining 
money  by  false  pretences,  and  afterwards  indicted  for  uttering  a 
forged  promissory  note,  the  charges  arising  out  of  one  and  the  same 
transaction  and  being  in  fact  identical,  and  the  prisoner  having  had 
the  opportunity  of  cross-examination  before  the  magistrate  :  held, 
that  the  deposition  of  a  witness  taken  at  such-  hearing,  and  who 
was  afterwards  unfit  to  travel  to  give  evidence,  was  admissible  and 
might  be  read  at  the  trial  for  uttering  the  forged  promissory 
note,  (j?) 

On  a  trial  for  murder  it  appeared  that  the  deceased  had  sworn  An  informa- 
an  information  for  rape  against  the  prisoner  in  his  presence,  and  ^^J^^ 
had  subscribed  it  with  her  mark,  before  a  magistrate,  and  the  pri-  zance  of  the 
soner  had  executed  a  recognizance,  with  sureties,  to  appear  to  the  accused  to 
charge  at  the  ensuing  assizes  ;  before  which,  however,  he  married  cJJJ^J^f 
the  deceased,  but  they  never  lived  together  after  the  marriage ;  and  mitted  in  order 
statements  of  the  prisoner  were  proved  tending  to  show  that  he  ^  P«>^e  a 
married  her  to  prevent  the  prosecution,  and  he  had  said  that  he  S^^/^^^" 
would  give  her  a  short  life.    Christian,  J.,  received  the  information  informant, 
and  recognizance ;  but  he  told  the  jury  that  they  were  not  to  re- 
gard them  as  evidence  of  anything,  save  simply  of  the  facts  that, 
before  the  parties  married,  such  a  charge  had  been  made,  and  the 
prisoner  placed  under  recognizances  to  stand  his  trial  for  it ;  that 
they  had  nothing  whatever  to  do  with  the  question  whether  the 
charge  was  true  or  false,  but  that  the  facts  evinced  by  the  mere  ex- 
istence of  these  documents  might  be  taken  into  their  consideration, 
along  with  the  other  circumstances,  specially  as  bearing  upon  the 
question  of  the  existence  of  a  motive,  which  might  have  prompted 
the  prisoner  to  the  commission  of  the  murder.     And,  on  a  case  re- 
served, it  was  held  that  this  evidence  was  properly  admitted.     It 
was  not  offered  as  evidence  of  an  information  taken  under  the 
statute,  but  was  given  in  evidence  as  a  charge  found  to  be  in  writ- 
ing, and  which  happened  to  be  in  writing,  because  the  information 
was  made  upon  a  certain  occasion.     The  recognizance  of  the  pri- 
soner was  taken  upon  the  same  occasion  as  that  on  which  the 
charge  was  made,  and  was  also  in  writing,  and  was  no  more  to  be 
reg^ed  than  if  the  statute  had  never  been  made.     If  the  charge 
rested  on  parol  evidence,  and  the  party  by  whom  it  had  been  made 
had  used  expressions  equivalent  to  what  appeared  in  the  informa- 
tion, all  that  might  have  been  given  in  evidence  ;  but  nothing  of 
the  sort  could  here  be  given  in  evidence,  as  all  of  it  was  in  writing, 
and  the  only  proper  evidence  of  the  writing  was  the  documents 
containing  the  matters  which  had  been  so  committed  to  writing. 
The  documents  were  not  given  in  evidence  to  substantiate  the 
truth  of  the  charge,  but   merely  as  ,to  the  fact  that  they  had 

(o)  Reg.  V.  Lee,  4  F.  &  F.  63.     Spiv  {p)  ^  v,  Jenkin  Williams,  12  Cox, 

Ass.  1864.  C.  C.  101. 
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been  made,  and  that  the  prisoner  had  entered  into  the  recogni- 
zances, (q) 

(g)  Proof  of  Depoaitiona  on  Trial. 

It  is  the  duty  of  magistrates  to  return  to  the  court  at  which  the 
prisoner  is  to  be  tried,  all  depositions  that  have  been  taken  at  all 
the  examinations  that  have  taken  place  respecting  the  offence 
which  is  to  be  the  subject  of  the  trial,  (r) 

And  it  is  equally  the  duty  of  the  magistrate  to  return  the  de- 
positions of  witnesses  who  are  not  bound  over.  («) 

As  to  returning  depositions  taken  on  behalf  of  the  prisoner.  See 
30  &  31  Vict.  c.  35,  s.  3,  noticed  ante,  p.  513.  (t) 

By  the  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,  s.  17,  (u)  after  it  has  been  proved 
that  the  witness  is  '  dead  or  so  ill  as  not  to  be  able  to  travel,'  it 
must  be  proved,  1st,  that  *  the  deposition  was  taken  in  the  pre- 
sence of  the  person  so  accused;*  and  2ndly,  *that  he  or  his 
counsel  or  attorney  had  a  full  opportunity  of  cross-examining  the 
witness  ; '  and  then,  '  if  such  deposition  purport  to  be  signed  by 
the  justice*  or  justices  by  or  before  whom  the  same  purports  to 
have  been  taken,  the  deposition  may  be  read  as  evidence  without 
further  proof,  unless  it  shall  be  proved  that  the  deposition  was  not 
in  fact  signed  by  the  justice  purporting  to  sign  the  same. 

A  deposition  taken  before  a  coroner  may  be  proved  by  the 
coroner,  or  by  any  person  who  can  prove  the  signature  of  the 
coroner,  that  the  witness  was  sworn,  that  the  deposition  con- 
tains the  evidence  given  by  the  witness,  and  that  the  prisoner 
was  present  and  had  an  opportunity  of  cross-examining  the  wit- 
ness. The  deposition  in  this  case  need  only  contain  so  much  of 
the  evidence  as  is  material,  (v^ 

Where,  before  the  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,  it  was  proposed  to  prove 
the  deposition  of  a  witness  in  order  to  cross-examine  her  upon  it, 
and  neither  the  magistrate  nor  his  clerk  were  at  the  assizes,  and 
the  witness  denied  her  mark  to  the  deposition ;  but  a  constable, 
who  was  present  before  the  magistrate  when  the  witness  was  ex- 
amined, proved  the  signature  of  the  magistrate,  but  was  not  sure 
that  he  saw  the  witness  make  her  mai^  to  it,  though  he  recol- 
lected seeing  the  pen  in  her  hand,  and  heard  her  deposition  read 
over  to  her,  and  believed  the  deposition  to  be  the  same  that 
was  read  over  to  her,  and  his  own  deposition  immediately  followed 
it ;  Coleridge,  J.,  held  that  the  deposition  might  be  read  to  the 
witness  to  examine  her  upon  it.  (w) 

Upon  an  indictment  for  ravishing  Sarah  Higgins,  it  appeared 
that  she  was  a  person  of  very  weak  mtellect ;  but  her  deposition 


(q)  R.  V.  Lydanc,  8  Cox,  C.  C.  88. 

(r)  Rex  V.  Simons,  6  C.  &  P.  640. 

(5)  Rex  V.  Smith,  2  C.  k  K.  207. 
Lord  Denman,  C.  J. 

(t)  See  11  A;  12  Vict,  c  42,  s.  25  ;  7 
C.  A;  P.  270.  2  C.  &  K.  845.  R.  v. 
Clark,  5  Cox,  C.  C.  280.  Rex  v.  Fuller, 
7  C.  &  P.  269.  Yaughan,  J.  See  Keg. 
V.  Arnold,  8  C.  &  P.  621. 

{u)  Ante,  p.  511.  Before  this  Act  de- 
positions might  be  proved  by  any  one 
who  was  present  when  same  were  taken. 


B.  V.  Pikelsley,  9  C,  k  P.  124.  R.  v. 
Wilshaw,  C.  k  M.  145,  but  see  2  Hall, 
P.  C.  c.  88,  p.  284. 

(v)  See  the  7  Geo.  4,  c.  64,  s.  4,  anie^ 
p.  500,  note  </).  See  England's  case,  2 
Leach,  770,  as  to  proof  of  depositions 
before  coroners. 

(to)  Reg.  V.  Hallett,  9  C.  &  P.  748. 
Coleridge,  J.,  said, '  Suppose  there  was  no 
mark  at  all,  why  shoula  not  a  third  per- 
son say  that  this  was  the  paper  that 
read  oyer  to  the  witness ! ' 
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before  the  magistrate  was  in  the  usual  form,  and  did  not  show  any- 
thing as  to  any  inquiry  into  the  competency  of  the  witness  in  point 
of  intellect ;  and  when  she  was  called  as  a  witness,  she  appeared 
not  at  all  to  understand  the  nature  of  an  oath,  and  to  have  no  idea 
of  a  future  state  ;  upon  which  Wilde,  C.  J.,  observed, '  It  would  be 
always  desirable,  where  a  person  of  weak  intellect  is  examined  be- 
fore a  magistrate  in  a  case  of  felony,  that  the  magistrate's  clerk 
should  take  down  in  the  depositions  the  questions  put  by  the 
magistrate,  and  the  answers  given  by  the  witness  as  to  the  witness's 
capacity  to  take  an  oatL  (:r) 

And  since,  as  in  the  case  of  examinations,  it  will  be  intended  Parol  eTidencc 
that  the  mainstrate,  according  to  his  duty,  took  the  deposition  in  ?*  *  deposition 

...  ^        .J  /•  .  1       •    r  j.«         •     •       J     •     m\      ^'11  •.   •      IB  not  admia- 

writmg,  parol  evidence  of  the  mformation  is  inadmissible,  till  it  is  gibi©  aniess 
shown  that  it  was  not  reduced  to  writing,  (y)  Thus  where  the  it  be  clearly 
plaintiff  had  been  arrested  on  a  charge  of  felony  and  taken  before  proved  that  it 

...  i_j'i_  ji'jxi-  'x*        was  not  taken 

a  magistrate,  who  discharged  him,  and  there  was  no  positive  in  writing, 
evidence  whether  the  examinatious  of  the  witnesses  had  been 
taken  in  writing,  and  it  was  urged  that,  as  no  case  had  been  made 
out  against  the  plaintiff,  it  was  to  be  presumed  that  no  depositions 
had  been  taken  in  writing;  Jervis,  C.  J.,  said,  'The  statute 
positively  requires  every  examination  before  justices  to  be  taken 
down  in  writing.  I  know  this  is  frequently  neglected  under  the 
circumstances  mentioned,  but  it  is  a  practice  quite  illegal  and 
highly  improper.  I  cannot  in  any  case  presume  that  the  law  has 
been  violated,  and  therefore  without  positive  evidence  that  in 
this  case  the  examinations  have  not  been  taken  down,  I  cannot 
admit  parol  evidence.'  (z) 

Where  on  the  trial  of  an  action  for  a  malicious  prosecution  it 
appeared  that  the  defendant  had  made  a  charge  against  the  plain- 
tiff before  a  magistrate,  the  hearing  of  which  was  in  the  iii*st 
instance  adjourned,  and  on  a  subsequent  occasion  the  case  was 
heard,  and  the  depositions  were  gone  through,  taken  down,  and  the 
plaintiff  committed  for  trial.  A  magistrate's  clerk  attended  on 
the  first  occasion,  and  took  down  what  the  defendant  said,  but 
neither  the  defendant  nor  the  magistrate  signed  it ;  it  was  objected 
that  parol  evidence  of  what  the  defendant  said  on  the  first  occasion 
was  inadmissible,  and  that  the  writing  must  be  produced.  Cress- 
well,  J.,  *I  know  from  the  depositions  returned  to  me  at  the 
assizes,  that  in  practice,  when  a  case  is  adjourned,  the  depositions 
are  not  regularly  reduced  to  writing  under  the  statute  ;  and  I 
think  that  parol  evidence  is  admissible  here  of  what  was  said  on 
the  first  occasion.  If  two  persons  are  present  on  the  examination 
of  a  witness,  and  one  takes  a  note  of  what  the  witness  says,  and 
the  other  does  not,  the  latter  is  as  competent  as  the  former  to  prove 
what  he  heard.'  (a) 

Where  in  an  action  for  maliciously  laying  an  information  before  Evidence  is 

admiflidble  to 


(x)  Reg.  V.  Painter,  2  C.  &  K.  819. 
With  all  deference,  such  qnestions  and 
answers  are  preliminary  to  the  swearing 
of  the  witness,  and  cannot  therefore  form 
any  part  of  the  deposition.  It  might  he 
well,  however,  to  make  a  note  of  the 
qnestions  and  answers  either  on  another 
paper,  or  separately  from  and  so  as  to 
fonn  no  part  of  tne  deposition.      In  a 


confession,  such  as  Keg.  v.  Dingley,  1  C. 
&  K.  637,  of  course  anything  the  prisoner 
says  may  be  inserted.     C.  S.  G. 

{v)  Kex  V.  Fearshire,  1  Leach,  202. 

[z)  Parsons  v.  Brown,  3  C.  &  K.  295. 

(a)  Jeans  v,  Wheedon,  2  M.  &  Rob. 
486.  See  the  reporter's  note  there.  See 
also  Reg.  t;.  Christopher,  1  Den.  C.  C. 
636. 
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explain  or  add  a  magistrate,  that  he,  the  defendant,  apprehended  danger  to  his 
tion  ^**^**^'  l^f®  or  bodily  harm  from  the  plaintiff,  the  information  of  the  de- 
fendant, taken  in  vnriting  by  the  magistrate's  clerk  was  put  in, 
after  being  proved  by  the  clerk,  and  after  it  was  read  the  counsel 
for  the  defendant  asked  the  clerk  in  cross-examination  whether  the 
defendant  had  not,  in  addition  to  what  appeared  in  the  informa- 
tion, stated  that,  on  the  occasion  deposed  to,  the  plaintiff  had  used 
a  certain  threat ;  and  the  question  was  objected  to  on  the  ground 
that  it  went  to  explain  or  aad  to  the  written  information  ;  Gaselee, 
J.,  as  the  point  was  a  difficult  one  and  of  frequent  occurrence, 
consulted  the  other  judges  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  and 
stated  that  they  all  were  of  opinion  that  evidence  was  admissible 
to  prove  anything  the  party  had  said  as  part  of  his  information, 
beyond  what  was  put  in  writing,  either  for  the  purpose  of  expla- 
nation or  addition.  (6)  Upon  an  indictment  for  obtaining  money 
by  false  pretences,  a  witness  was  examined  for  the  prosecution, 
who  had  been  examined  before  the  magistrates,  on  the  application 
of  the  prisoner,  touching  the  present  charge,  and  the  prisoner  s 
counsel  now  asked  him  whether,  when  he  was  before  the  magis- 
trate, he  did  not  say,  whilst  under  croas-examiTiation  by  the 
prieonei^a  attorney,  that  he  knew  the  prisoner  was  collecting  rates 
after  the  24th  of  June.  This  question  was  objected  to  on  the 
ground  that  the  depositions  being  referred  to,  contained  no  note  of 
any  such  cross-examination.  But  Erie,  J.,  was  of  opinion  that  the 
auestion  must  be  allowed.  There  did  appear  to  have  been  decisions 
the  other  way,  but  he  had  always  been  of  opinion  that  in  principle 
those  decisions  were  wrong,  (c) 


Qf)  Venafra  v.  Johnson,  1  M.  &  Bob. 
816.  See  Rowland  v,  Ashby,  R.  &  M. 
N.  P.  C.  231 ;  Rex  v.  Harris,  R.  &  M. 
C.  C.  R.  338,  ante,  p.  508,  and  Rex  v. 
Reed,  M.  &  M.  403. 

(c)  Reg.  v.  Curtis,  2  C.  &  K.  763.  But 
see  contra,  R.  v.  Thornton,  Warwick 
Sum.  Ass.  1817.  Holroyd,  J.,  Russ.  on 
Crimes,  4th  ed.  p.  489.  Rex  v.  Wylde, 
6  C.  &  P.  380.  See  antCy  p.  94,  note 
(p)y  and  Rexv.  Edmunds,  6  C.  &  P.  164, 
arvUy  p.  487.  With  reference  to  cases 
where  the  magistrate  has  not  taken  the 
evidence  of  a  witness  in  writing,  Mr. 
Phillipps  observes,  'If  the  magistrate 
has  not  taken  in  writing  the  information 
of  a  witness,  it  is  clear  that  no  proof 
can  be  admitted  after  his  death  of  what 
he  said  before  the  magistrate ;  or  if  the 
magistrate  took  the  information  in  writing 
but  irregularly,  as,  for  instance,  if  the 
witness  was  not  sworn,  or  the  magistrate 
did  not  subscribe,  it  is  equally  clear  that 
after  the  witnesses  death  parol  evidence 
of  his  information  will  not  be  admissible ; 
for  such  evidence  would  not  have  been 
admissible  except  b^  virtue  of  the  sta- 
tute, nor  is  it  admissible  since  the  passing 
of  the  statute,  the  statutoir  regulations 
not  havinff  been  compliea  with;  the 
written  information  is  the  primary  and 
best  proof  of  the  information,  ana  the 
irregularity  of  that  primary  evidence  is 
not  a  sufficient  ground  for  receiving  evi- 


dence of  a  secondary  or  inferior  nature. ' 
In  this  passage  (which  does  not  appear  in 
the  7th  edition),  the  observations  must 
be  taken  to  apply  to  'an  examination 
taken  in  the  presence  of  the  prisoner  ;  * 
and  taking  them  so  to  apply,  it  may 
admit  of  considerable  doubt  whether  they 
are  well  founded.  The  deposition  of  a 
witness  is  not  admissible  because  it  is  in 
writing  under  the  statute,  but  because  it 
is  taken  in  the  presence  of  the  prisoner, 
and  he  has  had  an  opportunity  of  cross- 
examining  tlie  witness ;  and  it  is  con- 
ceived that  at  common  law  the  rule  is 
well  established,  that  the  testimony  of  a 
deceased  witness,  who  has  been  examined 
upon  oath  on  a  former  occasion  in  a  pro- 
ceeding between  the  same  parties,  on  the 
same  subject-matter,  is  admissible  in  a 
subsequent  proceeding  between  the  same 
parties,  and  may  be  proved  by  any  one 
who  heard  the  evidence  given.  And  this 
rule  extends  to  criminal  as  well  as  civil 
proceedings.  See  arUe^  p.  854.  Now  in 
all  criminal  prosecutions  the  Queen  is 
considered  as  the  prosecutrix,  botii  before 
the  magistrate  and  on  the  trial.  The 
parties,  therefore,  before  the  magistrate 
and  on  the  trial  are  the  same,  and  con- 
sequently the  evidence  of  a  deceased 
witness  examined  in  the  presence  of  the 
prisoner  before  the  magistrate  mi^t,  at 
common  law,  be  proved  by  parol  on  the 
trial  of  the  prisoner.     But  the  statate 
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Qi)  Depositions  before  Cormiers. 

The  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,  only  applies  to  depositions  before  DepoaitioM 
magistrates,  (d)    The  7  Geo.  4,  c.  64,  s.  4,  regulates  depositions  before 
before  coroners,  and  is  not  repealed  by  the  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42.         coroners. 

The  7  Geo.  4,  c.  64,  s.  4,  enacts  that  every  coroner,  upon  any 
inquisition  before  him  tdken,  whereby  any  person  shall  be  indicted 
for  manslaughter  or  murder,  or  as  an  accessory  before  the  fact,  shall 
put  in  writing  the  evidence  given  to  the  jury  before  him,  or  as  much 
thereof  as  shaJl  be  material :  and  shall  have  authority  to  bind  by 
recoguizance  all  such  persons  as  know  or  declare  anything  material 
touching  the  said  manslaughter  or  murder,  or  the  said  offence  of 
being  accessory  to  murder,  to  appear  at  the  next  court  of  oyer  and 
terminer,  or  gaol  delivery,  or  superior  criminal  court  of  a  county 
palatine,  or  great  sessions,  at  which  the  trial  is  to  be,  then  and 
there  to  prosecute  or  give  evidence  against  the  party  charged,  and 
every  such  coroner  shM  certify  and  subscribe  the  same  evidence, 
and  all  such  recognizances,  and  also  the  inquisition  before  him 
taken,  and  shall  deliver  the  same  to  the  proper  officer  of  the  court 
in  which  the  trial  is  to  be,  before  or  at  the  opening  of  the  court 

There  are  conflicting  authorities  upon  the  question  whether  a 
deposition  before  a  coroner  is  receivable  in  evidence  on  the  trial  of 
a  prisoner  when  he  was  not  present  when  the  witness  was 
examined,  (e) 

Smith,  J.,  refused  to  admit  in  evidence  the  deposition  of  a 
witness  taken  before  the  coroner  where  the  prisoner  was  notpresent 
at  the  inquest  when  the  witness  was  examined.  (/)  The  ob- 
jection to  the  admission  of  a  deposition  taken  by  a  coroner  in  the 
absence  of  a  prisoner  is  fortified  by  the  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,  s.  17, 
expressly  requiring  the  deposition  before  a  magistrate  to  be  taken 
in  the  presence  of  the  prisoner,  and  giving  bim  a  full  right  of 
cross-examiuation. 

A  marked  distinction  exists  between  the  situation  in  which  a  Diatinction 

between  the 


having  required  the  magistrate  to  put  the 
evidence  in  writing,  such  writing  is  the 
best  evidence  of  what  the  \ntness  said. 
It  is  submitted,  however,  that  in  case  no 
part  of  the  evidence  were  taken  down, 
parol  evidence  would  be  admissible  of 
what  the  witness  said.  The  statute  has 
directed  the  examination  of  a  prisoner 
to  be  taken  in  writing;,  and  yet  itthat  be 
not  done,  parol  evidence  is  admissible, 
because  such  parol  evidence  was  admis- 
sible at  common  law.  Lambo's  case,  2 
Leach,  552.  The  observations  of  the 
judges  in  this  case  furnish  a  strong  argu- 
ment by  analogy  in  support  of  the  view 
hero  contended  for.  It  might  be  further 
contended  that  what  was  said  by  a  wit- 
ness  in  the  presence  of  a  prisoner  before 
a  magistrate  was  admissible  at  common 
law,  as  a  statement  made  in  the  prisoner's 
presence,  to  which  he  not  only  might 
reply,  bat  which  he  was  called  upon  ex- 
pressly to  answer.  See  Bex  e.  Edmunds, 
6  C.  &  P.  164,  where  Tindal,  C.  J., 
admitted  evidence  of  what  a  deceased 


prosecutor  swore  in  the  presence  of  the 
prisoner  on  an  examination  before  a 
magistrate  for  committing  the  assault, 
from  the  effects  of  which  the  deceased 
died,  *as  producing  an  answer,  and  like 
any  other  conversation.'  And  see  the  ob- 
servations of  Parke,  B.,  in  Helen  v.  An- 
drews, ajite,  p.  486.     C.  S.  G. 

{d)  See  R.  v.  Hazell,  8  Cox,  C.  0.  448. 
R.  V,  Cleary,  2  F.  &  F.  860,  which  cases 
are  no  doubt  incorrectly  reported.  R.  v, 
Mooney,  9  Cox,  C.  C.  411. 

(e)  Lord  Morley's  case.  Eel,  55. 
Thatcher's  case.  Sir  T.  Jones,  58.  Brom- 
wich*s  case,  1  Lev.  180.  Gilb.  Ev.  124. 
Kex  V.  Stockley,  1  East,  P.  C.  c.  5,  s.  78. 
Bull.  N.  P.  242.  See  per  Alderson,  B. 
Reg.  V.  Austin,  Dears.  C.  C.  612.  8  T.  R. 
722.  Gamett  v.  Ferrand,  6  B.  &C.  611. 
Sitts  V.  Brown,  9  C.  &  P.  601.  1  &  2 
Ph.  &  Mary,  c.  18,  s.  5. 

(/)  Rex  V.  Rigge,  4  F.  &  F.  1085. 
This  it  is  submittedwas  a  correct  decision. 
See  1  Taylor,  £v.  459,  4th  ed.  2  Stark. 
Ev.  885.     2  Phil.  Ev.  75. 
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position  of  a  prisoner  stands  when  he  is  before  a  magistrate  on  a  chaige  of 
priaoner  before  felony  or  misdemeanor,  and  when  he  is  present  during  the  time  a 
a  ma^Utr^.      coroner  is  holding  an  inquest ;  and  this  distinction  seems  to  have 

been  acted  upon  in  the  following  case.  Upon  an  indictment  for 
murder  it  was  proved  that  a  witness  who  had  been  examined 
before  the  coroner  was  insane  at  the  time  of  the  trial,  and  had  been 
so  for  some  time  previously ;  part  of  his  deposition  had  been  taken 
in  the  absence  of  the  prisoner,  and  part  in  his  presence,  but  the 
whole  was  read  over  in  his  presence ;  and  it  was  proposed  to  give 
this  deposition  in  evidence,  and  1  Phill,  Ev.  369,  373,  referred  to, 
in  order  to  show  that  the  deposition  was  admissible  where  the 
witness  had  become  insane ;  and  Rex  v.  SmiUi,  (g)  to  show. that 
reading  the  whole  over  in  the  presence  of  the  prisoner  rendered  it 
admissible.  Park,  J.  A.  J.,  *  There  is  one  positive  objection,  that 
the  witness  might  be  insane  when  he  wa«  examined  before  the 
coroner.  Secondly,  the  7  Geo.  4,  c.  64,  makes  a  strong  distinction 
between  magistrates  and  coroners.  There  is  a  charge  made  before 
a  magistrate ;  but  I  cannot  call  it  a  charge  before  a  coroner.  In 
Rex  V.  Smith,  the  deposition  was  taken  in  a  common  felony,  and 
there  the  question  was,  whether  a  deposition  taken  on  one  charge 
could  be  evidence  on  another.  I  will  not  receive  this  deposition. 
I  think  it  safer  not  to  do  so.'  (h) 


Examination 
of  witnesses 
before  trial. 


(i)  Where  Witness  Examined  before  Ti^L 

By  30  &  31  Vict.  c.  35,  s.  6,  and  whereas  by  the  11  &  12  Vict, 
c.  42,  s.  17,  it  is  permitted  under  certain  circumstances  to  read  in 
evidence  on  the  trial  of  an  accused  person  the  deposition  taken  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  said  Act,  of  a  witness  who  • 
is  dead,  or  so  ill  a^  to  be  unable  to  travel  And  whereas  it 
may  happen  that  a  person  dangerously  ill,  and  unable  to  travel, 
may  be  able  to  give  material  and  important  information  relating 
to  an  indictable  offence,  or  to  a  person  accused  thereof,  and  it  may 
not  be  practicable  or  permissible  to  take,  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  the  said  Act,  the  examination  or  deposition  of  the 
person  so  being  ill,  so  as  to  make  the  same  available  as  evidence 
in  the  event  of  his  or  her  death  before  the  trial  of  the  accused 
person,  and  it  is  desirable  in  the  interest  of  truth  and  justice  that 
means  should  be  provided  for  perpetuating  such  testimony,  and  for 
rendering  the  same  available  in  the  event  of  the  death  of  the 
person  giving  the  same  :  '  Therefore,  whenever  it  shall  be  made  to 
appear  to  the  satisfaction  of  any  justice  of  the  peace  that  any 
person  dangerously  ill,  and  in  the  opinion  of  some  registered 
medical  practitioner  not  likely  to  recover  irom  such  illness,  is  able 


{g)  AnUf  p.  626. 

{h)  Rex  V.  Charles  Wall,  Worcester 
Sum.  Ass.  1830,  MSS.  C.  S.  G.  The 
distinction  taken  by  the  learned  judge 
seems  to  deserve  much  consideration.  The 
ground  on  which  a  deposition  before  a 
magistrate  is  admissible  is  that  the  pri- 
soner, being  tliere  to  answer  a  chaise, 
has  the  right  to  cross-examine  the  wit- 
nesses. In  many  cases  before  coroners, 
even  if  the  prisoner  be  present,  there  is 


no  charge,   and  perhaps  no   suspicion, 

X'nst  him,  and  it  may  be  doubted 
ther  in  strictness  under  any  circum- 
stances he  has  a  ri^  to  croes-ezamine 
the  witnessea  ;  and  if  there  were  nochai^ge 
in  fact  made  against  him,  his  interference 
would  be  an  unwarranted  inteimption  of 
the  proceedings.  See  the  obflervationa  of 
Parke,  B.,  in  melen  v.  Andrews,  anU,  p. 
486.     C.  S.  6. 
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and  willing  to  give  material  information  relating  to  any  indictable 
offence,  or  relating  to  any  person  accused  of  any  such  offence,  and 
it  shall  not  be  practicable  for  any  justice  or  justices  of  the  peace 
to  take  an  examination  or  deposition  in  accordance  with  the  pro- 
visions of  the  said  Act  of  the  person  so  being  ill,  it  shall  be  lawful 
for  the  said  justice  to  take  in  writing  the  statement  on  oath  or 
affirmation  of  such  person  so  being  ill,  and  such  justice  shall  there- 
upon subscribe  the  same,  and  shall  add  thereto  by  way  of  caption 
a  statement  of  his  reason  for  taking  the  same,  and  of  the  day  and 
place  when  and  where  the  same  was  taken,  and  of  the  names  of 
the  persons  (if  any)  present  at  the  taking  thereof,  and,  if  the  same 
shall  relate  to  any  indictable  offence  for  which  any  accused  person 
is  already  committed  or  bailed  to  appear  for  trial,  shall  transmit 
the  same  with  the  said  addition  to  the  proper  officer  of  the  Court 
for  trial  at  which  such  accused  person  shall  have  been  so  com- 
mitted or  bailed ;  and  in  all  other  cases  he  shall  transmit  the  same 
to  the  clerk  of  the  peace  of  the  county,  division,  city,  or  borough, 
in  which  he  shall  have  taken  the  same,  who  is  hereby  required  to 
preserve  the  same,  and  file  it  of  record ;  and  if  afterwards  upon 
the  trial  of  any  offender  or  offence  to  which  the  same  may  relate, 
the  person  who  made  the  same  statement  shall  be  proved  to  be 
dead,  or  if  it  shall  be  proved  that  there  is  no  reasonable  probability 
that  such  person  will  ever  be  able  to  travel  or  to  give  evidence,  it 
shall  be  lawful  to  read  such  statement  in  evidence,  either  for 
or  against  the  accused,  without  further  proof  thereof,  if  the  same 
purports  to  be  signed  by  the  justice  by  or  before  whom  it  purports  to 
be  taken,  and  provided  it  be  proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Court 
that  reasonable  notice  of  the  intention  to  take  such  statement  has 
been  served  upon  the  person  (whether  prosecutor  or  accused) 
against  whom  it  is  proposed  to  be  read  in  evidence,  and  that  such 
person  or  his  counsel  or  attorney,  had  or  might  have  had,  if  he  had 
chosen  to  be  present,  full  opportunity  of  cross-examining  the 
deceased  person  who  made  the  same.' 

By  sec.  7,  whenever  a  prisoner  in  actual  custody  shall  have 
served  or  shall  have  received  notice  of  an  intention  to  take  such 
statement  as  herein-before  mentioned,  the  judge  or  justice  of  the 
peace  by  whom  the  prisoner  was  committed,  or  the  visiting  justices 
of  the  prison  in  which  he  is  confined,  may,  by  an  order  in  writing, 
direct  the  gaoler  having  the  custody  of  the  prisoner  to  convey  him 
to  the  place  mentioned  in  the  said  notice  for  the  purpose  of  being 
present  at  the  taking  of  the  statement ;  and  such  gaoler  shall 
convey  the  prisoner  accordingly,  and  the  expenses  of  such  con- 
veyance shall  be  paid  out  of  the  funds  applicable  to  the  other 
expenses  of  the  prison  from  which  the  prisoner  shall  have  been 
conveyed. 

An  order  for  the  examination  of  a  witness  resident  in  England,  An  order  for 
but  unable  from  illness  to  attend  the  trial,  cannot  be  made  by  the  ^^'^tion 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  in  a  criminal  prosecution,  either  by  the  oannot  be 
common  law  authority  of  the   Court,  or  under  the  1  Will.  4,  granted  in  a 

C.  22.  (j)  criminal  case. 

The  Court,  upon  application  of  the  defendant,  postponed  the 
trii^  of  an  information  for  a  misdemeanor,  upon  the  defendant's 

(J)  Reg.  V.  Upton,  St.  Leonard's,  10      1  Dowl.  520. 
Q.  B.  827>  and  see  Rex  v.  Lady  Briscoe, 
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consenting  by  writing  under  his  own  hand  to  the  examination 
upon  interrogatories  of  a  witness  for  the  Crown.  (1c) 


I>epo3itioii8 
in  IndU. 


In  cases  of 
offences  com- 
mitted by 
public  servants 
abroad. 

Merchant 
Shipping  Act, 
17  &  18  Vict, 
c.  104. 


DepositionB 
to  ba^receiyed 
in  evidence 
when  witness 
cannot  be 
prodaoed. 


0)  Offeificea  ccymmiUed  Ahroad — Merchant  Shipping  Act, 

Where  an  indictment  or  information  is  exhibited  in  the  Queen's 
Bench  for  an  offence  committed  in  India^  the  depositions  of  the 
witnesses  may  be  obtained  under  the  provisions  of  the  13  Geo.  3, 
c.  63,  s.  40  and  s.  44.  This  statute  enacts  that  the  Court  may 
award  a  writ  of  mandamus  to  the  judges  of  the  courts  in  India,  as 
the  case  may  require,  for  the  examination  of  witnesses,  who  are  to 
be  examined  publicly  in  the  court,  upon  oath  administered  ac- 
cording to  the  form  of  their  several  religions  ;  and  these  deposi- 
tions duly  taken  and  returned,  in  the  form  prescribed  by  the  Act, 
are  to  be  allowed,  and  deemed  as  good  and  competent  evidence, 
as  if  the  witnesses  had  been  sworn  at  the  trial,  and  examined 
vivd  voce,  {I) 

In  the  case  of  a  prosecution  for  an  offence  committed  abroad 
by  any  person  employed  in  the  public  service,  the  depositions  of 
witnesses  resident  abroad  may  be  obtained  in  the  way  pointed  out 
by  the  42  Geo.  3,  c.  85. 

By  the  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  104,  s.  267,  all  offences  against  pro- 
perty or  person  committed  in  or  at  any  place  either  ashore  or 
afloat  out  of  Her  Majesty's  dominions,  by  any  master,  seaman,  or 
apprentice,  who  is  or  within  three  months  previously  has  been 
employed  in  any  British  ship,  are  to  be  deemed  offences  of  the 
same  nature,  and  are  to  be  tried  in  the  same  manner  and  by  the 
same  courts  as  if  such  offences  had  been  committed  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Admiralty  of  England.     See  vol.  1,  p.  17. 

Hy  sec.  270,  '  whenever  in  the  course  of  any  legal  proceedings 
instituted  in  any  part  of  Her  Majesty's  dominions  before  any 
judge  or  magistrate,  or  before  any  person  authorized  by  law  or 
by  consent  of  parties  to  receive  evidence,,  the  testimony  of  any 
witness  is  required  in  relation  to  the  subject-matter  of  such  pro- 
ceeding, then  upon  due  proof,  if  such  proceeding  is  instituted  in 
the  United  Kingdom,  that  such  witness  cannot  be  found  in  that 
kingdom,  (m)  or  if  in  any  British  possession,  that  he  cannot  be 
found  in  the  same  possession,  any  deposition  that  such  witness 
may  have  previously  made  on  oath  in  relation  to  the  same  subject- 
matter  before  any  justice  or  magistrate  in  Her  Majesty's  dominions, 
or  any  British  consular  officer  elsewhere,  shall  be  admissible  in 
evidence  subject  to  the  following  restrictions  ;  (that  is  to  say), 

(1.)  If  such  deposition  was  made  in  the  United  Kingdom,  it 
shall  not  be  admissible  in  any  proceeding  instituted  in 
the  United  Kingdom : 


(it)  R.  V.  Morphew,  2  M.  &  S.  602. 
See  Anon.  2  Chit.  199. 

(/)  See  Keg,  v.  Douglas,  1  C.  &  K.  670. 
Lord  Denman,  C.  J. 

(m)  Witnesses,  whose  evidence  had 
been  taken  abroad  by  the  British  Vice 
Consul  under  this  section,  were  officers  of 
a  British  sailing  vessel,  which  traded 
between  Fayal  and  Boston,  and  which 


was  stated  by  an  officer  of  the  board  of 
trade,  from  examination  of  official  re> 
cords,  never  to  have  been  in  this  country, 
held  that  it  was  sufficiently  proved  tliac 
the  witnesses  were  not  in  the  United 
Kingdom,  and  the  depositions  were 
accoi-dingly  admitted  in  evidence.  R.  v. 
Conning,  11  Cox,  C.  C.  134.  R.  v, 
Anderson,  11  Cox,  C.  C.  154. 
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(2.)  If  such  a  deposition  was  made  in  any  British  possession, 

it  shall  not  be  admissible  in  any  proceeding  instituted 

in  the  same  British  possession  : 
(3.)  If  the  proceeding  is  criminal  it  shall  not  be  admissible 

unless  it  was  made  in  the  presence  of  the  person 

accused : 
every  deposition  so  made  as  aforesaid  shall  be  authenticated  by 
the  signature  of  the  judge,  magistrate,  or  consular  oflScer,  before 
whom  the  same  is  made  ;  and  such  judge,  magistrate,  or  consular 
officer  shall,  when  the  same  is  taken  in  a  criminal  matter,  certify, 
if  the  fact  is  so,  and  that  the  accused  was  present  at  the  taking 
thereof,  but  it  shall  not  be  necessary  in  any  case  to  prove  the 
signature  or  official  character  of  the  person  appearing  to  have 
signed  any  such  deposition  ;  and  in  any  criminal  proceeding  such 
certificate  as  aforesaid  shall,  unless  the  contrary  is  proved,  be  suffi- 
cient evidence  of  the  accused  having  been  present  in  manner  there- 
by certified ;  but  nothing  herein  contained  shall  affect  any  case  in 
which  depositions  taken  in  any  proceeding  are  rendered  admissible 
in  evidence  by  any  Act  of  Parliament,  or  by  any  Act  or  Ordinance 
of  the  legislature  of  any  colony,  so  far  as  regards  such  colony,  or  to 
interfere  with  the  power  of  any  colonial  legislature  to  make  such 
depositions  admissible  in  evidence,  or  to  interfere  with  the  practice 
of  any  court  in  which  depositions  not  authenticated  as  hereinbefore 
mentioned  are  admissible.' 

The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  larceny  alleged  to  have  been  com-  DepoBitioM 
mitted  in  February  1852,  on  board  an  English  merchant  ves^l,  ^fiJ*?,*^® , 
lying  in  the  Bosphorus,  of  ^hich  the  prisoner  was  mate  and  the  I'^^^T' 
prosecutor  captain.     The  principal  evidence  against  the  prisoner  T^o^^e. 
consisted  of  the  depositions  of  witnesses  still  abroad  ;  and  the  cap-  to^sJroaSir 
tain  proved  that  he  made  a  charge  against  the  prisoner  of  stealing  thewiiDesses, 
his  property  before  the  British  Consul  at  Constantinople.     Each  tranalating 
witness  was  sworn  and  examined  by  the  Consul.     Each  witness  meDtafriWiiir 
was  asked  if  he  could  speak  English,  and  if  he  could  not  he  was  the  prisoner  an 
sworn  in  another  language ;  some  were  sworn  in  Greek,  which  the  opportunity 
captain  did  not  understand.     They  were  all  sworn  on  the  same  ^^^^2  ^^^ 
book,  which   was  an  English  bible.     The  captain  did  not  know  striking  oat 
the  religion  of  any  of  the  witnesses  sworn  in  the  foreign  language,  hearsay  from 
The  Consul  himself  took  the  examinations,  and  translated  each  l^^^jjjf^ 
question  and  answer  as  it  was  given,  and  wrote  the  depositions  in 
English  ;  and  when  the  whole  of  each  deposition  was  taken  down 
it  was  read  to  the  prisoner,  and  he  was  asked  what  he  had  to  say ; 
and  all  he  said  was  that  he  was  not  guilty.    The  captain  coidd 
not  be  answerable  whether  the  prisoner  was  asked  whether  he  would 
ask  any  witness  any  question.     He  could  not  ask  questions  of  the 
witnesses,  because  he  did  not  understand  the  language,  and  he  did 
not  tell  the  Consul  anything  he  wished  to  be  asked  of  the  witnesses. 
The  depositions  had  been  transmitted  to  the  Board  of  Trade  by  the 
Consul,  and  by  that  Board  to  the  attorney  for  the  prosecution,  who 
produced  them,  and  the  captain  proved  his  signature  to  his  infor- 
« mation  and  examination,  which  were  amongst  the  depositions.  The 
depositions  bore  the  official  seal  of  the  English  Consul  for  Constan- 
tinople, and  were  certified  to  have  been  taken  in  the  presence  of 
the  prisoner.     It  was  objected,  1,  that  there  was  no  proof  that  the 
witnesses  were  duly  sworn  ;  2,  that  there  ought  to  nave  been  an 
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interpreter  sworn,  and  that  the  Consul  could  not  act  as  interpreter 
Bfl  he  had  done,  or  the  depositions  ought  to  have  been  returned  in 
the  language  of  the  witnesses ;  3,  that  the  depositions,  not  being 
in  the  language  of  the  witnesses,  were  not  in  fact  their  depositions  ; 
4,  that  the  prisoner  was  not  proved  to  have  had  a  fair  opportunity 
of  cross-examination.     For  the  Ci'own  it  was  contended  that  the 
Merchant  Shipping  Act,  7  &  8  Yict.  c.  112,  s.  59,  made  depositions 
taken  before  a  Consul  abroad  and  certified  under  his  official  seal 
to  be  the  depositions,  and  that  they  were  taken  in  the  presence  of 
the  accused,  admissible  in  courts  of  criminal  jurisdiction,  'in  like 
manner  as  depositions  taken  before  any  justice   of  the  peace  ia 
England,*  (ti)  and  that  by  the  Mercantile  Marine  Act,  13  &  14  Vict, 
c.  93,  s.  115,  depositions  of  any  witnesses  taken  before  any  consular 
officer,  in  any  criminal  proceeding  in  the  presence  of  the  accused, 
and  certified  under  his  official  seal  to  have  been  so  taken,  shall  be 
admissible  ;  and  '  any  deposition  purporting  to  be  so  certified  shall 
be  deemed  to  have  been  so  taken  and  certified  as  aforesaid,  unless 
the   contrary  is  proved.*  (o)     That  the  deposition  so  certified   is 
the  deposition  as  it  stands  on  the  face  of  the  documents.     The 
7  &  8  Vict.  c.  113,  s.  1,  was  also  cited.     It  was  replied  that  the 
13  &  14  Vict  c.  93,  s.  115,  was  answered,  because  it  was  proved 
that  the  depositions  were  not  properly  taken  ;  and  that  the  7  &  8 
Vict,  a  112,  s.  59,  only  made  the  depositions  receivable  where  they 
would  have  been  receivable  if  taken  in  England,  and  that  these  de- 
positions would  not  have  been  so  receivable.     Greaves,  Q.  C,  con- 
sulted Wigbtman,  J.,  and  they  agreed  that  the  proper  course  would 
be  to  admit  the  depositions,  but  to  reserve  the  points.    The  depo- 
sitions were  then  put  in  ;  but  on  examination  they  were  found  to 
contain  a  great  deal  of  hearsay  evidence.     It  was  then  objected 
that  they  were  inadmissible  on  this  ground ;  as  it  was  impossible  to 
separate  the  good  and  bad  evidence,  and  the  statute  had  made  the 
depositions  evidence,  and  there  was  no  power  to  strike  out  any  part 
of  them.     Qreaves,  Q.  C,  was  of  opinion  that  he  might  run  his  pen 
through  all  the  objectionable  parts  of  the  depositions,  (p)  and  direct 
the  officer  to  read  the  remainder,  {q) 


(n)  This  Act  is  repealed  by  the  17  &  18 
Vict.  c.  120. 

(o)  This  Act  is  also  repealed  by  the 
17  &  18  Vict:  c.  120. 

(i?)  See  SmaUv.  Naime,  13  Q.  B.  840. 
Hutchinson  v.  Bernard,  2  M.  &  Kab.  1 
Steinkeller  v.  Newton,  9  C.  &  P.  318. 

{q)  Reg.  V.  Russell,  MSS.  C.  S.  G.,  S.  C. 
6  Cox,  C.  C.  60.  On  attempting  to  strike 
out  the  objectionable  parts,  it  appeared  so 
clear  that  the  depositions  had  been  taken 
by  a  person  very  little  conversant  with 
law,  that  Greaves,  Q.  C,  told  the  counsel 


for  the  prosecution  that  it  was  vety 
difficult  to  presume  that  such  a  person 
had  properly  administered  the  oath  or 
given  the  prisoner  a  proper  opportunity 
of  cross-examination ;  and,  Uiereupon, 
the  prosecution  was  abandoned.  Wight- 
man,  J.,  thought  that  as  the  witnesses 
had  taken  the  oath  without  objection,  it 
might  perhaps  be  presumed  that  they 
were  properly  sworn ;  but  on  the  other 

g)ints    he    entertained   grave   doubts, 
reaves,  Q.  C,  was  stron^y  inclined  to 
think  that  all  the  objections  were  good. 
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OF  WITNESSES. — ^WHAT  FACTS  WITNESSES  MAY  DISCLOSE,  AND  WHAT 
ARE  PRIVILEGED  COMMUNICATIONS,  p.  539. — HOW  WITNESSES 
ARE  TO  BE  EXAMINED,  p.  557. — HOW  THE  CREDIT  OF  WITNESSES 
MAY  BE  IMPEACHED,  p.  572. — HOW  MANY  WITNESSES  ARE  SUFFI- 
CIENT,  p.  594. — HOW  THE  ATTENDANCE  OF  WITNESSES  IS  TO  BE 
COMPELLED  AND  REMUNERATED,  p.  595. — OF  ACCOMPLICES,  p. 
600. — ^AND  WHAT  WITNESSES  ARE  COMPETENT  TO  GIVE  EVI- 
DENCE, p.  611. 

Sec.  I. 

Of  Privileged  Communications,  and  other  Matters  which  a  Wit- 
ness may  not  Disclose, 

A  WITNESS  is  to  be  sworn  to  speak  the  truth,  the  whole  truth,  Privileged 
and  nothing  but  the  truth.  But  this  form  of  oath,  absolute  as  it  jy^^"^"*^ 
seems,  must  be  taken  with  an  implied  reservation,  that  the  witness 
is  not  to  disclose  any  facts  within  his  knowledge,  which,  by  the 
law  of  the  land,  founded  on  considerations  of  justice,  and  of  public 
policy,  he  is  forbidden  to  make  known.  Of  such  a  nature  are 
professional  communications  between  a  client  and  his  solicitor, 
or  counsel,  and  mattei^  connected  with  the  government  of  the 
country,  (a) 

The  law  attaches  so  sacred  an  inviolability  to  communications  ^'J"^®^?!!fj?''* 
between  a  client  and  his  legal  advisers,  that  it  will  neither  oblige  ©r  oouuel.  * 
nor  sufiFer  persons  so  employed  to  reveal  any  facts  confidentially 
disclosed  to  them  at  any  period  of  time,  neither  after  their  employ- 
ment has  ceased  by  dismissal  or  otherwise,  nor  after  the  cause 
in  which  they  were  engaged  is  entirely  concluded.  (6)  The  privi- 
lege of  not  being  examined  on  such  subjects  is  the  privilege  of  the 
client,  and  not  of  the  solicitor  or  counsel ;  (c)  and  it  never  ceases. 
'  It  is  not  suflScient,'  said  Mr.  J.  Buller,  (d)  '  to  say  that  the  cause 


(a)  See  Spark  v.  Middleton,  12  Vin. 
Abr.  Ev.  B.  a,  4,  p.  88.  1  Keb.  606. 

(b)  Lord  Say  and  Seale's  case,  10  Mod. 
41.  Wilson  V.  Rastall,  4  Term  Rep.  768, 
in  the  judjnnent  of  Buller,  J.  Sloman  v. 
Heme,  2  Esp.  N.  P.  C.  695.  Rex  v. 
Withers,  2  Campb.  678.  Parkhurst  v, 
Lowten,  2  Swanst  194,  221.  Richards 
V.  Jackson,  18  Ves.  474. 

(c)  10  Mod.  41.  BulL  N.  P.  284.  Bat 
if  the  client  waive  his  privilege,  the  wit- 
ness may  be  examined.  Mene  v.  More, 
R.  ft  M.  N.  P.  C.  890.  Bnt  he  is  not 
considered  as  waiving  it  by  calling  his 
solicitor  as  a  witness.  1  PhiU.  £v.  163, 
citing  Waldron  v.  Ward,  Styl.  449.  Vail- 


lant  V,  Dodemead,  2  Atk.  624. 

(d)  4  T.  R.  759.  'The  first  duty  of  a 
solicitor  is  to  keep  the  secrets  of  his  cli- 
ents,* per  Gaselee,  J.  Taylor*.  Black- 
low,  8  B.  N.  C.  286.  He  ought,  there- 
fore, '  to  consider  his  lips  sealed  with  a 
sacred  silence '  as  to  all  confidential  ooni- 
mxmications,  per  Tindal,  C.  J.,  ibid. 
And  see  Petne's  cose  and  Madam  du 
Barry's  case,  cited  6  T.  R.  766.  A 
solicitor,  therefore,  who  without  his  cli- 
ent's consent  discloses  a  confidential 
communication,  is  'guilty  of  a  gross 
breach  of  a  great  moral  duty,'  per 
Vaughan,  J.,  Taylor  v.  Blacklow,  and 
is  liable  to  an  action  for  any  ii^ury  that 
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Bale  confined 
to  legal  ad- 
▼isers. 


is  at  an  end ;  the  mouth  of  such  a  person  is  shut  for  ever.'  And  it 
makes  no  difference  that  the  client  is  not  in  any  shape  party  to  the 
cause  before  the  court,  (e) 

The  privilege  is  strictly  confined  to  communications  made  to 
counsel,  solicitors,  and  attorneys.  (/)  No  others,  however  confiden- 
tial, or  whatever  be  the  relation  or  employment  of  the  party  en- 
trusted, are  privileged.  Therefore  all  other  professional  persons, 
whether  physicians,  surgeons,  or  clergymen,  are  bound  to  disclose 
the  matters  confided  to  them,  (gr)  Thus  where  the  prisoner,  being 
a  Papist,  had  made  a  confession  before  a  Protestant  clerg3rman  of 
the  crime  for  which  he  was  indicted,  that  confession  was  per- 
mitted by  Buller,  J.,  to  be  given  in  evidence  on  the  trial,  and  the 
Prisoner  was  convicted  and  executed.  Qi)  So  a  confession  to  a 
^opish  priest  has  been   held  not   to    be    privileged,  (i)      So   a 


may  arise  from  such  disclosure.  Ibid. 
Or  he  may  be  punished  by  the  court  to 
which  he  belongs,  admitted  arguendo. 
Ibid.  Two  learned  barons,  however,  in 
Hibberd  v.  Knight,  2  £xc.  R.  11,  expressed 
an  opinion  that  if  an  attorney  chose  volun- 
tarily  to  disclose  a  confidential  commu- 
nication, the  Court  would  receive  the 
evidence.  These  observations  were  merely 
obiter  dicta,  and  seem  to  have  arisen 
from  an  erroneous  impression  of  the  facts 
in  Marston  v.  Downes,  6  C.  &  P.  881.  1 
A.  &  K  31.  The  former  of  these  reports 
correctly  states  what  occurred  on  the 
trial,  and  certainly  the  attorney  did  not 
volunteer  any  statement  of  the  contents 
of  any  deed  ;  and  upon  the  observations 
in  Hibberd  v.  Knight  being  cited  in  New- 
ton  V.  Chaplin,  10  C.  B.  366,  Maule,  J., 
said,  '  Fpresume  that  the  learned  barons 
did  not  mean  that  the  attorney  may  in 
all  cases  betray  his  own  client. '  The 
matter,  however,  seems  to  be  set  at  rest 
by  Cleave  v.  Jones,  7  Exch.  421,  as  it 
was  there  held  that  an  attorney  could  not 
give  in  evidence  on  his  own  behalf  a 
confidential  communication  in  an  action 
Against  his  client.  In  Volant  v.  Soyer, 
18  C.  B.  281,  Jervis,  C.  J.,  raised  a  doubt 
whether  the  14  &  16  Vict.  c.  99,  had  not 
taken  away  the  ground  of  objecting  to 
the  production  of  a  document  on  the 
ground  of  its  having  been  received  pro- 
fessionally ;  but  Maule,  J.,  said  that  *The 
right,  which  a  client  has  always  enjoyed, 
of  being  protected  from  a  breach  of  pro- 
fessional confidence,  remains  the  same.  I 
think  the  protection  still  continues  unim- 
paired, so  far  as  regards  the  prohibition 
to  the  attorney  to  give  evidence  of  the 
contents  of,  or  to  produce  documents  be- 
longing to,  his  client. ' 

(«)  Kex  V,  Withers,  2  Campb.  678. 

(/)  4  T.  B.  758.  Rex  v.  Duchess  of 
Kingston,  11  St  Tr.  246. 

{g)  Ibid. 

(A)  Rex  V,  Sparkes,  cited  in  Du  Barrd 
V.  Livette,  Peake  R.  78,  in  which  latter 
case  Lord'  Kenyon  said  he  should  have 

g&used  before  he  admitted  such  evidence, 
ut  the  point,  that  confessions  to  clei^- 
men  are  not  privileged,  has  been  fuuy 


established  by  the  decision  in  Rex  v. 
Gilham,  awU,  p.  466.  In  Broad  v.  Pitt, 
3  C.  &  P.  518,  Best,  C.  J.,  after  recog- 
nising this  decision,  said,  'I,  for  one,  will 
never  compel  a  clergyman  to  disclose  com- 
munications made  to  him  by  a  prisoner, 
but  if  he  chooses  to  disclose  them  I  shall 
receive  them  in  evidence.*  In  Reg.  r. 
Griffin,  6  Cox,  C.  C.  219,  the  chaplain 
of  a  workhouse  was  called  to  prove  cer- 
tain conversations  he  had  had  ¥dth  the 
prisoner  as  to  injuries  she  had  inflicted  on 
ner  child,  for  whose  murder  she  was  beinf 
tried,  when  he  visited  her  as  her  spiritusu 
adviser;  Alderson,  B.,  *I  think  these 
conversations  ought  not  to  be  given  in 
evidence.  The  principle  upon  which  an 
attorney  is  prevented  m>m  divulging  what 
passes  with  his  client  is  because,  without 
an  unfettered  means  of  communication, 
the  client  would  not  have  any  proper  legal 
means  of  assistance.  The  same  principle 
applies  to  a  person,  deprived  of  whose  ad- 
vice the  prisoner  would  not  have  proper 
spiritual  assistance.  I  do  not  lav  this 
down  as  an  absolute  rule,  but  I  think  such 
evidence  ought  not  to  be  given.'  No  case 
was  cited 

(i)  Butler  V.  Moore,  M'Nall.  Ev.  253» 
as  cited  1  Phill.  Ev.  165.  In  Reg.  v. 
Hay,  2  F.  &  F.  4,  Hill,  J.,  committed  a 
Jloman  Catholic  priest  for  refusing  to 
state  from  whom  he  received  a  stolen 
watch,  which  he  stated  he  had  received 
in  connexion  with  the  confessional  But 
the  priest  was  not  asked  to  disclose  any- 
thing that  had  been  stated  to  him  in  the 
confessional,  and  therefore  no  question 
arose  as  to  that.  Where  a  witness  had 
taken  an  oath  to  a  prisoner  that  he  would 
not  reveal  what  the  prisoner  should  tell 
him,  Patteson,  J.,  said,  'These  oaths  are 
very  wrong  and  wicked,  but  still  they 
are  not  binding,  and  every  person,  except 
counsel  and  attorneys,  is  compellable  to 
reveal  what  they  may  have  heard ;  and 
counsel  and  attorneys  are  only  excepted 
because  it  is  absolutely  necessaiy,  for  the 
sake  of  their  clients,  that  commnnica- 
tions  to  them  should  be  protected ; '  and 
admitted  the  confession.  Rex  v.  Shaw, 
6  C.  &  P.  872. 
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banker,  (j)  steward,  servant,  or  private  friend,  is  bound  to  disclose 
a  communication,  however  confidential,  {k)     And  where  a  clerk  to 
the  commissioners  of  the  property-tax  was  required  to  prove  the  de- 
fendant to  be  a  collector,  and  he  objected,  because  he  had  taken  an 
oath  of  office  not  to  disclose  what  he  should  learn  as  clerk  concerning 
the  property-tax,  except  with  the  consent  of  the  commissioners,  or 
by  force  of  an  Act  of  Parliament,  it  was  held  that  he  was  bound  to 
give  his  testimony,  and  that  the  evidence  which  a  witness  was  called 
upon  to  give  in  a  court  of  justice  was  to  be  considered  as  an  im- 
plied exception  in  the  Act.  (Z)     An  arbitrator  may  be  called  to  Arbitrator, 
prove  what  matters  were  claimed  before  him  on  a  reference:  (m)  he 
cannot,  however,  be  admitted  or  called  on  to  give  evidence  of  any 
concessions  made  by  one  party  during  the  reference  for  making  his 
peace  and  getting  rid  of  the  suit,  although,  as  to  regular  admissions 
by  the  parties,  there  is  no  objection  to  his  testimony,  (n)     A  person  interpreter, 
who  acts  as  an  interpreter,  (o)  or  agent,  (p)  between  the  solicitor  Agent, 
and  his  client,  or  the  solicitor's  clerk,  (q)  cannot  be  called  on  to  oiork. 
reveal  a  confidential  communication  ;  for  they  stand  precisely  in  the 
same  situation  as  the  solicitor  himself,  and  are  considered  as  his 
organs. 

It  has  been  held  that  a  person  who  is  consulted  confidentially  ^^  ^^' 
on  the  supposition  of  his  being  a  solicitor,  when  in  fact  he  is  not  attorney,  not 
one,  is  compellable  to  answer,  (r)      And  propositions  which  the  being  one. 
solicitor  of  one  party  has  been  professionally  entrusted  to  make  to 
another  party  may  be  proved  by  another  witness  who  was  present 
when   they  were   delivered,  (s)     And  a   solicitor  may  be  called 
upon  by  a  plaintiff  to  state  a  convei'sation  in  which  the  defendant 
proposed  a  compromise  to  the  plaintiff,although  the  witness  attended 
on  that  occasion  as  solicitor  for  the  defendant,  (t)     So  where  the  Communica- 
plaintiff  and  defendant  went  together  to  the  plaintiff's  attorney's  p^'^^*Jf 
office,  and  had  a  conversation  in  the  presence  of  the  attorney's  clerk,  both  parties, 
it  was  held  that  this  conversation  was  not  a  privileged  communica- 
tion, but  might  be  proved  by  the  clerk,  and  that  a  letter  written  by 
the  clerk  in  consequence  of  instructions  given  by  the  defendant  in 
the  course  of  that  interview  was  admissible,  as  that  was  an  act 
done,  (u)    So  where  an  act  is  done  in  pursuance  of  a  bargain  be- 
tween two  parties  and  in  the  presence  of  the  solicitors  of  each  of 
them,  the  communication  made  by  one  party  to  his  solicitor,  re- 
lating to  that  act  in  the  presence  of  the  other  party  and  his  solicitor 
is  not  privileged.    The  defendant,  in  the  presence  of  his  solicitor, 


(;)  Lloyd  v.  Freshfield,  2  C.  &  P.  829. 

{k)  Valliant  v,  Dodemead,  2  Atk.  524. 
Lord  Falmouth  v.  Moss,  11  Price,  455. 

(0  Lee  V.  Birrell,  8  Campb.  887. 
.  (m)  Martin  v.  Thornton,  4  £sp.  181, 
by  Lord  Alvanley.     Duke  of  Buccleuch 
V,   Metropolitan    Board   of  Works,   41 
L.  J.  Ex.  187. 

(n)  Slack  v.  Buchannan,  Peake  N.  P.  C. 
6.  Westlake  v.  Collard,  BulL  N.  P.  286. 
Martin  v.  Thornton,  4  £sp.  181.  Bull. 
N.  P.  284 

(o)  DuBarrdr.  Livette,  Peake  N.  P.  C. 
78,  S.  C.  4  T.  R.  756. 

(p)  Parkins  v.  Hawkshaw,  2  Stark. 
289. 

(q)  Taylor  v,  Forster,  2  C.  &  P.  195. 
See  Webb  v.  Smith,  1  C.  &  P.  887. 


(r)  Fountain  v.  Young,  6  Esp.  118  ; 
ged  qucere^  whether  this  would  be  so 
where  the  client  has  acted  bond  fide  and 
without  negligence. 

(»)  GainsfoTd  v.  Grammar,  2  Campb.  10. 

(0  Griffith  V.  Dairies,  5  B.  A;  Ad.  502. 
And  per  Parke,  J.,  *  This  is  not  a  confi- 
dential disclosure,  but  an  open  commu- 
nication from  one  adversary  to  another, 
witnessed  by  the  attorney  of  one  party. 
In  Gfdnsfordv.  Grammar,  the  Lord  Chief 
Justice  might  properly  reject  the  attor- 
ney's evidence  of  what  his  client  said  to 
him,  but  not  his  statement  of  what  he 
himself  afterwards  said  to  the  opposite 
party.' 

(u)  Shore  v.  Bedford,  5  M.  &  G.  271. 
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and  one  Clark  and  his  solicitor^  Yallanoe,  signed  a  note,  and  it  was 
held  that  Vallance  might  prove  that  the  note  was  given  by  the  de- 
fendant to  Clark  in  consideration  of  his  withdrawing  all  opposition 
to  the  defendant's  passing  his  last  examination  as  a  bankrupt  (te;) 
And  communications  made  to  a  person,  by  profession  a  solicitor, 
but  not  employed  as  such  in  the  particular  business  which  is  the 
subject  of  inquiry,  are  not  privileged,  though  they  may  have  been 
made  confidentially,  {x) 

Where  two  parties  employ  the  same  solicitor,  a  communication 
by  one  to  him  in  his  common  capacity  is  not  privileged,  but  may  be 
used  by  the  other,  (y)  And  where  a  party  employs  a  solicitor 
who  is  also  employed  by  the  other  side,  the  privilege  is  confined  to 
such  communications  as  are  clearly  made  to  him  in  the  character  of 
his  own  solicitor.  (0) 

It  now  remains  to  be  considered  what  sort  of  communications 
made  to  a  solicitor  or  counsel  by  his  client  are  entitled  to 
protection.  A  very  eminent  writer  on  the  Law  of  Evidence  (a) 
has  laid  it  down,  that  the  privilege  of  the  client  is  not  confined  to 
cases  only  where  he  has  employed  the  solicitor  in  a  suit  or  cause, 
but  extends  to  all  such  communications  as  are  made  by  him  to  the 
solicitor  in  his  professional  character  and  with  reference  to  profes- 
sional business.  And  this  opinion  has  been  confirmed  by  a  case  (&) 
where  it  was  held  that  an  attorney,  to  whom  an  application  had 
*  been  made  to  draw  an  assignment  of  goods,  which  he  declined  to  do« 
could  not  be  allowed  to  disclose  that  circumstance,  a  question 
having  arisen  whether  an  assignment  subsequently  drawn  by  another 
attorney,  was  fraudulent.  And  in  that  case  Richardson,  J.,  said, 
that  if  an  attorney  were  to  be  consulted  on  the  title  to  an  estate, 
he  would  not  be  at  liberty  to  disclose  any  information  thus  com- 
municated to  him  to  the  prejudice  of  his  client  And  Sir  J. 
Leach,  V.  C.  in  'WaXher  v.  WU^d/man,  (c)  considered  the  protection 
to  extend  to  every  communication  made  by  the  client  to  his  coun- 
sel or  attorney  or  solicitor  for  professional  purposes,  (d)     And  al- 


(w)  Weeks  v.  Aigent,  16  M.  &  W.817. 

(«)  Wilson  t;.  Rastall,  4T.  E.  763,  760, 
and  see  post,  p.  652.  In  a  trial  at  Nisi 
Prius  at  Westminster,  an  attorney  who 
had  drawn  an  agreement  between  a  sheriff 
and  his  under-sheriff,  being  produced 
to  prove  a  corrupt  agi'eement  between 
them,  was  not  compelled  to  discover  the 
matter,  and  per  Holt,  C.  J.,  it  seems  to 
be  the  same  law  of  a  scrivener ;  and  he 
cited  a  case  where  upon  a  covenant  to 
convey  as  counselshall  advise,  et  consilium 
Tum  dedit  odvisameTdum  beinff  pleaded, 
conveyances  made  by  the  advice  of  a 
scrivener  being  tendered  and  refused,  was 
allowed  to  be  good  evidence  upon  this 
issue  ;  for  he  is  a  counsel  to  a  man  with 
whom  he  will  advise,  if  he  be  instructed 
and  educated  in  the  way  of  practice, 
otherwise  of  a  gentleman,  parson,  &c,, 
Anonymous  Skinn.  404.  And  in  Tur- 
qnand  v.  Kniffht,  2  M.  &  W.  98,  it  ap- 
peared that  Knight  had  applied  to  an 
attorney  to  procure  him  a  loan  of  money, 
and  it  was  contended  that  where  an  at- 
torney was  emploved  to  raise  money, 
that  was  not   such  an  employment  as 


brought  him  within  the  rule ;  and  that 
here  he  was  acting  as  a  scrivener  only. 
Lord  Abin^r,  C.  B.,  said,  'As  to  the 
point  of  this  document  being  brought  to 
nim  in  the  chai*acter  of  a  scrivener,  Lord 
Nottingham  laid  it  down  that  he  would 
not  compel  a  scrivener  to  disclose  the 
communications  made  to  him.*  Harvey 
V.  Clayton,  2  Swanst.  221  n. 

{y)  Baugh  v,  Cradocke,  1  H.  &  Rob. 
182,  Patteson,  J.  Cleve  v.  Powell,  1  M.  ft 
Rob.  228,  LodI  Denman,  G.  J.,  sayings 
'either  party  has  a  right  to  the  dis- 
closure.* 

(2)  Perry  v.  Smith,  9  M.  &  W.  681, 
per  Parke,  B.  ;  in  which  case  it  was  held 
that  the  same  attorney  having  been  em- 
ployed upon  the  sale  of  an  estate  by  the 
vendor  and  purchaser,  a  communication 
from  the  purchsser  to  the  attorney,  ask- 
ing him  for  time  to  pay  the  purchase 
money,  was  not  privileged.  See  Griffith 
V.  Davies,  per  Parke,  J.,  suprot  note  {i), 

(a)  PhUl.  Ev.  7th  ed.  148. 

Ih)  Cromack  v.  Heathcote,  2  B.  &  B.  4. 

{c)  6  Madd.  47. 

{d)  And  from  the  cases  of  Brard  «s. 
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though  Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.,  on  several  occasions,  both  before  and 
since  the  case  of  Cromack  v.  Heathcote,  expressed  at  Nisi  Prius 
a  contrary  opinion,  (e)  yet  it  is  now  clearly  settled  that  the 
privilege  of  professional  confidence  is  not  limited  to  cases  in  which 
a  suit  is  in  contemplation,  (/)  but  that  the  client's  privilege  ex- 
tends much  beyond  communications  in  respect  of  a  suit,  (g)  Thus, 
where  it  was  proposed  to  ask  an  attorney  whether  a  person  had  not 
applied  to  him  to  draw  a  conveyance,  Parke,  J.,  refused  to  allow 
the  question  to  be  asked,  saying, '  I  am  of  opiuion  that  the  privilege 
applies  to  all  cases  where  the  client  applies  to  the  attorney  in  his 
professional  capacity,  and  an  application  to  draw  a  deed  is,  I  think 
of  that  description,  (h) 

In  one  case,  (i)  Alderson,  B.,  said,  *  The  rule  seems  to  be  corre-  The  rule  is 
lative  with  that  which  governs  the  summary  jurisdiction  of  the  ^'J^^I* 
courts  over  attorneys.  In  Ex  parte  Aitken,  {j)  that  rule  is  laid  down  ^^h  goyerns 
thus  :  "  Where  an  attorney  is  employed  in  a  matter  wholly  uncon-  the  sunmary 
nected  with  his  professional  character,  the  Court  will  not  interfere  j?"*^'*^!j?'^  ^^ 
in  a  summary  way  to  compel  him  to  execute  faithfully  the  trust  re-  ^^^  aolicitora. 
posed  in  him ;  but  where  the  employment  is  so  connected  with  his 
professional  character,  as  to  afford  a  presumption  that  his  character 
formed  the  ground  of  his  employment  by  the  client,  there  the 
Court  will  exercise  this  jurisdiction."  So  where  the  communication 
made  relates  to  a  circumstance  so  connected  with  the  employment 
as  a  solicitor,  that  the  character  formed  the  ground  of  the  com-  * 
munication,  it  is  privileged  from  disclosure.'     Thus  communications  On  sale  of 
made  in  relation  to  the  sale  and  purchase  of  estates  are  protected ;  estates, 
a  solicitor,  therefore,  who  has  been  employed  in  the  purchase  and 
sale  of  estates,  cannot  be  asked  as  to  a  communication  made  to  him 
by  the  party  who  employed  him.  (k)     So  a  solicitor  who,  being 
resorted  to  by  a  borrower  to  raise  money  for  him,  peruses  on  the 
part  of  the  proposed  lender  the  abstracts  of  the  borrower,  is  not 
allowed  to  give  evidence  concerning  them.  {[)  But  where  a  treaty  had 
been  entered  into  by  B.  with  E.  for  the  exchange  of  lands,  and  an 
abstract  was  handed  by  the  attorney  of  E.  to  the  attorney  of  B.,  and 
he  compared  it  with  the  title  deeds,  and  the  attorney  of  B.  on  being 
called  upon  to  produce  the  abstract  stated  that  his  client  claimed  to 


AckermaD,  5  Esp.  120,  and  Bobson  v, 
Kemp,  5  Esp.  52,  it  appears  that  Lord 
Ellenborougn,  C.  J.,  was  of  the  same 
opinion. 

(e)  Wadsworth  v.  Hamshaw,  2  Brod. 
&  Bing.  6,  note  (a).  Manning's  Dig. 
374.  Williams  v.  Mondie,  R.  ^  H.  N . 
P.  C.  84. 

(/)  Phill.  Et.  168. 

(g)  The  opinion  of  Lord  Chancellor 
Brougham,  Tindal,  C.  J.,  Lord  Lynd- 
hurst,  C.  B.,  and  Parke,  B.,  in  Greenongh 
V.  Gaskell,  Mylne  A;  E.  98,  as  stated  4 
B.  k  Ad.  876,  per  Parke,  B. 

{h)  Doe  d.  Shellard  v.  Harris,  5  C.  & 
P.  592.  The  learned  Baron  also  held  in 
the  same  case  that  the  attorney  could  not 
be  asked  whether  the  party  had  asked  his 
advice  for  a  lawful  or  for  an  unlawful 
purpose,  saying,  '  there  is  a  ffreat  deal 
of  difficulty  in  the  witness's  disclosing 
whether  the  conference  between  him  and 
his  client  was  for  a  lawful  or  nolawful 


purpose,  without  one  being  told  what  it 
was.  It  might  be  that  the  party  asked 
if  a  particmar  thing  could  legally  be 
done.  The  learned  Baron  also  said,  that 
Williams  v.  Mundic  was  overruled  by 
Greenough  v.  Gaskell.  In  Bowman  v. 
Norton,  6  C.  &  P.  177,  Tindal,  C.  J., 
held  that  a  conversation  between  a  client, 
who  afterwards  became  bankrupt,  and  his 
attorney's  clerk,  on  the  subject  of  his 
affairs,  was  a  privileged  communication, 
and  could  not  be  given  in  evidence  in  an 
action  by  his  assignees  for  the  purpose  of 
showing  his  motives. 

(i>  Turquand  v.  Knight,  2  M.  &  W. 
98.  ' 

(/)  4  B.  A;  Aid.  47.  See  also  Ex  parte 
Yeatman,  4  Dowl.  P.  R.  804. 

{k)  Mvnn  v.  Joliffe,  1  M.  &  Rob.  326, 
Littledale,  J. 

(l)  Doe  d,  Peter  v.  Watkins,  8  Bing. 
N.  C.  421.  And  see  Taylor  v.  Blacklow, 
8  Bing.  N.  C.  285. 
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be  entitled  to  the  property  under  the  contract  of  exchange,  and  that 
he  held  the  abstract  as  part  of'  the  evidence  of  the  contract,  and 
had  not  applied  to  his  client  for  leave  to  produce  the  abstract,  but 
was  ready  to  do  so,  if  the  judge  thought  he  ought,  and  the  judge 
answered  that  there  appeared  no  sufficient  reason  why  he  should 
not,  it  was  held  that  the  abstract  was  properly  produced,  (m) 

A  solix^itor  is  not  bound  to  produce,  or  to  answer  any  questions 
concerning  the  nature  or  contents  of,  a  deed  or  other  instrument 
intrusted  to  him  professionally  by  his  client ;  and  the  judge  has  no 
right  to  look  at  tne  instrument  to  see  if  the  objection  to  produce 
it  or  to  disclose  its  contents  be  well  founded  or  not ;  for  the  mere 
statement  of  the  solicitor  that  he  received  the  document  from  his 
client  professionally  is  enough  to  protect  it.  (n)  But  where  an 
attorney  refused  to  produce  a  deed  on  the  ground  that  it  was  one 
of  his  client's  title-deeds,  and  his  clients  had  instructed  him  not  to 
produce  it,  the  privilege  was  allowed  ;  but  the  judge  directed  him 
to  produce  the  deed  and  permit  a  witness  to  read  the  indorsement 
on  it,  but  not  the  deed  itself,  for  the  purpose  of  identification  ;  it 
was  held  that  the  judge  did  right,  for  the  privilege  is  only  not  to 
produce  the  instrument  for  the  purpose  of  disclosing  its  con- 
tents, (o) 

A  communication  made  to  a  solicitor,  if  confidential,  is  privileged 
in  whatever  form  made  ;  if  it  would  be  privileged  when  communi- 
cated in  words  spoken  or  written,  it  will  be  privileged  equaUy 
when  conveyed  by  means  of  sight  instead  of  words,  (jp)  Where, 
therefore,  the  attorney  of  a  defendant,  at  the  suggestion  of  his 
counsel  in  consultation,  obtained  a  deed  &om  the  defendant,  and 
in  the  presence  of  his  counsel,  and  for  their  information,  ascertained 
its  contents,  it  was  held  that  he  was  not  bound  to  state  its  content8.(j) 
So  letters  between  a  defendant  and  her  country  or  town  solicitors, 
and  letters  between  her  country  and  town- solicitors,  are  privileged.(r) 

A  solicitor  will  not  be  allowed  to  produce  a  deed  which  has 
been  deposited  with  him  confidentially  in  his  professional  character ; 
and  if  the  deed  has  been  obtained  out  of  his  hands,  for  the  purpose 
of  being  produced  in  evidence  by  another  witness,  it  cannot  be  re- 
ceived. Thus  a  copy  of  a  deed  which  had  been  obtained  from  one 
who  had  formerly  been  entrusted  with  the  original  in  his  profes- 


(m)  Deed  JjordEgremonti;. Langdon, 
12  Q.  B.  711. 

(n)  Volant  v.  Soyer,  13  C.  B.  281. 

io)  Phelps  V.  Prew,  3  E.  &  B.  480. 
Coleridge,  J.,  said  that  the  process  of 
identification  might  at  times  involve  a 
disclosure  of  the  contents  of  the  instru- 
ment ;  and  when  it  did  it  was  objection- 
able. But  in  this  case  it  did  not  involve 
any  disclosure  of  the  contents,  and  was 
like  the  case  of  disclosing  a  blot  of  red 
ink  on  the  back  of  a  dee£ 

(p)  1  Phill.  Ev.  169,  citing  Robson  v. 
Kemp,  5  Esp.  B.  64,  where  it  was  held 
that  an  attorney  could  not  give  evidence 
as  to  the  fact  of  the  destruction  of  an 
instrument  which  he  had  been  admitted 
in  confidence  to  see  destroyed.  In  Wheat- 
ley  V.  Williams,  1  M.  &  W.  688,  it  was 
held  that  an  attorney  is  not  compellable 
to  state,  when  examined  as  a  witness, 
whether  a  document  shown  to  him  by  his 


client  in  the  course  of  a  professional  in- 
terview was  then  in  the  same  state  as 
when  produced  on  the  trial,  e.g.,  whether 
it  was  then  stamped  or  not ;  and  per 
Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.,  'Suppose  an  attor- 
ney when  searching  for  a  deed  belonging 
to  his  client,  found  another  deed  which 
might  operate  to  the  client's  prejudice, 
can  it  be  said  that  he  would  be  bound  to 
produce  it?  If,  therefore,  -a  document 
be  exhibited  to  an  attorney,  in  pursuance 
of  a  confidential  consultation  with  lus 
client,  all  that  appears  on  the  face  of 
such  document  is  a  part  of  the  confiden- 
tial communication. 

(q)  Davies  v.  Waters,  9  M.  &  W.  608. 

(r)  Reid  v.  Langloin^  1  Mac.  &  Gord. 
627.  Goodall  v.  Little,  1  Sim.  K.  S.  155. 
And  see  Penruddock  v.  Hammond,  11 
Beav.  69,  Blenkinsop  v.  Blenkinsop,  10 
Beav.  277,  as  to  cases  for  counsel,  &c 
Vent  r.  Pacey,  4  Buss.  193. 
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sional  character  as  a  solicitor^  is  not  good  secondary  evidence  - 
against  his  client,  {a)  Bat  this  case  has  been  doubted,  (t)  Where 
a  vendor  had  a  draft  of  conveyance  made  by  his  own  attorney, 
from  which  the  deeds  were  afterwards  prepared,  and  the  attorney 
was  paid  for  this  business  by  the  vendor  and  purchaser  in  moieties 
by  agreement,  but  the  latter  employed  an  attorney  on  his  own 
part  to  look  over  the  draft,  which  remained  afterwards  with  the 
vendor's  attorney;  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  held  that  such 
draft  was  confidentially  deposited  with  the  latter  by  the  purchaser 
as  well  as  the  vendor,  and  could  not  be  produced  on  a  trial  against 
the  interest  of  the  purchaser's  devisees,  though  with  the  consent  of 
the  vendor  and  his  attorney,  (u)  And  even  if  a  solicitor  has  on 
one  occasion  produced  a  deed  entrusted  to  him  by  a  client  under 
the  erroneous  compulsion  of  one  tribunal,  he  will  not  be  bound  to 
produce  it  before  another  tribunal,  (v)  So  where  an  attorney, 
attending  under  a  subpoena  duces  tecum,  stated  that  he  had  a 
deed  in  his  custody  as  attorney,  but  that  his  clients  had  instructed 
him  not  to  produce  the  deed,  which  was  one  of  their  title-deeds, 
and  he,  therefore,  refused  to  produce  it,  it  was  held  that  he  was 
not  bound  to  produce  it.  (w)  So  where  upon  an  indictment  for  J^p®^^  ^ 
peijury  alleged  to  have  been  committed  on  the  trial  in  a  County  piupoee^a* 
Court  with  reference  to  the  writing  on  a  paper  then  produced,  an  caiue. 
attorney  was  called  under  a  subpoena  d/acea  tecum  to  produce  such 
paper  ;  he  had  been  attorney  for  the  prisoner  in  the  County  Court, 
and  had  received  this  paper  from  the  prisoner  for  the  purpose  of 
conducting  the  case  in  County  Court  as  nis  attorney,  and  he  claimed 
a  lien  on  the  paper  for  his  costs ;  Coltman,  J.,  held  that  the  attor- 
ney's possession  was  the  possession  of  the  prisoner,  and  that  he 
ought  not  to  produce  it.  (x) 

So  on  the  prosecution  for  the  forgery  of  a  promissory  note,  an  Forged  note, 
attorney  who  had  acquired  possession  of  the  note  in  his  professional 
character  from  the  prisoner  was  not  compelled  or  allowed  to  pro- 
duce it,  although  subpoenaed  so  to  do,  and  although  he  was  not 
employed  professionally  for  the  prisoner  at  the  trial,  but  was 
originally  consulted  about  the  note,  for  the  purpose  of  suing  the 
party  upon  it  whose  name  was  charged  to  be  forged  (y)  But  this 
case  has  since  been  doubted.  On  an  indictment  for  forging  a  will,  Forged  will 
a  solicitor  stated  that  he  was  applied  to  by  the  prisoner  to  act  as 
his  solicitor  in  raisine^  some  money  ;  and  that  he  was  the  solicitor 
of  the  prisoner  in  raising  the  money  as  well  as  of  Williams  in  the 


(«)  Fisher  v.  Heming,  MS.  1  PhiU. 
£v.  170,  Bayley,  J.  See  also  Copeland 
V.  Watts,  1  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  93. 

(t)  '1  have  always  doubted  the  cor- 
rectness of  that  rouDg.  Where  an  at- 
torney intrusted  confidentially  with  a 
document,  communicates  the  contents  of 
it,  or  satfers  another  to  take  a  copy, 
surely  the  secondary  evidence  so  ob- 
tained may  be  produced.  Suppose  the 
instrument  were  even  stolen,  and  a  cor- 
rect copy  taken,  would  it  not  be  reason- 
able to  admit  it?*  per  Parke,  6.,  in  Lloyd 
V,  Mostyn,  10  M.  &  W.  478,  where  it  was 
held  that  a  copy  examined  with  a  bond, 
produced  for  the  purpose  of  admission 
under  a  judge's  order,  was  admissible, 
although  the  attorney  who  held  the  bond 

VOL.  m. 


was  not  bound  to  produce  it  on  the  trial. 

{u)  Doe  d.  Strode  v.  Seaton,  2  A.  ft  £. 
171. 

(v)  Nixon  V.  Mayoh,  1 M.  ft  Rob.  76. 

Iw)  Phelps  V.  Prew,  3  E.  ft  B.  481. 

(x)  Reg.  V.  Hankins,  2  C.  ft  E.  823. 

(V)  Rex  V.  Smith,  cor,  Holroyd,  J., 
MS.  1  PhilL  Ev.  171.  In  Weeks  v. 
Arcent,  16  M.  ft  W.  817,  Parke,  B., 
said,  'AH that  Rex  v.  Smith  decides  is 
that  the  possession  of  the  attorney  for 
the  prisoner  was  the  possession  of  the 
prisoner,  so  that  if  the  prisoner  did  not 
suffer  him  to  produce  it,  secondary  evi- 
dence of  it  would  have  been  admissible 
for  the  purposes  of  criminal  justice.'  See 
24  ft  25  Vict.  c.  98,  s.  46,  noticed  post^ 
p.  548. 
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[book  VI. 


If  apenon 
applies  to  a 
solicitor  to 
advance  him 
money  on 
mortgage,  and 
depoeits  a 
forged  docu- 
ment with 
him  as  part  of 
the  title  to  the 
property,  this 
is  not  a  privi- 
leged com- 
munication. 


If  a  forged 
trill  be  de- 
livered to  a 


advance  of  it ;  that  the  prisoner  made  an  application  to  him ;  it 
was  objected  that  this  was  a  privileged  communication,  as  the 
party  was  the  solicitor  for  the  prisoner ;  and  the  preceding  case 
was  relied  upon.  Patteson^  J.,  '  I  think  that  the  case  cited  is  not 
law,  (z)  and  that  the  solicitor  may  be  examined  to  show  what  was 
the  transaction  between  the  parties,  and  what  led  to  that  transac- 
tion ;  but  I  will  reserve  the  point  for  the  consideration  of  the 
judges,  if  I  should  hereafter  think  it  necessary  to  do  so.'  The  wit- 
ness then  stated  that  the  prisoner  proposed  to  mortgage  some  land, 
which  had  been  left  him  by  his  aunt,  and  that  the  prisoner  told 
him  the  title  deeds  had  been  burnt,  but  that  he  gave  him  a  paper 
which  he  said  was  his  aunt's  will.  It  was  again  objected  that,  as 
the  will  had  been  delivered  to  the  witness  by  the  prisoner  while 
he  was  attorney  for  the  prisoner,  he  ought  not  to  produce  it; 
Patteson,  J.,  '  I  think  he  is  bound  to  do  it.'  The  will  was  produced 
and  read,  and  it  was  the  will  alleged  to  be  forged,  (a) 

Upon  an  indictment  for  forging  a  will,  it  appeared  that  the  wife 
of  the  prisoner,  by  his  direction,  took  a  will  purporting  to  be  the 
will  of  W.W.  (not  the  will  in  question,  but  another  forged  will)  to 
Mr.  Cadle,  a  solicitor,  and  asked  if  he  could  advance  her  husband 
some  money  upon  mortgage  of  property  under  the  will  of  her 
father,  W.W.  She  left  the  will  with  Mr.  C,  who  afterwards  re- 
turned it  to  her  husband,  and  communicated  to  him  what  had 
passed  with  his  wife.  Mr.  C,  while  the  will  was  in  his  possession, 
had  made  an  exact  copy  of  the  will,  and  the  prisoner  had  had 
notice  to  produce  it,  ana,  not  producing  it,  the  copy  was  tendered 
in  evidence.  Mr.  C.  said,  that  at  the  time  the  will  was  produced 
to  him  he  was  not  acting  as  attorney  of  the  prisoner,  and  did  not 
charge  for  the  interview,  but  if  he  had  been  acting  as  his  attorney 
he  should  have  made  a  charge  ;  if  he  had  found  the  security 
sufficient,  he  should  have  advanced  the  money ;  he  was  in  no  other 
way  acting  as  the  prisoner's  solicitor.  It  was  objected  that  the 
interview  with  the  prisoner's  wife  was  confidential,  and  that  the 
conversation,  which  then  took  place,  and  the  copy  of  the  will,  were 
not  admissible ;  but  the  evidence  was  admitted.  And,  upon  a 
case  reserved,  the  judges  held  that  the  communication  was  not 
privileged.  (6) 

The  prisoners  were  convicted  of  uttering  a  forged  wilL  One  of 
them  having  possessed  himself  of  some  title  deeds  from  the  house 


(z)  In  Beg*  V.  Tylney  and  Tufis,  1 
Den.  C.  C.  819,  Patteson,  J.,  said  that 
this  observation  was  too  strong,  and  that 
Rex  V,  Smith  and  Reg.  v,  Avery  were 
distingiiishable. 

(a)  Reg.  V.  Avery,  8  C.  &  P.  696. 
The  indictment  charged  the  intent  to  be 
to  defraud  Williams  and  the  attorney  in 
different  counts.  The  prisoner  was  con- 
Ticted,  but  no  sentence  passed  on  the 
indictment  for  forgery,  the  prisoner  being 
sentenced  on  an  indictment  charging  the 
transaction  as  a  false  pretence.  Mr.  rhil- 
lipps,  ToL  I,  p.  171,  obsenres  that  '  the 
distinction  between  this  case  and  Rex  v. 
Smith  is  obvious.  In  Reg.  v.  Aver^,  the 
prisoner  deposited  the  instrument  in  the 
hands  of  his  solicitor,  not  with  reference 
to  a  suit,  nor  with  reference  to  any  trans* 


action  resting  solely  bAtween  themselTBs^ 
but  for  the  purpose  of  a  money  transaction 
between  himself  and  a  third  person,  and 
to  be  disclosed  and  communicated  to  that 
person.  In  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Smith,  on 
the  contrary,  the  instrument  was  deposited 
with  the  solicitor  for  the  purpose  of  a  suit 
in  which  he  consulted  him  professionally 
as  a  matter  in  confidence  oetween  him 
and  his  solicitor,  and  solely  for  his  own 
interest  The  two  cases,  therefore,  are 
not  inconsistent,  and  the  one  does  not 
overrule  the  other.* 

(6)  Reg.  V.  Farley,  1  Den.  C.  C.  197, 
2  G.  &  K.  818.  Pollock,  C.  B.,  in  the 
course  of  the  argument,  asked,  '  Do  yoa 
mean  that  a  man  may  always  apply  to  an 
attorney  to  discoont  a  foif^ed  biU  wiUi 
impunity  ? ' 
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of  the  deceased,  placed  the  forged  will  in  the  midst  of  them,  and  solicitor,  in 
sent  them  to  his  attorney  for  the  ostensible  purpose  of  asking  his  <i^^  ^^  ^^ 
advice  upon  the  title  deeds ;  but  as  Pollock,  C.  B.,  clearly  thought,  JJ^tblfiTnot 
in  order  that  the  attorney  might  find  the  will  among  them,  and  pnnl^ed. 
act  upon  it,  which  he  did  by  producing  it  on  various  occasions  in 
the  presence  of  such  prisoner.     It  was  afterwards  produced  before 
the  magistrates  at  the  preliminary  investigation,  and  returned  to 
the  attorney.    He  was  called  upon  the  trial,  and  required  to  pro- 
duce the  wUl,  which  he  did  without  objection,  and  handed  it  to  the 
officer  of  the  court.    It  was  objected  that  it  was  a  privileged  com- 
munication, and  ought  not  to  be  read ;  but  Pollock,  C.  B.,  over- 
ruled the  objection,  and,  upon  a  case  reserved,  the  judges  thought 
that  the  will  was  not  put  mto  the  attorney's  hands  in  professional 
confidence,  and  that  the  rule  as  to  privileged  communications 
between  attorney  and  client  did  not  apply,  (c) 

So  where  on  an  indictment  for  forging  the  will  of  W.  Tuffs,  an  If  a  forged 
attorney,  who  had  possession  of  the  will,  stated  that  the  prisoner  7^  ",?T?" 
bad  consulted  him,  on  a  previous  occasion,  about  some  professional  to  enforce  the 
matters,  on  which  he  had  advised  her,  though  he  had  never  made  partj'a  rights, 
any  charge  for  that  advice,  and  that  she  afterwards  brought  a  paper  f*"***^  **;•*  ** 
(the  forged  will)  with  her,  and  he  judged  from  what  she  said  that  ^^edT^' 
she  came  to  consult  him  as  to  that  document ;  that  it  was  for  the 
purpose  of  enforcing  that  document :  he  said  further,  '  she  did  not 
come  to  consult  me  as  to  what  her  rights  were,  but  that  I  might 
enforce  her  rights  under  it.'    It  was  objected  on  behalf  of  the  pri- 
soner that  the  attorney  could  not  be  allowed  to  produce  the  docu- 
ment ;  but  Coltmau,  J.,  considered  the  effect  of  the  attorney's 
evidence  to  be,  that  the  document  was  committed  to  him^  not  to  be 
kept  as  a  confidential  deposit,  but  in  order  that  it  might  be  exhi- 
bited in  court  for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  her  rights,  and  thought 
it,  under  the  circumstances,  advisable  to  receive  the  document  in 
evidence  with  a  view  of  obtaining  the  opinion  of  the  judges  on  the 
point ;  which  was  reserved,  but  no  opinion  was  given  upon  it,  as 
the  case  went  off  on  another  point,  {a) 

Where  on  an  indictment  for  forgery  it  appeared  that  the  prisoner  Solicitor 
had  charged  one  Brittain  with  forgery,  and  uad  employed  an  attor-  ?^^*i^l^ 
ney  to  conduct  that  prosecution,  who  had  been  served  with  a  sub-  S^nJiits/ 
poena  dtices  tecum  to  produce  certain  documents  in  this  prosecution, 
and  who,  being  called  as  a  witness,  stated  that  the  documents  had 
come  into  his  possession  as  attorney  for  the  prosecution  in  Reg.  v. 
Brittain,  in  which  case  he  was  retained  by  the  prisoner  as  attor- 
ney for  the  prosecution.     It  was  urged  for  the  Crown  that  an 


(c)  Beg.  V.  Hayward,  2  C.  A;  K.  234. 
S.  C.,  88  Reg.  V,  Jones,  1  Den.  C.  C. 
166. 

(d)  Beg.  9.  Tylney  and  Tuffs,  1  Den. 
C.  C.  819.  See  ante,  Tol.  2,  p.  685. 
Parke,  B.,  obsenred,  'the  expression 
**  for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  the  docu- 
ment** seems  ambiguous.  Suppose  it 
was  deliyered  to  the  attorney  for  the  ex- 
press purpose  of  showing  that  the  tenant 
in  possession  might  give  up  the  poeses- 
idon  to  the  foiger  of  the  will  ?  Supj>08inff, 
on  the  other  mmd,  a  man  giyes  nis  title 
deeds  to  an  attorney  to  enable  him  to 


bring  an  action  of  ejectment,  he  ought 
not,  perhaps,  to  show  them  advenely  to 
his  client.  In  the  report  of  this  case,  8 
Cox,  0.  C.  160,  Wilde,  0.  J.,  said,  Mf 
title  deeds  are  intrusted  to  an  attorney 
as  an  attorney,  can  it  be  doubted  tibat 
he  is  not  at  uberty  to  produce  them  ? ' 
Lord  Denman,  O.  J.,  'But  if  a  forged 
and  false  instrument  is  given  to  an  attor- 
ney, ought  he  not  to  take  it  to  a  magis- 
trate ?'  Wilde,  G.  J.,  '  I  apprehend  the 
magistrate  could  not  receive  ti^e  state- 
ment' 
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As  to  the 
effect  of  the 
24  &  25  Vict, 
e.  98,  8.  46. 


Solicitor 
employed  for 
Ml  illegal 
puzpoee. 


• 

attorney  cannot  refuse  to  produce  documents  deposited  with  him 
by  a  person  charged  with  an  offence  in  respect  of  such  documents^ 
otherwise  justice  might  be  defeated.  Were  the  privilege  here 
sought  to  be  established  granted,  conviction  might  be  impossible, 
by  reason  of  the  non-production  of  the  forged  document;  and 
Willes,  J.,  held  that  the  documents  must  be  produced,  (e) 

The  preceding  case  occurred  after  the  passing  of  the  24  &  25 
Vict  c.  98,  s.  46,  by  which  any  justice  may  issue  a  warrant  to 
search  for  any  forged  instrument  whatsoever ;  and,  though  no  re- 
ference is  reported  to  have  been  made  in  that  case  to  that  clause, 
it  may  possibly  have  influenced  the  decision ;  for  as  a  forged  instru- 
ment may  be  seized  under  that  clause,  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  a 
solicitor  can  have  such  a  possession  of  it  as  will  privilege  him  firom 
producing  it.  (/) 

A  very  important  question  arises,  where  a  solicitor  has  been 
employed  for  an  illegal  purpose,  whether  any  communication  in 
furtherance  of  such  purpose  can  be  considered  as  privileged;  and  the 
authorities  appear  to  be  very  strong  that  no  privilege  exists  in  such 
cases,  ig) 


(«)  Reg.  r.  Brown,  9  Cox,  C.  C.  281, 
May,  1862.  The  prisoner  was  unde- 
fended, no  case  was  cited  and  the  re- 
port does  not  state  what  the  documents 
were. 

(/)  See  the  clause  and  the  note  to  it, 
vol.  2,  p.  736. 

(^)  In  the  great  case  of  Annesley  x. 
The  Earl  of  Angelsea,  17  How.  St  Tr. 
1139,  p.  1226,  et  seq.,  it  appeared  that 
Gifiard  had  been  frequently  employed  as 
attorney  for  Lord  Angelsea,  but  that  for 
some  time  another  firm  had  been  his  at- 
torneys, and  that  on  the  1st  of  May 
Annesley  had  shot  a  man,  on  whom  an 
inquest  was  held  on  the  4th  of  May,  and 
a  verdict  of  murder  found  against  Annes- 
ley, for  which  he  was  afterwards  tried 
and  acquitted  (see  Rex  v.  Annesley,  18 
How.  St.  Tr.  1094),  and  that  on  the  2nd 
of  May  Lord  Angelsea  had  sent  for  Gif- 
iard, and  directed  him  to  coUect  evidence, 
and  to  carry  on  the  prosecution,  and  to 
follow  the  directions  of  the  other  attor- 
neys, who  had  advised  him  not  to  appear 
in  the  prosecution  for  fear  of  its  hmting 
him  in  the  cause  which  was  coming  on 
between  him  and  Annesley ;  and  that 
Lotd  Angelsea,  either  then  or  afterwards, 
bat  it  does  not  clearly  appear  when,  told 
Giffurd  that  he  did  not  care  if  it  cost  him 
10,0002.  if  he  could  get  Annesley  hangjed, 
for  then  he  should  be  easy  in  his  title 
and  estates,  and  he  understood  that  it 
was  his  resolution  to  destroy  him  if  he 
could.  It  was  supposed  at  the  time  that 
Annesley  intended  to  sue  for  the  title  and 
estates  of  Lord  Angelsea,  and  this  was 
to  prevent  it.  Gififara  conducted  the  pro- 
secution. The  question  was,  whether 
the  statement  as  to  the  10,0002.  was  pri- 
vileged ;  for  Annesley  it  was  contenaed 
that  it  was  not  Serjt  Tisdall  said,  *  If  he 
is  employed  as  an  attorney  in  any  unlaw- 
ful and  wicked  act,  his  dufy  to  the  public 


obliges  him  to  disclose  it.  Ko  private 
obligations  can  dispense  with  that  uni- 
versal  one,  which  lies  on  every  member 
of  society  to  discover  every  design  which 
may  be  fonned,  contrary  to  the  laws 
of  society,  to  destroy  the  public  welfare. 
For  this  reason  I  apprehend  that  if  a 
seci-et,  which  is  contraiy  to  the  public 
good,  such  as  a  desi^  to  commit  trea- 
son, murder,  or  perjury,  comes  to  the 
knowledge  of  an  attorney,  even  in  a  cause 
wherein  he  is  concerned,  the  obligation 
to  the  public  must  dispense  with  the  pri- 
vate obligation  to  the  client :  but  in  this 
case  the  witness  was  not  attorney  to  Lord 
Angelsea  in  any  case  relative  to  his  testi- 
mony.' The  court  held  that  the  state- 
ment was  not  privileged,  and  seem  to 
have  adopted  the  view  urged  by  counsel. 
C.  B.  Bowes  said,  '  As  this  was  in  part  a 
wicked  secret,  it  ought  not  to  have  been 
concealed  ;  though,  if  earlier  disclosed,  it 
might  have  been  more  for  the  credit  of 
the  witness.'  Mounteney,  B.,  after  re- 
peating the  statement,  said,  '  Let  us  con- 
sider the  doctrine,  that  9uch  a  declaration 
made  by  any  person  to  his  attorney  ought 
not  by  that  attorney  to  be  proved.  A  man 
(without  any  natural  call  to  it)  promotes 
a  prosecution  against  another  for  a  capital 
offence — he  is  determined  at  all  events 
to  get  him  hanged — he  retains  an  attor- 
ney to  cany  on  the  prosecution,  and 
makes  such  a  declaration  to  him  as  I  have 
mentioned  (the  meaning  and  intention  of 
which,  if  the  attomeyhas  oonunon  un- 
derstanding about  him,  it  is  impossible 
he  should  mistake)— he  happens  to  be  too 
honest  a  man  to  engage  in  such  an  affair 
— he  declines  the  prosecution — ^but  he 
must  never  discover  this  declaration  be- 
cause he  was  retained  as  attorney.  The 
prosecutor  applies  in  the  same  manner 
to  a  second,  a  third,  and  so  on,  who  still 
refuse,  but  are  still  to  keep  this  inviolably 


CHAP.  V.  §  I.]    Privileged  Communications. 

In  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Dixon^  (h)  it  was  held  by  Lord  Maiisfield, 
and  the  rest  of  the  court,  that  an  attorney,  who  had  been  served 
with  a  subpoena  duces  tecum  out  of  the  Crown  Office  to  produce 
certain  vouchers  which  his  client,  a  Mr.  Peach,  had  exhibited  and 
relied  upon  before  a  Master  in  Chancery,  and  which  subpoena  had 
been  served  on  the  attorney  in  oixler  to  found  a  prosecntion  for 
forgery  against  his  client,  was  not  bound  to  produce  these  required 
vouchers,  (i)  And  the  attorney-general,  if  questioned  as  to 
the  reasons  for  filing  an  ex  officio  information,  may  refuse  to 
answer,  (j) 

The  privilege  does  not  attach  to  everything  which  the  client 
says  to  his  solicitor ;  the  test  is,  whether  the  communication  is 
necessary  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  the  proceeding  in  which 
the  solicitor  is  employed ;  if  it  is  necessarv  it  becomes  privi- 
leged, (k)  but  if  it  is  not  it  may  be  disclosed.     Thus  a  solicitor 
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secret ;  at  last  he  finds  an  attorney  wicked 
enough  to  carry  this  iniqaitons  scheme 
into  execution,  and  after  all  none  of  these 
jiersons  are  to  be  admitted  to  prove  this 
in  order  either  to  bring  the  guilty  party  to 
condign  punishment,  or  to  prevent  the 
evil  couse<][uences  of  his  crime  with  re- 
gard to  civil  property.  Is  this  law? 
18  this  reason  ?  I  think  it  is  absolutely 
against  both.'  In  Russell  v,  Jackson,  9 
Hare,  887,  an  attorney  had  been  in- 
structed to  prepare  a  will  by  a  testator  to 
leave  his  property  for  the  purpose  of  es- 
tablishing a  school  for  the  education  of 
children  in  the  doctrines  of  socialism, 
and  the  attorney  intimated  doubts  whe- 
ther the  law  would  permit  such  a  dispo- 
sition, and  the  testator  then  said  that  nis 
two  devisees  knew  his  intentions,  and, 
havine  confidence  in  them,  he  would 
leave  nis  property  to  them,  being  satisfied 
that  they  would  carry  out  his  intentions  ; 
and  the  question  was  whether  these  in- 
structions were  privileged ;  and  it  was  held 
that  they  were  not ;  and  V.  C.  Turner 
said,  '  Can  it  then  be  said  that  the  com- 
'  munication  should  be  protected,  because 
it  may  lead  to  the  disclosure  of  an  il- 
legal purpose  ?  I  think  that  it  cannot ; 
and  that  evidence  which  would  otherwise 
be  admissible  cannot  be  rejected  on  such 
a  ground.  On  the  contrary,  I  am  very 
much  disposed  to  think  that  the  existence 
of  the  illegal  purpose  would  prevent  any 
privilege  attadiing  to  the  communication. 
Where  a  solicitor  is  party  to  a  fraud,  no 
privilege  attaches  to  the  communications 
with  him  on  the  subject,  because  the  con- 
triving of  a  fraud  is  no  part  of  his  duty 
as  solicitor  ;  and  I  think  it  can  as  little 
be  said  that  it  is  part  of  the  duty  of  a 
solicitor  to  advise  his  client  as  to  the 
means  of  evading  the  law.*  In  Equity 
any  person  standing  in  the  confidential 
relation  of  a  clerk  or  servant  may  be  pro- 
hibited, subject  to  certain  exceptions, 
from  disclosing  any  part  of  the  transac- 
tions of  which  he  so  acquires  a  know- 
ledge ;  and  in  Qartside  v.  Outram,  26 
Law  J.  Chanc.  113,  the  plaintiffs  filed  a 
bill  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  their 


former  clerk  from  disclosing  any  of  their 
transactions  ;  the  clerk,  by  his  answer, 
stated  that  the  plaintiffs  carried  on  their 
business  in  a  fraudulent  manner,  specify- 
ing the  particulars,  and  filed  interroga- 
tories for  the  examination  of  the  plain- 
tifi's,  containing  questions  as  to  the  alleged 
fraudulent  transactions ;  and  it  was  held 
that  the  plaintiffs  were  bound  to  answer 
these  interro^tories.  Wood,  V.  C.  :  'The 
true  doctrine  ui  that  there  is  no  confidence 
as  to  the  disclosure  of  iniquity.  You  can- 
not make  me  the  confidant  of  a  crime  or  a 
fraud,  and  be  entitled  to  close  up  my  lips 
upon  any  secret  which  you  have  the  auda- 
city to  disclose  to  me  relating  to  any 
fraudulent  intention  on  your  part ;  such 
a  confidence  cannot  exist.'  Having  re- 
ferred to  Reg.  V.  Avery,  ajUe,  p.  546, 
and  said  that,  *  If  there  is  a  discrepancy 
of  authority  upon  the  subject,  I  much 
prefer  the  decision  of  Patteson,  J.,'  Wood, 
V.  C,  next  cited  Annesley  v.  The  Earl  of 
An^lsea,  and  spoke  of  it  as  a  case,  '  in 
which  the  point  is  pot  so  ably  and  clearly 
by  the  counsel  in  aimiment,  that  I  adopt 
tnat  argument  as  the  best  expression  of 
my  opinion,'  and  then  read  Serjt.  Tis- 
dall's  argument,  aupra,  and  the  parts 
of  the  judgments  of  C.  B.  Bowes  and  B. 
Mounteney,  supra, 

(h)  8  Burr,  1687,  cited  by  LonL  Ellen- 
borough  in  Amey  v.  Long,  9  East,  485. 

(t)  See  also  Laing  v.  Barclay,  3  Stark. 
83  ;  Harris  v.  Hill,  8  Sterk.*  N.  P.  C. 
140  ;  S.  C.  1  Dowl.  &  Ry.  N.  P.  C.  17  ; 
Rex  V.  Upper  Boddington,  8  Dowl.  k 
Ry.  726. 

{j)  Rex  V.  Home,  11  St.  Tr.  288. 

{k)  Per  curiam  Gillard  v.  Bates,  6  M. 
&  W.  547.  There  an  attorney  was  sued 
for  work  and  labour  in  issuing  an  execu- 
tion, and  the  defence  was  that  he  was 
employed  by  B.,  and  not  by  the  defen- 
dant, and  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff's 
agent,  an  attorney,  might  be  asked  whe- 
ther the  plaintiff  had  not  said,  on  intro- 
ducing B.  to  him,  that  he,  the  plaintiff, 
had  been  employed  by  B.  to  issue  the  ex- 
ecution in  question  and  that  this  was 
not  a  privileged  communication. 
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may  be  examined  like  any  other  witness  to  a  tact  which  he  knew 
before  his  retainer,  that  is,  before  he  was  addressed  in  his  profes- 
sional character  (t)  or  where  he  has  made  himself  a  party  to  the 
transaction,  (m)  or  where  he  is  questioned  to  a  collaterfld  fact  which 
he  might  have  known  without  being  intrusted  as  the  solicitor  in 
the  cause,  (n)  Thus  he  may  prove  his  client's  handwriting,  though 
the  knowledge  was  obtained  from  witnessing  his  execution  of  the 
bail  bond  in  the  action,  (o)  And  he  may  be  called  to  prove  his 
client's  identity,  (p)  And  if  he  is  a  subscribing  witness  to  a  deed 
he  may  be  examined  concerning  the  execution,  {q)  But  he  ought 
not  to  be  permitted  to  discover  any  confessions  which  his  client 
may  have  made  to  him  on  such  head,  (r)  So  if  the  solicitor  were 
present  when  his  client  was  sworn  to  an  answer  in  chanceiy,  upon 
an  indictment  for  perjury,  he  would  be  a  witness  to  prove  the  fact 
of  taking  the  oath,  for  it  is  a  fact  in  his  own  knowledge,  and  no 
matter  of  secrecy  committed  to  him  by  his  client  (s)  So  the  soli- 
citor of  one  of  the  parties  may  be  examined  as  to  the  contents  of  a 
written  notice  whidi  had  been  received  by  him  in  the  course  of  a 
cause,  requiring  him  to  produce  papers  ;  (t)  for  the  privilege  only 
extends  to  confidential  communications  from  the  cUent,  and  not  to 
those  from  collateral  quarters,  although  made  to  him  in  conse- 

Suence  of  his  character  as  a  solicitor,  (u)  So  a  solicitor  con- 
noting a  cause  in  court  may  be  called  as  a  witness  by  the  opposite 
side,  and  asked  who  employs  him,  in  order  to  show  the  real  party, 
and  so  let  in  his  declarations,  (v)  So  a  solicitor  may  be  called 
and  asked  whether  he  has  not  a  particular  document  in  his  posses- 
sion, in  order  to  let  in  secondary  evidence,  if  the  document  is  not 
produced,  (w)  And  where  an  action  on  a  promissory  note  had  been 
compromised  by  the  defendant's  paying  part  of  the  money  and 
giving  a  warrant  of  attorney  to  confess  judgment  for  the  residue, 
and  in  the  interval  between  the  time  when  the  warrant  of  attorney 
was  given,  and  the  time  the  money  became  due  according  to  the 


(Q  Cuts  V.  Pickering,  1  Vent.  197. 
Lord  Say  and  SeaLe'a  caae,  10  Mod.  41. 
1  Phm.  £▼.  166. 

(m)  Duffin  V.  Smith,  Peake,  K.  P.  C. 
108.     Robson  v.  Kemp,  6  Esp.  52. 

(n)  BnU.  N.  P.  284.  1  PhilL  Er. 
176. 

ip)  Hard  v.  Horing,  1  C.  &  P.  872, 
Abbot,  C.  J. 

{p)  Staddy  v.  Saunders,  2  Dow.  &  Ry. 
847 ;  but  see  Parkins  v.  Hawkshaw,  2 
Stark.  N.  P.  C.  289. 

{q)  Doe  v.  Andrews,  Cowp.  846.  Rob- 
son  V.  Kemp,  4  £sp.  285.  S.  C.  5  Esp. 
62.  Weeks  v.  Aigent,  16  M.  k  W.  817. 
For  if  an  attorney  pats  his  name  to 
an  instrument  as  a  witness,  he  makes 
himself  thereby  a  public  man,  and  is  no 
longer  dothed  with  the  character  of  an 
attorney :  his  signature  binds  him  to 
disclose  what  pas^d  at  the  execution  of 
the  instrument,  but  not  what  took  place 
in  the  concoction  and  preparation  of 
the  deed  :  by  Lord  EUenborongh,  6  Esp. 
64. 

(r)  Bull  N.  P.  284. 

{8)  BuU.  K.  P.  284,  285.  But  he  is 
not  bound  to  speak  to  the  particulars  of 


a^  bill  of  exchange  intrusted  to  him  by 
his  client ;  for  the  existence  of  such  a 
biU  is  not  a  mere  fact,  but  consists  of 
circumstances,  which  he  came  to  be  ac- 
quainted with  from  the  delivery  of  the 
bill  to  him  bv  his  client  Brard  v.  Ack- 
erman,  by  Lord  EUenborongh,  6  Esp. 
120. 

(0  Spenceley  v.  Schulenburgh,  7  East, 
857. 

(u)  So  an  admission  of  a  debt  made  by 
a  solicitor  to  the  adverse  party,  by  di- 
rection of  his  client,  is  not  privileged. 
Turner  v.  Railton,  2  £^.  474. 

{v)  Levy  V.  Pope,  Moa  k  MaL  410, 
Parke,  J. 

(to)  Coates  v.  Birch,  2  Q.  B.  262. 
Dwyer  v.  Collins,  7  Exch.  R.  639; 
though  it  app^irs  that  he  obtained  it 
from  his  client  in  the  course  of  a  commu- 
nication with  reference  to  the  cause. 
Bevan  v,  Waters,  Moo.  k  Mai.  285,  Best, 
C.  J.  So  a  solicitor's  clerk  may  be 
asked  whether  he  has  not  received  a  par- 
ticular paper  from  his  client.  Eicke  «. 
Kokes,  Moo.  ft  Mai.  808,  Lord  Tenter- 
den,  C.  J.  ;  Duffin  v.  Smith,  Peake,  K. 
P.  C.  108,  by  Lord  Kenyon. 
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defeasance  thereof^  the  plaintiff  told  his  attorney  in  the  suit,  that 
he  was  glad  it  was  settled,  for  that  he  had  not  given  consideration 
for  the  note,  and  he  knew  it  was  a  lottery  transaction ;  it  was  held^ 
that  the  attorney  was  admissible  to  prove  this  conversation  in  an 
action  to  recover  back  the  money,  (x)  The  communication,  said 
Lord  Kenyon,was  not  made  by  the  client  in  confidence  as  instruc- 
tions for  conducting  his  cause ;  on  the  contrary,  the  purpose  in 
view  had  been  already  obtained,  and  what  was  said  was  in  exalta- 
tion to  his  attorney  for  having  before  deceived  him  as  well  as  his 
adversary,  and  for  having  obtained  his  suit. 

Where  a  prisoner  being  in  custody  on  a  charge  of  forgery  wrote 
a  letter  to  a  person,  desiring  him  to  ask  Mr.  G.  or  any  other  solici- 
tor, whether  the  punishment  of  forging  a  bill  is  the  same  where 
the  name  of  the  parties  are  entirely  fictitious,  as  where  the  names 
are  those  of  real  persons ;  it  was  held  that  this  letter  was  not  a  pri- 
vileged communication,  (y) 

Foster  had  chaiged  Brown  before  a  magistrate  with  embezzle-  If  daring  a 
ment,  and  had  produced  his  day-book  and  cash-book,  which  were  ^^*^*^^' 
examined  both  by  Brown's  counsel  and  the  magistrate,  and  no  daoedbymie 
entry  of  the  sum  alleged  to  have  been  embezzled  was  found  in  i»rty»  the 
them.     Brown  was  remanded  on  bail,  and  at  that  time  he  had  ^^^  ^\ 
a  key  of  the  counting-house  in  which  the  books  were  kept.    When  the  opposite 
brought  again  before  the  magistrate  the  day-book  was  again  pro-  party  may 
duced,  when  there  was  found  in  it,  in  the  handwriting  of  Brown,  an  ^'t^^'Jf^ 
entry  of  the  sum  in  question;   and  the  charge  was   dismissed,  state  in  which 
Brown  then  brought  an  action  against  Foster  for  a  malicious  pro-  the  document 
secution,  and  it  was  held  that  on  the  trial  of  that  action,  the  coun-  *^^  '^"• 
sel  of  Brown  might  be  called  to  prove  that  the  entry  was  not  in 
the  book  on  the  first  hearing  before  the  magistrate ;  for  the  counsel 
of  Brown  did  not  acquire  his  knowledge  of  the  contents  of  the  book 
from  his  client ;  and  he  was  only  called  upon  to  say  what  he  him- 
self saw  upon  the  document^  not  what  was  communicated  to  him 
by  his  client,  (z) 

Where  in  an  action  against  the  managing  director  of  a  projected  If  a  document 
railway  company,  by  a  shareholder,  to  recover  his  deposits  on  the  ^'^^^'^ "" 
ground  of  fraudulent  misrepresentations  and  failure  of  considera-  fidentiiuij 
tion,  an  attorney,  who  had  been  served  with  a  subpoena  d/ucea  tecum  a  penon  in- 
to produce  the  minute-book  of  the  company,  declined  to  produce  *'^^*^"**, 
it,  on  the  ground  that  he  had  received  it,  after  the  comi)any  had  SITproduc^ 
ceased  to  exist,  from  a  member  of  the  provisional  committee,  for 
the  purpose  of  defending  him  in  an  action  brought  against  him  as 
such ;  it  was  held  that  he  was  not  bound  to  produce  it,  although  it 
was  contended  that  the  plaintiff  was  equally  mterested  in  the  book 
with  the  person  from  whom  the  attorney  received  it  (a)  It  follows 


{x)  Gobden  v.  Kendiick,  4  T.  R.  482. 

(y)  Rex  V.  Brewer,  6  C.  A;  P.  863, 
Park,  J.  A.  J. 

(z)  Brown  v.  Foster,  1  H.  &  K.  786. 

(a)  Newton  v,  Chaplin,  10  G.  B.  866. 
Wilde,  C.  J.,  after  consulting  Coltman, 
Manle,  Cresswell,  and  Williams,  Js.  The 
question  was  argued  before  the  court, 
but  no  express  decision  given  on  it.  How- 
ever, Mame,  J.,  observed,  'A  man  has  a 
document  in  his  possession,  the  disclosure 
of  which  may  utterly  ruin  him.    For  his 


necessary  defence  in  another  action,  he 
confides  it  to  his  attorney.  Is  it  to  be 
said  that  the  attorney  is  bound  to  pro- 
duce it,  because  some  other  person  wnom 
he,  the  attorney,  does  not  represent,  end 
has  no  connection  with,  has  an  interest  in 
it  V  'The  privilege  of  the  person  who 
delivered  the  book  to  the  attorney,  as  to 
the  book,  was  the  same  in  the  mmds  of 
the  attorney  as  if  he  had  kept  the  book 
in  his  own  hands.' 
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from  this  decision  that,  where  an  attorney  holds  a  document  for  a 
client,  he  cannot  he  compelled  to  produce  it  by  a  person  who  has 
an  equal  interest  in  it  with  his  client.  So  also  confidential  com- 
munications made  by  a  party  to  his  attorney  or  counsel  do  not 
cease  to  be  privileged  by  the  fact,  that  the  attorney  or  counsel 
afterwards  becomes  interested  as  devisee  of  the  property,  to  the 
title  of  which  such  communications  related.  (6) 

Where  in  an  action  on  a  promissory  note  it  appeared  that  the 
plaintiff,  being  employed  by  the  defendant  as  her  attorney,  had 
written  to  ask  her  for  information  in  order  to  assist  him  in  prepar- 
ing a  case  for  the  opinion  of  coimsel ;  it  was  held  that  he  could 
not  give  in  evidence  an  account  of  monies  paid  and  received,  which 
had  been  sent  to  him  in  consequence  of  his  letter,  for  the  purpose 
of  taking  the  case  out  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  (c) 

The  privilege  is  also  confined  to  communications  to  the  solicitor 
in  his  character  of  solicitor;  and,  therefore,  a  communication  made 
to  him,  or  question  asked  him  by  his  client,  not  for  the  purpose  of 
getting  his  legal  advice,  but  to  obtain  information  as  to  a  matter 
of  fact,  is  not  privileged.  As  where  a  client  asked  his  attorney 
whether  he  could  safely  attend  a  meeting  of  his  creditors,  called  on 
the  attorney's  suggestions,  and  the  attorney  advised  him  to  remain 
at  his  o6Sce  for  the  present,  and  he  accordingly  remained  there  two 
hours  to  avoid  being  arrested  ;  it  was  held  that  the  attorney  might 
prove  all  these  facts,  in  order  to  show  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  in  an 
action  by  his  client's  assignees,  (d) 

If  a  solicitor  or  counsel  be  called  by  his  own  client  to  give  evi- 
dence, he  is  not  privileged  from  cross-examination  on  the  same 
matter  as  to  which  he  was  examined  in  chief,  although  it  were  a 
confidential  communication  made  professionally;  but  the  cross- 
examination  must  not  extend  bevond  that  matter,  {e) 

Where  a  party  refuses  to  produce  a  document,  and  is  justified 
in  so  doing,  he  cannot  be  compelled  to  disclose  its  contents ;  for 
it  would  be  perfectly  illusory  for  the  law  to  say  that  a  party  was 
justified  in  not  producing  a  deed,  but  that  he  was  compellable  to 
give  parol  evidence  of  its  contents  ;  that  would  give  him,  or  rather 
his  client  through  him,  merely  an  illusory  protection,  if  he  hap- 
pened to  know  the  contents  of  the  document,  and  would  be  only 
a  roundabout  way  of  getting  from  every  man  an  opportunity  of 
knowing  the  defects  there  might  be  in  the  deeds  and  titles  of  his 
estates.  (/) 

With  respect  to  the  mode  of  determining  the  question  whether 
the  communication  be  privileged  or  not, '  in  general  it  is  the  solici- 
tor who  declines  to  give  the  evidence,  on  the  ground  of  professional 
confidence.  But  it  is  competent  for  the  client  to  take  the  objec- 
tion, and  call  witnesses  to  prove  the  incompetency,  and  the  judge  is 
to  determine  the  law  arising  from  the  facts/  (gr)  Where,  therefore, 
it  was  proposed  to  put  in  a  written  account  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff,  it  was  held  that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  intei-pose. 


(6)  Chant  v.  Brown,  7  Hare,  79. 

(e)  Cleave  v.  Jones,  7  £xch.  R.  421. 

Id)  Bnimwell  v.  Luces,  2  B.  &  C.  745. 
See  Annesley  v.  Lord  Anselsea,  9  St.  Tr. 
891,  before  the  Barons  of  the  Exchequer 
in  Ireland,  1743. 

(e)  Vaillant  v.  Dodomead,  2  Atk.  524. 


R. «.  Levison,  11  Cox,  C.  C.  162. 

(/)  Davies  t;.  Watera,  9  M.  &  W.  60S. 
Per  Alderson,  B.  Hibberd  v.  Knight,  2 
Kxch.  B.  11.  Marston  v.  Downes,  6  C. 
&  P.  381.     1  A.  &  E.  81. 

{g)  Per  Martin,  B.,  Cleave  v.  Jones,  7 
Exch.  421. 
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and  put  in  evidence  a  letter  of  the  plaintiff,  and  examine  a  witness 
to  prove  that  the  account  was  confidentially  communicated  by  the 
defendant  to  the  plaintiff  as  her  attorney.  (Ji) 

There  are,  besides  these  professional  communications,  a  number  Infbrmvi, 
of  cases  of  a  particular  description,  in  which,  for  reasons  of  public 
policy,  information  is  not  permitted  to  be  disclosed.  Courts  of  jus- 
tice will  not  permit  witnesses  to  be  asked  the  names  of  those  from 
whom  they  receive  information  as  to  frauds  on  the  revenue,  (t)  And 
the  rule  of  public  policy  which  protects  a  ^vitness  from  being  asked 
such  questions  as  would  disclose  the  informer,  if  he  be  a  third  per- 
son, equally  applies  to  questions  which  would  disclose  whether  the 
witness  is  himself  the  informer.  Therefore  a  witness  for  the  Crown 
in  a  revenue  prosecution  cannot  be  asked  in  cross-examination, 

*  Did  you  give  the  information  V  (J)  In  many  trials  for  high  trea- 
son, the  same  course  has  been  adopted ;  and  if  parties  were  willing 
to  disclose  the  sources  of  their  information,  they  would  not  be  suf- 
fered to  do  it  by  the  judges,  (fc)  '  If  the  name  of  an  informer,*  said 
Buller,  J.,  in  Hardy's  case,  '  were  to  be  disclosed,  no  man  would 
make  a  discovery,  and  public  justice  would  be  defeated.*  And  this 
privilege  not  only  protects  the  actual  informer  himself,  but  those 
questions,  which  tend  to  the  discovery  of  the  channels  by  which  the 
disclosure  was  made  to  the  officers  of  justice,  are  not  permitted  to 

be  asked.    Thus  a  person  who  has  been  employed  to  collect  secret  Agent  of 
infprmation  for  the  executive  government,  {I)  or  for  the  service  of  goTernment  or 
the  police,  is  not  allowed  to  reveal  the  name  of  his  employer,  or  the  vo^^* 
nature  of  the  connection  between  them  ;  (m)  or  the  names  of  any 
persons  to  whom  he  has  communicated  his  information  for  the  pur- 
pose of  its  being  transmitted,  (n)  whether  those  persons  were  magis- 
trates, or  concerned  in  the  administration  of  government,  or  were 
merely  the  channel  through  which  information  was  conveyed  to 
government,  (o) 

In  the  -4.-(?.  V.  Briant,  (p)  Pollock,  C.  B.,  during  the  argument  said,  The  rule  does 

*  In  ordinary  prosecutions  the  name  of  the  sovereign  is  used  ;  but  it  »«*  »PPly  *• 
may  be  used  by  any  prosecutor ;  and  probably  the  rule  does  not  apply  SecnSSji.^"^ 
at  all  to  such  cases.     But  there  may  be  reasons  of  state  policy, 
whenever  the  government  is  directly  concerned  ;  and  then  the  rule 

applies  whatever  be  the  offence.  And  where  on  an  indictment  for 
administering  con*osive  sublimate  with  intent  to  murder,  it  appeared 
that  some  communication  had  been  made  to  the  police,  on  which 
they  searched  a  privy  used  only  by  the  prisoner,  and  found  in  the 
soil  a  phial  containing  corrosive  sublimate,  and  on  the  trial  the 
policeman  was  asked  from  whom  he  had  received  the  information, 
and  he  stated  that  all  the  police  had  received  printed  instructions, 


(/*)  Cleave  v.  Jones,  supra,  Erie,  J.,  at 
the  trial,  and  sanctioned  by  tho  court 
above;  and  per  Rolfe,  B.,  at  the  first 
trial  of  the  same  cause.  Hereford  Sum. 
Ass.  1849.     MSS.  C.  S.  G. 

(i)  By  Dallas,  C.  J.,  in  Home  v,  Ben- 
tinck,  2  Brod.  k  Bing.  162.  Hardy's 
case,  24  How.  St.  Tr.  768.  But  where  a 
person  officiously  interferes  to  inform  any 
of  the  constituted  authorities  of  allefped 
abuses,  the  communication  is  not  pnvi- 
leged  ;  and,  if  untrue,  maybe  consiaered 
malicious  and  actionable.     Robinson  v. 


May,  2  Smith,  8. 

ij)  A.-G.  V.  Briant,  16  11  k  W.  169. 

(k)  2  Brod.  &  Bin^^.  162. 

(/)  A  shorthand  writer  sent  to  Ireland 
by  the  government     Reg.  v.  O'Connell, 

1  Cox,  C.  C.  408. 

(m)  24  How.  St.  Tr.  768.   1  PhilL  £v. 
178. 
(n)  24  How.  St.  Tr.  811. 
{o)  By  Abbot,  J.,  in  Rex  9.  Watson, 

2  Stark.  136.     Stone's  case,  as  cited  by 
Lord  EUeuborough,  C.  J.,  ibid. 

(p)  8upra» 
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Official  com« 
muaieatioiui. 


Qaestions 
oontraiyto 
state  p<^<7. 


Letter  by  a 
priTate  penon. 


Who  is  to  de- 
termine whe- 
ther a  doca- 
ment  should 
beprodaoed. 


one  of  which  forbad  them  to  name  penons  from  whom  any  infor- 
mation  was  received ;  and  he  therefore  refused  to  say  who  were  his 
informants  unless  ordered  to  do  so  by  his  superintendent*  Cock- 
bum,  C.  J.,  ordered  him  to  answer  the  question,  and  he  answered 
that  he  had  it  from  two  girk,  who  were  not  called  for  the  prosecu- 
tion, (j) 

Upon  the  same  ground  the  attorney-general  of  Upper  Canada 
was  not  allowed  to  be  asked  as  to  the  nature  of  a  communication 
made  by  him  to  the  governor  of  the  province,  (r)  So  the  orders 
given  by  the  governor  of  a  foreign  colony  to  a  military  officer 
under  his  command  ought  not  to  be  produced,  {a)  So  Abbott, 
C.  J.,  refused  to  admit  in  evidence  the  report  of  a  military  court  of 
inquiry,  in  an  action  of  libel  by  an  officer^  respecting  whose  conduct 
the  court  had  been  appointed  to  inquire  ;  and  his  decision  was  con- 
firmed on  error  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  {t)  And  Lord  Ellen- 
borough,  C.  J.,  would  not  permit  the  contents  of  a  letter,  written  by 
an  agent  of  government  to  Lord  Liverpool,  then  secretary  of  state, 
or  his  lordship's  answer,  to  be  produced  as  evidence,  {n)  In  WcLt- 
Bon*8  case,  an  officer  of  the  Tower  of  London  was  not  allowed  to 
prove  that  a  plan  of  the  Tower,  produced  by  the  defendant,  was 
accurate,  (v) 

But  a  letter  written  by  a  private  individual  to  a  public  officer 
(the  chief  secretary  of  the  postmaster-general)  complaining  of  the 
misconduct  of  a  person  under  him,  does  not  fall  within  the  preceding 
cases.  They  were  all  cases  of  communication  made  by  and  be- 
tween ministers  and  officers  of  government,  and  in  the  course  of 
the  discharge  of  a  public  duty  by  the  person  making  the  commu- 
nication, (w) 

The  question  whether  the  production  of  a  document  would  be  in- 
jurious to  the  public  service  must  be  determined,  not  by  the  judge, 
but  by  the  head  of  the  department  having  the  custody  of  the 
paper ;  and  if  he  attends  and  states  that  in  his  opinion  the  produc- 
tion of  the  document  would  be  injurious  to  the  public  service,  the 
judge  ought  not  to  compel  the  production  of  it.  If  indeed  the  head 
of  the  department  does-  not  attend  personally  to  say  that  the  pro- 
duction will  be  injurious,  but  sends  the  document  to  be  produced 
or  not  as  the  judge  may  think  proper,  or  sends  a  subordinate  with 
the  document  with  instructions  to  object,  but  nothing  more,  the 
case  may  be  different.  (;i;) 


(q)  Beg.  V.  Richardson,  3  F.  &  F.  698. 
Cockbum,  C.  J.,  pointed  out  that  it  was 
most  material  to  the  ends  of  justice  that 
the  persons  should  be  named,  as  they 
coula  have  stated  how  it  was  that  they 
came  to  know  that  the  bottle  was  where 
it  was  found,  and  perhaps  could  hare 
ffiven  some  due  as  to  the  person  who  put 
It  there. 

(r)  Wyatt  v.  Gore,  Holt,  N.  P.  C. 
299,  ruled  by  Gibbs,  C.  J.  1  PhiU.  £y. 
181. 

(«)  Cooke  V.  Maxwell,  2  Stark.  N.  P. 
C.  185. 

(0  Home  V.  Lord  F.  C.  Bentinck,  2 
Brod.  &  Bing.  130. 

(u)  Anderson  v.  Hamilton,  (n.),  2  Brod. 
&  Bing.  156. 

(v)  2  Stark.  148. 


(to)  Bkke  9.  Pilfold,  1  M.  &  Rob.  198, 
Taunton,  J. 

(x)  Beataon  v.  Skene,  5  H.  &  N.  888, 
29  L.  J.  Ex.  480.  Martin,  B.,disaetUienU: 
he  thought  that  whenever  the  judge  is 
satisfied  that  the  document  may  be  made 
public  without  prejudice  to  the  public  ser- 
vice, the  judge  ought  to  compel  its  pro- 
duction, notwithstanding  the  reluctance 
of  the  head  of  the  department  to  produce 
it  In  Dickson  V.  the  £arl  of  Wilton,  IF. 
&  F.  419,  where  a  clerk  from  the  War 
Office  was  called  to  produce  a  letter  written 
by  a  commanding  officer  of  a  regiment  to 
his  immediate  superior,  but  submitted  on 
behalf  of  the  secretary  of  war  whether  it 
ought  to  be  produced.  Lord  Campbell, 
C  J.,  held  that  it  ought.  See  Bawklns 
t'.  Lord  Rokeby,  L.  R.  8  Q.  B.  255. 


CHAP.  V.  §  I.]    Privileged  Communications.  555 

In  the  caae  of  the  Seven  Bishops,  the  clerk  of  the  privy  coimcil  TrannctioDa  of 
was  compelled  to  state  what  passed  in  the  Council  Chamber,  and  privy  oounoii. 
even  what  was  said  by  the  Kmg  himself,  although  the  counsel  for 
the  Crown  objected  to  it.  (y)  And  the  same  evidence  was  allowed 
in  Lord  Strafford's  case,  (z)  But  in  Layer's  case,  (a)  it  seems  to 
have  been  considered  that  the  minutes  taken  before  the  privy 
council  were  not  to  be  divulged ;  and  that  the  two  other  cases  above 
cited  were  decided  under  the  strong  feelings  which  the  circum- 
stances of  the  times  had  produced  ;  and  the  latter  in  particular  has 
been  considered  as  a  very  unwarrantable  departure  from  law  and 
justice.  (6) 

A  clerk  attending  upon  a  grand  jury  shall  not  be  compelled  to  Gnnd  jary. 
reveal  that  which  was  given  them  in  evidence ;  (c)  and  the  jurors 
themselves  are  bound  by  oath  not  to  disclose  what  passes  before 
them ;  but  it  has  been  held  that  a  grand  juryman  may  be  called  to 
prove  who  was  the  prosecutor  of  an  indictment ;  for  it  is  a  question 
of  fact,  the  disclosure  of  which  does  not  infringe  on  his  oath,  (d) 
But  where  the  grand  jury  returned  a  bill  of  indictment  containing 
ten  counts  for  forging  and  uttering  the  acceptance  of  a  bill  of  ex- 
change, with  an  indorsement,  '  a  true  bill  on  both  counts  : '  Patte- 
son,  J.,  would  not  allow  one  of  the  grand  jury  to  be  called  as  a 
witness,  after  the  prisoner's  trial  had  commenced,  and  after  the 
gnuid  jury  had  been  dischai^ed.  to  explain  their  finding,  (e)  Axid 
the  Court  of  King's  Bench  have  refused  to  receive  an  aindavit  from 
a  grand  juryman  as  to  the  number  of  grand  jurors  who  concurred 
in  finding  a  bilL  (/) 

But  where  a  gentleman  of  the  grand  jury  heard  a  witness  swear  Bvidenoe  be- 
in  court,  upon  the  trial  of  a  prisoner,  directly  contrary  to  the  evi-  ^<"«  ^«  V^^ 
dence  which  he  had  given  before  the  grand  jury ;  and  he  immedi-  ^°'^* 
ately  communicated  the  circumstance  to  the  judee,  who,  upon 
consulting  the  judge  in  the  other  court,  was  of  opinion  that  public 
justice  in  this  case  required  that  the  evidence  which  the  witness 
had  given  before  the  grand  jury  should  be  disclosed  ;  and  the  wit- 
ness was  committed  for  perjury,  to  be  tried  upon  the  testimony  of 
the  gentleman  of  the  grand  jury.  It  was  held  that  the  object  of 
this  concealment  was  onl^to  prevent  the  testimony  produced  before 
them  from  being  contradicted  by  subornation  of  perjury  on  the  part 
of  the  persons  against  whom  bills  were  found.  This  was  a  privilege 
which  might  be  waived  by  the  Crown,  (g)  And  so  where  the  pri- 
soner was  indicted  for  peijury  in  evidence  given  before  the  gradd 
jury  on  a  bill  of  indictment,  a  police  constable,  who  was  in  the 
grand-jury  room  at  the  time  the  evidence  was  given,  was  called  to 
prove  the  evidence  of  the  prisoner,  and  it  was  urged  that  one  of  the 


iy)  4  St  Tr.  846. 
ix)  1  St.  Tr.  728. 

(a)  6  St  Tr.  288. 

(b)  1  PhilL  Ev.  182. 

{ej  12  Vin.  Ahr.  Evidence  B.,  a,  6. 

(dS  Sykee  v.  Dunbar,  Selw.  K.  P.  1059, 
per  Kenyon,  G.  J. 

(e)  Rqs.  V.  Cooke,  8  C.  &  P.  582. 

if)  Bex  V.  Marsh,  6  A.  &  £.  286. 

(^)  Chriatian's  Note,  4  BL  Com.  126. 
There  appears  to  be  very  little  weight  in 
the  reaaon  assigned  for  the  concealment 
eren  before  the  Prisoner's  Counsel  Bill 


passed,  because  the  prisoner  had  in  far 
the  greater  number  of  cases  heard  the 
eridence  of  the  witnesses  before  the  ma- 
gistrate, and  there  is  still  less  weight 
now,  since  the  prisoner  is  entitled  to 
copies  of  the  depositions.  And  the  oath 
itself  seems  not  to  apply  to  the  facts 
proved  before  the  grud  pnry ;  as  far  as 
regards  this  subject,  it  is  'the  King's 
counsel,  your  fellows'  and  your  own,  you 
shall  keep  secret*    4  Chitt  Cr.  h.  188. 

cao. 
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graod  jury  would  not  be  allowed  to  give  the  evidence,  and  that  if 

this  witness  were  allowed  to  do  so,  it  would  be  doing  that  in- 

directljr  which  could  not  be  done  directly ;  Tindal,  C.  J.,  held  that 

the  evidence  might  be  given,  as  it  was  for  the  purposes  of  public 

justice.  Qi) 

A  witness  111A7       In  WoUotCs  cose,  (i)  a  witness  was  questioned  by  the  counsel  for 

S*  *^i?w****   ^^^  prisoner  as  to  his  having  produced  and  read  a  certain  writing 

the  mod  j^.  ^^^^^  *h®  grand  jury,  and  Lord  Ellenborough,  C.  J.,  said, '  He  had 

considerable  doubt  upon  the  subject;  he  remembered  a  case  in 
which  a  witness  was  questioned  as  to  what  passed  before  the  grand 
jury,  and  though  it  was  a  matter  of  considerable  importance,  he  was 
permitted  to  answer.*  But  it  has  since  been  held  that  a  witness 
for  the  prosecution  in  a  case  of  felony  may  be  asked  on  cross-exami- 
nation whether  he  has  not  stated  certain  facts  before  the  grand 
jury,  and  that  the  witness  is  bound  to  answer  the  question,  {j) 

A  witness  was  not  allowed  by  Lord  Ellenborough  to  be  asked 
as  to  the  expressions  or  arguments  which  a  member  of  the  House 
of  Commons  had  made  use  of  in  the  House ;  for,  said  his  lordship, 
it  would  be  a  breach  of  duty  in  the  witness  (who  was  a  member 
himself),  and  a  breach  of  his  oath,  to  reveal  the  councils  of  the 
nation  ;  (k)  but  as  to  the  fact  of  the  plaintiff's  having  taken  part  in 
the  debate,  he  was  bound  to  answer,  (l)  So  a  member  may 
prove  who  acted  as  speaker  on  a  particular  occasion,  (m) 

In  1818  the  following  resolutions  were  passed  by  the  House  of 
Commons :  *  Resolved,  Tiemine  contradicente,  that  all  witnesses  ex- 
amined before  this  House,  or  any  committee  thereof,  are  entitled 
to  the  protection  of  this  House  in  respect  of  anything  that  may  be 
said  by  them  in  their  evidence.  Resolved,  newAne  contradicente, 
that  no  clerk  or  officer  of  this  House,  or  shorthand  writer  employed 


House  of 
Commons. 


{h)  Reg.  V.  Hughes,  1  C.  &  K.  619. 
In  2  BoUe  Abr.  77  (F.)  1,  we  find  <  if  a 
man  empannelled  and  sworn  on  the  Grand 
Inquest  discover  to  strangers  the  evidence 
given  to  him  and  the  rest  of  the  jurors 
for  the  King,  this  is  an  offence  punish- 
able by  fine  and  imprisonment  on  an  in- 
dictment Mich.  15,  Ja.  B.  R.  in  Smithe 
&  Hiirs  case  admit  And  the  clerks  of 
the  Crown  Office  sdd  that  this  is  usual.' 
In  27  Ass.  pL  68,  a  grand  juryman  was 
indicted  as  a  felon  for  discovering  what 
took  place  before  the  grand  jury ;  but  it 
was  said  that  some  justices  held  that  this 
was  treason  :  he  was  arraigned,  however, 
for  felony  only,  and  acquitted :  and  a  qusere 
is  added  as  to  what  the  judgment  would 
have  been  if  he  had  been  convicted.  In 
the  Poulterers'  case,  9  Rep.  55  b,  the 
judges  heard  the  evidence  given  to  the 
grand  jury  openly  in  court.  In  the  Earl 
of  Shaftesbuiy's  case,  8  Harg.  St.  Tr. 
417,  on  a  bill  of  indictment  for  hiffh 
treason  the  evidence  was  given  in  public 
before  the  grand  jury,  who  doubted  as  to 
the  legality  of  the  proceeding ;  but  Pem- 
berton,  C.  J.,  and  North,  0.  J.,  both  de- 
clared that  it  had  always  been  the  prac- 
tice to  examine  the  witnesses  publicly 
before  the  grand  jury  whenever  it  had 
been  requested  by  those  who  prose- 
oated  for  the  King.    This  practice  seems 


strongly  to  show  that  any  person  not  a 
grand  juror  is  competent  to  prove  what 
he  has  heard  a  witness  state  before  the 
grand  jury  ;  for  it  cannot  be  doubted  that 
any  of  the  public  present  in  court  when 
the  grand  jury  heard  the  evidence  openlv 
might  prove  what  he  heard.  Shaftesbury  s 
case  is  said  to  have  been  the  last  instance 
of  such  a  procedure.  4  Bl.  Com.  802, 
Edit  Chr. 

(i)  82  How.  St  Tr.  107. 

(;')  Reg.  V.  Gibson,  C.  &  Mars.  672, 
Parke,  B.  It  has  been  held  that  when 
the  grand  jury  have  found  a  bill,  the 
judges  before  whom  the  case  comes  on 
to  be  tried  ought  not  to  inquire  whether 
the  witnesses  were  properly  sworn  before 
they  went  before  tne  grand  iury,  and  it 
seems  that  an  improper  mode  of  swear- 
ing them  will  not  vitiate  the  indictment, 
as  the  grand  jury  are  at  liberty  to  find  a 
bill  upon  their  own  knowledge  merely. 
Reg.  V.  Russell,  C.  &  Mars.  247.  Gumey, 
B.,  and  Wightman,  J.  ;  and  Wightman, 
J.,  added,  that  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  and 
himself  had  decided  the  same  point  the 
same  way  on  the  Northern  Circuit 

(k)  Plunkett  v,  Cobbett,  5  Esp.  187. 
29  How.  St,  Tr.  71,  72. 

{h  5  Esp.  137. 

(m)  Chubb  v.  Salomons^  8  C.  ft  K.  75. 
Pollock,  C.  B. 
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to  take  minutes  of  evidence  before  this  House,  or  any  committee 
thereof,  do  give  evidence  elsewhere  in  respect  of  any  proceeding  or 
examination  had  at  the  bar  or  before  any  committee  of  this  House, 
without  the  special  leave  of  the  House.'  (n) 

Since  these  resolutions  it  has  been  held  that  a  member  of  the 
House  who  acts  as  a  teller  on  a  division  is  not  an  officer  of  the 
House  ;  and  if  a  member  be  asked  how  another  member  voted  on 
a  particular  occasion,  he  will  not  be  compelled  to  answer  if  he 
decline  doing  so,  and  have  not  the  leave  of  the  House  to  give 
evidence,  (o) 
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Sec.  n. 

How  mtiiessea  ought  to  be  exami/ned,  and  what  Qiiestions  they 
may  be  Asked,  and  compdled  to  Answer. 

Before  a  witness  is  examined,  he  must  be  sworn  in  open  Court* 
The  proper  method  of  administering  the  oath,  and  the  objections 
which  may  be  made  previous  to  the  administration  of  it,  will  be 
hereafter  considered,  (p)  And  the  proper  time  and  mode  of 
objecting  to  the  competency  of  a  witness,  whether  on  the  voire 
dire,  or  at  a  later  stage  of  the  trial,  will  be  discussed  in  the  last 
section  of  this  chapter,  (q) 

After  a  witness  has  been  re^ulaiiy  sworn,  the  party  who  has  Bzamiiuiiioii 
called  him  proceeds  to  examine  nim  in  chief;  respecting  which  ex-  i»<5*»i«^* 
amination  the  most  important  rule  is,  that  leading  questions  must  ^*^*?* 
not  be  put  to  the  witness  ;  that  is,  questions  which,  being  material  ^^    *^'"'' 
to  any  of  the  points  of  the  issue,  plainly  suggest  to  him  the  answer 
he  is  expected  to  make.     But  this  objection  is  not  allowed  to  be 
applied  if  the  question  is  merely  introductory,  and  one  which,  if 
answered  by  Yes  or  No,  would  not  be  conclusive  on  any  of  the 
points  of  the  issue ;  for  it  is  necessary  to  a  ceiiain  extent  to  lead 
the  mind  of  the  witness  to  the  subject  of  the  inauiry.  (r) 

Thus  in  an  action  of  assumpsit  against  two,  m  order  to  prove  Whiktaranoi 
that  the  defendants  were  partners,  the  first  witness  was  asked  iMding  qnes- 
whether  one  of  them  had  interfered  in  the  business  of  the  other.  *^®°^ 
And  upon  this  question  being  objected  to  as  leading,  Lord  Ellen- 
borough  ruled  that  it  might  properly  be  asked,  {s)     An  affirma- 
tive answer  to  this  question  would  not  have  been  conclusive,  for 
the  defendant  might  have  interfered,  without  making  himself  a 
partner.     So  where  the  witness  called  to  prove  the  partnership  of 
the  plaintiffs  coiUd  not  recollect  the  names  of  the  component  mem- 


(n)  See  2  C.  &  K.  4S3.  During  the 
recess  it  has  been  the  constant  practice  of 
the  Speaker  to  grant  such  leave  on  the 
application  of  the  parties  to  a  suit.  May's 
LawofParL814. 

(o)  Chubb  r.  Salomons,  3  C.  &;  K.  75. 
PoUock,  C.  B.,  after  consulting  the  other 
Barons. 

(p)  Post,  s.  7,  p.  611. 

Iq)  Post,  8.  7,  p.  611. 

(r)  Nicholls  v.  Dowding,  1  Stark.  N. 
P.  C.  SI.  A  prisoner  for  felony  was 
tried,    but    the  jury  were    dischaiged, 


owing  to  their  being  onable  to  agree. 
On  being  put  on  trial  More  a  secondjoiy, 
the  judge,  at  the  prisoner's  request,  in- 
stead of  having  the  witnesses  examined, 
simply  called  and  swore  tiiem,  and  read 
over  his  notes,  allowing  liberty  to  exa- 
mine and  cross-examine  each  witness 
thereafter.  Held,  that  this  was  an  irre- 
gular practice  whether  the  prisoner 
assented  to  it  or  not.  R.  v,  Bertnind. 
10  Cox,  C.  C.  619. 
W  1  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  81. 
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Pointing  out 
priflonen. 


Leading  in 
chief  to  con- 
tndict  former 
witness  of  ad« 
Terse  party. 


Where  not 
allowable. 


bers  of  the  firm,  bo  as  to  repeat  them  without  suggestion,  but  said 
he  might  possibly  recognise  them,  if  suggested  to  him ;  Lord  Ellen- 
borough  (alluding  to  a  case  tried  before  Lord  Mansfield,  in  which 
the  witness  had  been  allowed  to  read  a  written  list  of  names)  ruled, 
that  there  was  no  objection  to  asking  the  witness  whether  certain 
specified  persons  were  members  of  the  firm,  (f)  Upon  the  trial  of 
De  Berenger  and  others,  before  Lord  EUenborougn,  at  Guildhall, 
for  a  conspiracy,  it  became  necessary  for  a  witness  (a  post-boy, 
who  had  been  employed  to  drive  one  of  the  actors  in  the  fraud) 
to  identify  De  Berenger  with  that  person  ;  and  Lord  Ellenborough 
held,  that  for  this  purpose  the  counsel  for  the  prosecution  might 
point  out  De  Berenger  to  the  witness,  and  ask  him  whether  he 
was  the  person,  (u)  So  in  Rex  v.  Watson,  {v)  tried  at  bar,  upon 
its  becoming  necessary  to  identify  three  of  the  prisoners,  it  was 
objected,  that  the  attention  of  the  witness  was  too  directly  pointed 
to  them  ;  but  the  Court  held,  that  the  counsel  for  the  prosecution 
might  ask  in  the  most  direct  terms,  whether  any  of  the  prisoners 
was  the  person  meant  and  described  by  the  witness.  So  where 
the  plaintiff's  son,  being  called  as  a  witness  for  his  father,  was 
cross-examined  as  to  the  contents  of  a  letter  received  by  him  from 
the  plaintiff,  which  he  swore  had  been  lost,  and  mentioned  some 
particular  expressions  as  part  of  its  contents ;  and  witnesses  were 
called  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  to  speak  to  the  contents  of  the 
same  letter  ;  Lord  Ellenborough  ruled  that  the  defendant's  counsel 
might  ask  one  of  them,  who  had  first  exhausted  his  memory  by 
stating  all  he  recollected  of  the  letter,  whether  it  contained  the 
particular  expressions  sworn  to  by  the  plaintiff's  son ;  for  other- 
wise, said  his  lordship,  it  would  be  impossible  ever  to  come  to  a 
direct  contradiction,  (t^)  , 

When,  upon  cross-examination,  a  witness  has  denied  having  used 
particular  expressions,  or  having  made  a  particular  statement  to 
A.  B.,  who  is  afterwards  called  on  the  part  of  the  adverse  party, 
for  the  purpose  of  contradicting  the  first  witness,  by  proving  that 
he  actually  did  speak  the  words,  or  make  the  statement  to  him, 
it  is  very  usual  in  practice  for  the  counsel  of  the  adverse  party,  in 
examining  A.  B.  in  chief  as  his  own  witness,  to  ask  him,  in  the 
first  instance,  whether  the  former  witness,  in  conversing  with  him, 
said  so  and  so,  or  made  such  and  such  a  statement.  And  accord- 
ingly, where  a  witness  of  the  plaintiff's,  in  cross-examination,  had 
been  asked  as  to  some  expressions  he  had  used»  for  the  purpose 
of  laying  a  foundation  for  contradicting  him,  and  he  had  denied 
having  used  them ;  Abbott,  C.  J.,  held,  that  the  defendant's 
counsel,  having  called  a  person  to  prove  that  the  former  witness 
had  used  such  expressions,  was  entitled  to  read  to  his  own  witness 
the  particular  words  from  his  brief,  (a?)  However,  a  very  able 
writer  (y)  has  with  great  force  endeavoured  to  show,  that  leading 
questions  under  such  circumstancas  are  irregular. 

But  this  rule  does  not  apply  to  conversations  which  are  evidence 


(i)  Aoeiro  v,  Petnmi,  1  Stark.  N.  P.  C. 
100. 
<»)  1  Stark.  Ev.  p.  167. 
(«)  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  128. 
(w)  Conrteen  v.  Tonse,  1  Oampb.  48. 
(a;)  Edmonds   v.     Walter,    8    Stark. 


N  P  C  7 

\y)  2'PhilL  Ev.  40i,  i06.  The  piac- 
tice,  howerer,  is  perfectly  well  settled  as 
stated  in  the  text.  G.  S.  G.,  and  see  1 
Stark.  £t.  169,  170. 
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themselves.  A  witness  who  was  present  at  the  time  of  the  appre- 
hension of  the  plaintiff  by  the  defendant,  was  asked  whether  he  had 
not  used  certain  expressions  in  a  conversation  which  then  took 
place  between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  which  he  denied ;  and 
Erskine,  J.,  held  that  a  person  who  was  called  to  prove  that  the 
witness  bad  said  what  he  had  denied  could  not  be  examined  by 
the  counsel  reading  from  his  brief  the  very  words  which  the  witness 
had  so  denied  having  used,  but  that  the  examination  must  proceed 
in  the  usual  way  by  asking  what  had  passed,  (z)  Where  one  wit- 
ness has  given  an  account  of  what  a  prisoner  has  said  on  a  par- 
ticular occasioD,  and  another  is  called  for  the  prisoner  to  give  a 
different  account,  the  proper  course  is  to  call  upon  him  to  give  his 
version  of  the  matter ;  and  when  he  has  done  so,  then  to  ask  him 
whether  this  or  that  expression  has  been  used  ;  for  this  is  not  like 
the  case  of  a  proposed  contradiction,  where  a  witness  has  denied 
that  certain  specific  words  were  used,  (a) 

If  a  witness  should  appear  to  be  in  the  interest  of  the  opposite  Leading  aa 
party,  or  unwilling  to  give  evidence,  the  Court  may  deem  it  right  •dYene  wit- 
to  relax  the  rule  against  leading  questions,  and  allow  the  examina-  ^*^ 
tion  in  chief  to  assume  something  of  the  form  of  a  cross-exskmination. 
It  is  entirely  in  the  discretion  of  the  judge  to  determine  how  far 
he  will  allow  the  examination  in  chief  to  be  by  leading  questions.  (&) 
And  where  an  issue  had  been  directed  by  the  Court  of  Chancery, 
with  power  to  examine  the  parties.  Best,  C.  J.,  held  that  the  de- 
fendant stood  in  a  situation  which  of  necessity  made  him  adverse 
to  the  plaintiff,  by  whom  he  was  called,  and  that  the  counsel  for  the 
plaintiff  might,  as  a  matter  of  right,  cross-examine  him.  (c)  But 
in  general,  the  fact  of  a  witness  being  an  unwilling  or  adverse 
witness  is  to  be  ascertained  by  the  nature  of  his  evidence,  his 
manner  of  answering,  and  demeanour,  before  the  unrestricted  power 
of  leading  can  be  given ;  it  is  not  enough,  for  instance,  in  a  prose- 
cution, that  the  witness  is  intimate  with  the  prisoner,  or  that  he 
has  been  informed  against  by  the  prosecutor,  to  justify  the  counsel 
in  beginning  at  once  with  the  cross-examination,  (d) 

After  the  examination  in  chief  is  closed,  the  other  party  is  at  OnM-ezami- 
liberty  to  proceed  to  cross-examination,  without  regard  generally  n«*ion. 
to  the  rule  restricting  examinations  in  chief  in  respect  to  leading 
questions. 


(z)  Hallett  V.  Cousens,  2  M.  &  Rob. 
288. 

(a)  Reg.  V.  FosBeU,  8  Cox,  G.  G.  291. 
Wilde,  G.  J.,  Maule,  J.,  and  Parke,  B. 

(6)  2  Phill.  Ev.  403.  In  Bastin  v, 
Carew,  R.  &  M.  N.  P.  R.  127,  Abbott, 
G.  J.,  aUowed  the  cross-examination  of 
an  adverse  witness,  and  said,  '  I  mean  to 
decide  this,  and  no  ftirther — that  in  each 
particular  case  there  mast  be  some  dis- 
cretion in  the  presiding  ^ud^e  as  to  the 
mode  in  which  the  examination  shall  be 
conducted,  in  order  best  to  answer  the 

noses  of  justice.'  Reg.  v,  Ghapman,  8 
P.  668,  Lord  Abinger,  G.  B.  Reg.  v. 
Murphy,  8  G.  &  P.  297,  Goleridge,  J. 

(c)  Glarke  v.  Saffery,  R.  &  M.  N.  P.  R. 
126. 

id)  2  Phill.  £v.  404,  citing  R^.  v. 
Ball,  8  C.  ft  P.  745,  where  a  witness 
called  on  the  part  of  the  prosecution 


contradicted  the  prosecutor  as  to  the  fact 
of  the  prisoner  having  been  at  her  house 
on  the  night  when  the  offence  was  com- 
mitted, and  it  appeared  that  she  was  in- 
timately acquainted  with  the  prisoner, 
and  that  the  prosecutor  had  informed 
against  her  for  keeping  her  beerhouse 
open  at  improper  hours ;  and  on  its  being 
submitted  that  these  facts  raised  such  an 
inference  of  hostility  towards  the  prose- 
cutor, and  of  bias  in  favour  of  the  pri- 
soner, as  to  entitle  the  counsel  for  the 
prosecution  tocross-examine  her ;  Erskine, 
J.,  said,  '  I  think  that  the  situation  in 
which  this  witness  stands  towards  either 
party,  does  not  give  the  party  calling  tlie 
witness  a  li^ht  to  cross-examine  her, 
unless  her  evidence  was  of  itself  of  such  a 
nature  as  to  make  it  appear  that  she 
was  an  unwilling  witness. 
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If  the  witness  betrays  a  zeal  against  the  cross-examining  party, 
or  shows  an  unwillingness  to  speak  fairly  and  impartiaHy,  he  cannot, 
it  should  seem,  be  led  too  much,  {e)  But  where  the  witness  on 
the  other  hand  discovers  an  anxiety  to  seiTe  the  cross-examining 
party,  although  the  courts  do  not  usually  exclude  the  counsel,  on 
cross-examination^  from  putting  leading  questions,  it  is  obvious  that 
evidence  so  obtained  is  very  unsatisfactory,  and  is  open  to  much 
observation.  (/)  And  although  the  witness  may  be  led  on  cross- 
examination  to  bring  him  directly  to  the  point  as  to  the  answer, 
yet  if  he  has  betrayed  an  inclination  to  lean,  and  be  favourable  to 
the  cross-examining  party,  it  is  not  allowable  to  go  the  length  of 
putting  into  the  witness's  mouth  the  very  words  which  he  is  to 
echo  back,  (g)  But  the  practice  has  generally  been  to  put  leading 
questions  in  cross-examination  to  a  witness,  whether  willing  or 
adverse ;  and  where  a  counsel  was  putting  leading  questions  in  the 
usual  way  to  a  witness  who  appeared  favourable  to  the  side  of  the 
counsel  who  was  cross-examining  him,  and  this  was  objected  to ; 
Alderson,  B.,  said,  'I  apprehend  that  you  may  put  a  leading  question 
to  an  unwilling  witness  on  the  examination  m  chief  at  the  discre- 
tion of  the  judge;  but  you  ma^  always  put  a  leading  question  in 
cross-examination,  whether  a  witness  be  unwilling  or  not.'  Qi) 

A  witness  cannot  be  asked,  upon  cross-examination,  except  for 
the  pui*pose  of  impeaching  his  credit,  questions  which  are  not  in 
any  way  relevant  to  the  matters  in  issue ;  (i)  the  subject  of  cross- 
examining  for  the  purpose  of  impeaching  his  credit  will  per- 
haps be  more  conveniently  discussed  in  a  subsequent  section,  (?)  in 
which  place  (]c)  will  also  be  considered  the  obligation  of  a  witness 
to  answer  questions  tending  to  subject  him  to  a  criminal  prosecu- 
tion, or  degrading  to  his  character.  It  is,  however,  proper  to 
mention  in  this  place  how  far  a  witness  is  compellable  to  answer 
a  question,  whereby  he  may  subject  himself  to  a  civil  action,  or 
charge  himself  with  a  debt.  Considerable  doubts  had  been  enter- 
tained upon  this  subject,  before  the  46  Geo.  3,  c.  37 ;  for  the  settle- 
ment of  which  it  was  thereby  declared  and  enacted,  that  a  witness 
cannot  by  law  refuse  to  answer  any  question  relevant  to  the  matter 
in  issue  (the  answering  of  which  has  no  tendency  to  expose  him  to 
a  penalty  or  forfeiture  of  any  nature  whatsoever)  by  reason  only, 
and  on  the  sole  ground  that  the  answering  such  questions  may 
establish,  or  tend  to  establish,  that  he  owes  a  debt,  or  is  othervrise 
subject  to  a  civil  suit,  either  at  the  instance  of  his  Majesty,  or  any 
other  persons.  (I)    It  seems  a  witness  is  still  privileged  from  an- 


(c)  2  PhiU.  Ev.  406. 

(/)  Mr.  Starkie,  in  bin  Treatise  on 
Evidence,  vol.  1,  p.  197,  mentions  that 
he  has  heard  Lord  Tenterdeu  express 
himself  to  this  effect  more  than  once. 

{g)  By  BuUer,  J.,  in  Hardy's  case,  24 
How.  St  Tr.  766,  referringto  a  rule  laid 
down  on  the  day  before  by  Eyre,  C.  J.,  to 
the  same  effect 

(h)  Parkinv.  Moon,  7  C.  &  P.  408. 

(t)  A  cross-examination  as  to  a  fact 
otherwise  irrelevant,  is  not  warranted  by 
the  circumstance  that  the  adverse  counsel 
opened  it,  without  any  attempt  at  proof. 
Lucas  V.  Kovosilieski,  1  £sp.  K.  r.  C. 
296. 


(/)  Sec.  8. 

(it)  Post,  p.  676. 

(0  See  R.  V.  Wobnm,  10  East,  895.  2 
Phill.  Ev.  420.  There  is  a  distinction 
between  the  obligation  of  a  witness,  since 
this  statute,  to  answer  questions,  though 
they  may  subject  him  to  civil  suits  ;  and 
his  obligation  to  produce  writings,  ftc, 
under  a  sfubtosna  duces  tecum.  For  if  a 
subvoma  duces  tecum  is  served,  the  party 
must  bring  his  deeds  into  court  in 
obedience  to  the  subpcena,  although,  if 
he  states  that  they  are  his  title  deeos,  no 
judge  will  ever  compel  him  to  produce 
them.  Pickering  v.  Noyes,  1  B.  &  C. 
268. 
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swering  any  question,  the  answer  to  which  might  subject  him  to  a 
forfeiture  of  his  estate,  (m) 

Counsel  upon  cross-examination  cannot  assume  that  the  witness  AwamptioiiB 
has  made  an  assertion  in  his  examination  in  chief,  which  was  not  ?^*  allowable 
in  fact  made,  {n)  or  put  a  question  which  assumes  a  fact  not  in  ^^tion^' 
proof,  (o) 

It  is  not  allowable  upon  cross-examination  to  ask  a  witness,  CroBs-exami- 
except  with  respect  to  previous  statements  in  writing  made  by  him,  ™^*jj^  "?  ^ 
as  to  the  contents  of  written  instruments,  (p)  although  they  are  menta. 
shown  to  be  in  the  possession  of  the  opposite  party,  and  notice  has 
been  given  to  the  opposite  party  to  produce  them,  (g)     Under  what 
circumstances  a  cross-examination  as  to  the  contents  of  a  written 
document,  for  the  pui-pose  of  impeaching  the  credit  of  a  witness, 
is  allowable,  will  be  considered  hereafter  in  the  third  section  of 
this  chapter,  (r) 

Upon  the  trial  of  Kroehl,  Gibson,  and  Koech,  (s)  for  a  con-  OroBs-exami- 
spiracy,  where  the  three  defendants  defended  separately,  Koech  nation  of  wit- 
alone  called  witnesses,  and  examined  to  a  conversation  between  or^o^aoverai 
himself  and  Kroehl.     The  counsel  for  the  prosecution  was  pro-  defendants 
ceeding  to  cross-examine  as  to  another  conversation  between  Koech  alone, 
and  Kroehl,  when  the  counsel  for  the  prisoner  Kroehl  objected, 
on  the  ground,  that  the  eflfect  might  be  to  bring  out  a  new  case 
against  Kroehl,  although  he  had  called  no  witnesses,  and  after  the 
case  for  the  Crown  was  finished;   but  Abbott,  J.,  said,   that  as 
Koech  had  called  witnesses,  he  could  not  prevent  the  cross-exa- 
mination as  to  any  conversations  that  might  affect  Koech.     It 
might  be  a  matter  for  future  consideration  whether  the  counsel 
for  Kroehl,  after  such  evidence,  would  have  a  right  to  address  the 
jury  upon  it. 

Woods  and  May  were  indicted  for  manslaughter,  and  separately  Where  one 
defended  ;  the  counsel  for  Woods  addressed  the  jury,  but  called  no  P™>i»er  calls 
witness,  and  then  the  counsel  for  May  addressed  the  jury  and  ^^^^te  ^ 
called  witnesses,  who  threw  the  blame  on  Woods ;  and  it  was  another  pri- 
held  that  the  counsel  for  Woods  should  be  allowed  not  only  to  ■^°®'"»  .*^® 
cross-examine   May's  witnesses,   but  again  to  address  the  jury.  ti^to^CTcw- 
The  proper  course  was  for  Woods'  counsel  to  cross-examine  first  examine  snch 
the  counsel  for  the  prosecution  next,  and  the  counsel  for  May  to  ▼itaesBes,  and 
re-examine.     At  the  close  of  the  evidence,  Woods'  counsel  would  jJI^agaln  on* 
address  the  jury,  confining  himself  strictly  to  the  evidence  ad-  their  evidence, 
duced  for  May,  and  then  the  counsel  for  the  prosecution  would 
reply  generally,  {t)     So  where  Burdett  and  Luck  were  tried  for 
stealing  wood,  and  in  the  course  of  the  defence  of  Luck,  Cox  was 
called  as  a  witness  on  his  behalf,  with  a  view  of  showing  that  Luck 
was  an  innocent  agent  in  taking  the  wood,  and  in  so  doing  Cox 

(m)  1  PhiU.  Ev.  264.  May  v.  Hawkins, 
24  L.  J.  Ex.  309  ;  11  Ex.  210.  Cheater 
V,  Wortley,  25  L.  J.  C.  P.  117. 

(n)  Hill  V.  Coombe,  cor,  Abbott,  J., 
Manning's  Digest,  tit    WUneis,  pi.  236. 

(o)  Doe  V.  WocKi,  cor,  Abbott,  J.,  ibid, 
pi.  237.  The  objection  was  frequently 
taken  and  allowed  during  the  proceedings 
in  the  House  of  liords  in  the  Queen  s 
case.     See  the  printed  evidence. 

(jp)  Sain  thill  v.  Bound,  4  Esp.  74. 
Howell  V.  Lock,  2  Campb.  14.  See  post^ 
p.  581. 

VOL.  III. 


{q)  Graham  v.  Dyster,  2  Stark.  N.  P. 
C.  23.  Sideways  v.  Dyson,  ibid.  49.  A 
witness  may  be  asked  as  to  tiie  contents 
of  a  written  document,  if  the  party  exa- 
mining is  in  a  position  to  give  secondary 
evidence  of  its  contents. 

(r)  Post,  p.  680. 

{8)  2  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  843. 

(t)  Reg.  r.  Woods,  6  Cox,  C.  C.  224. 
The  Recorder,  after  consulting  Cresswell, 
J.,  and  Williams,  J.  See  R.  v,  Copley, 
4  F.  &  F.  1097. 
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gave  evidence  tending  to  criminate  Burdett;  Burdett's  counsel 
claimed  the  right-  of  cross-examining  Cox,  and  then  addressing  the 
jury  upon  his  evidence ;  but  the  sessions  refused  permission  to 
cross-examine  and  addi*ess  the  jury,  but  offered  to  put  through  the 
chairman  such  questions  as  Burdett's  counsel  suggested  ;  it  was 
held,  on  a  case  res^ved,  that,  in  this  particular  case,  the  counsel 
for  Burdett  had  a  right  to  cross-examine  Cox,  and  to  cross-examine 
him  without  doing  so  through  the  Court,  and  had  also  a  right  to 
reply  on  his  evidence.  But  the  Court  must  not  be  understood  a.s 
saying  that  he  would  have  had  that  right  if  the  evidence  of  Cox 
had  not  tended  to  criminate  him.  All  the  Court  decided  was,  that 
in  this  particular  case  the  course  taken  was  wrong,  {u) 

If  a  witness  be  called  merely  for  the  purpose  of  producing  a 
written  instrument,  he  need  not  be  sworn,  and,  unless  sworn,  he  is 
not  subject  to  cross-examination,  (v)  If  a  witness  be  called, 
though  it  be  through  necessity,  for  the  purpose  of  the  mere  formal 
proof  of  a  document,  this  makes  him  a  witness  for  all  pui'poses, 
and  he  may  be  cross-examined  as  to  the  whole  of  the  case,  {w)  If  a 
witness  be  called  under  a  mistake,  and  the  mistake  be  discovered 
before  any  question  is  put  to  him  by  the  counsel  who  calls  him,  he 
is  not  liable  to  cross-examination,  although  he  has  been  sworn,  {x) 
Where  a  witness  being  sworn  was  asked  only  one  immaterial 
question,  and  his  evidence  stopped  by  the  judge,  it  was  held  that 
the  opposite  party  had  no  right  to  cross-examine  him.  {y) 

It  is  fully  settled  that  the  counsel  for  the  prosecution  are  not 
bound  to  call  every  witness  whose  name  is  on  the  back  of  the  in- 
dictment, (0)  but  may  call  what  witnesses  they  think  proper,  (a) 
The  prosecutor,  however,  ought  to  cause  the  witnesses  to  be 
present  in  court,  because  the  prisoner  may  have  neglected  to  bring 
them  himself  in  consequence  of  their  names  being  on  the  back  of 
the  bill,  (b)  It  was  formeriy  the  practice,  where  the  counsel  for 
the  prosecution  did  not  call  a  witness  whose  name  was  on  the  back 
of  the  bill,  for  the  judge  to  call  the  witness,  in  order  that  he  might 
be  cross-examined  by  the  prisoner  in  the  same  way  as  if  he  had 
been  called  by  the  counsel  for  the  prosecution ;  (c)  but  it  is  now 


(m)  Reg.  V.  Burdett,  Dears.  C.  C.  481. 
See  Beale  v.  Mouls,  1  C.  &  K.  1.  On  the 
same  ground  it  would  seem  that  one  pri- 
soner might  call  witnesses  to  contra- 
dict the  witnesses  called  for  another 
prisoner,  if  their  evidence  criminated 
him. 

(v)  Simpson  r.  Smith,  2  Phill.  Ev.  397. 
See  also  Davis  v.  Dale,  M.  k  M.  514. 
Evans  v,  Moseley,  2  Dowl,  P.  11.  364. 
Perry  r.  Gibson,  1  A.  &  £.  48.  Summers 
V,  Moseley,  4  Tyrw.  158.  Ecxr.  Murlis, 
M.  &  Mai.  515. 

(w)  Morgan  v.  Bryd^es,  2  Stark.  N.  P. 
G.  314.  But  see  Phillipps  v.  Eamer,  1 
£sp.  856.  See  Reed  v.  James,  1  Stark. 
N.  P.  C.  182. 

{x)  Wood  V.  Mackinson,  2  M.  &  Rob. 
273.  Rush  v.  Smyth,  4  Tyrw.  675.  1 
C.  M.  &  R.  94.  Clifford  v.  Hunter,  8 
C.  k  P.  16.  Rex  V.  Brooke,  2  Stark.  N. 
P.  C.  472. 

(y)  Creevy  v.  Carr,  7  C  &  P.  64,  Gur- 
ney,  B. 


(z)  Rog.  V,  Woodhead,  2  C.  &  K.  520, 
Dec.  1847,  where  Alderson,  B.,  said,  the 
judges  had  laid  down  this  as  a  rule.  Res. 
V.  Edwards,  3  Cox,  C.  C.  82.  Erie,  J. 
A,p.  1848.  Reg.  V.  Cassidy,  1  F.  &  F. 
79,  March  1858.  Parke,  B.,  after  con- 
sulting Cresswell,  J. 

(a)  Reg.  V.  Cassidy,  supra,  Reg.  v, 
Edwards,  supra. 

(b)  Reg.  V.  Woodhead,  supra,  Reg. 
V.  Cassidy,  sujyra, 

{c)  Rex  V,  Simmonds,  1  C.  &  P.  84. 
Hullock,  B.  liex  r.  Whitbread,  ibid, 
note  (a).  Reg.  v.  Bull,  9  C.  &  P.  22.  In 
Rex  V,  Beezley,  4  C.  &  P.  220,  Little- 
dale  said  that  the  counsel  for  the  prose> 
cution  ought  to  call  all  the  witnesses  on 
the  back  of  the  bill ;  and  in  many  cases 
on  the  Oxford  Circuit  learned  judges 
have  directed  the  counsel  for  the  prose- 
cution to  call  every  witness  on  the  back 
of  the  bill,  and  it  has  been  treated  as  if 
the  counsel  for  the  prisoner  had  a  right 
to  have  them  all  called  by  the  counsel  for 
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settled  that  where  a  witness  who  is  not  called  by  the  counsel  for 
the  prosecution  is  called  by  the  prisoner,  he  must  be  considered  his 
witness,  as  much  as  those  subpoenaed  and  called  by  him.  {d)  As 
the  witness  is  the  prisoner's  witness,  it  follows  that  the  counsel  for 
the  Crown  may  impeach  his  evidence  in  the  same  manner  as  if  he 
had  been  subpoenaed  and  called  by  the  prisoner,  {e) 

A  witness  whose  evidence  is  relevant,  may  be  called  by  the  Calling  a  wit- 
prosecution,  although  he  has  not  been  before  the  magistrates,  and  fh^^^*  faltST 
although  his  name  and  the  substance  of  his  evidence  has  not  been     ^  ™**" 
given  to  the  prisoner  or  his  attorney.  (/) 


the  Crown,  in  order  to  enable  him  to 
cross-examine  them.  Indeed,  the  cases 
have  eone  further  than  this ;  as  it  has 
been  held  on  several  occasions  that  wit- 
nesses, not  on  the  back  of  the  bill,  but 
who  were  acquainted  with  the  facta  of 
the  case,  ought  to  be  called  on  the  part 
of  the  prosecution.  In  Reg.  v.  Holdeii, 
8  C.  &  P.  606,  on  an  indictment  for  mur- 
der, Patteson,  J.,  directed  the  daughter 
of  the  deceased,  whose  name  was  not  on 
the  back  of  the  indictment,  to  be  called, 
saying,  *  every  witness  who  was  present 
at  a  transaction  of  this  sort  ought  to  be 
called,  and  even  if  they  sive  different  ac- 
counts, it  is  fit  that  the  jury  should  hear 
their  evidence,  so  as  to  draw  their  own 
conclusion  as  to  the  real  truth  of  the 
matter.'  And  in  the  same  case,  it  ap- 
pearing that  there  had  been  a  post  mortem 
examination  of  the  body  of  tlio  deceased 
by  a  surgeon  who  was  examined,  and 
another  surgeon  who  was  in  court,  and 
that  there  was  some  difference  of  opinion 
as  to  the  cause  of  the  death ;  Pattesou,  J., 
said,  '  As  the  surgeon  is  in  court,  1  shall 
insist  upon  his  being  examined.  He  is  a 
material  witness,  who  is  not  called  on  the 
part  of  the  prosecution  ;  and  as  he  is  in 
court,  I  shall  call  him  for  the  furtherance 
of  justice.'  And  he  was  called  and  exa- 
mined by  the  learned  judge.  In  Reg.  v. 
Chapman,  8  C.  &  P.  558,  Lord  Abinger, 
C.  K.,  directed  the  name  of  the  brotlier 
of  the  prisoner,  who  was  present  at  the 
time  when  the  murder  was  alleged  to 
have  been  committed,  to  remain  on  the 
back  of  the  bill,  and  said,  the  counsel 
for  the  prosecution  would  best  discharge 
his  duty  by  calling  him  as  a  witness  on 
the  trial.  See  also  Reg.  v.  Orchard,  ibid, 
note  (b).  In  Rex  v.  Stroner,  1  C.  &  K. 
650,  March  1845,  the  prosecutrix,  on  a 
trial  for  rape,  stated  that  she  imme- 
diately complained  to  her  mistress,  and 
that  her  clothes  were  afterwards  washed 
by  a  woman,  and  neither  of  these  per- 
sons were  bound  over  to  give  evidence, 
and  their  names  were  not  on  the  bacl^  of 
the  indictment;  but  both  were  attend- 
ing as  witnesses  for  the  prisoner;  and 
Pollock,  C.  B.,  held  that  they  must  be 
both  called  for  the  prosecution,  but  that 
the  counsel  for  the  prosecution  must  be 
allowed  every  latitude  in  examining  them. 
In  Rex  V.  Bodle,  6  C.  &  P.  186,  Gaselee, 
J.,  and  Yaughan,  B.,  held  that  it  was  in 


the  discretion  of  the  judge  whether  a  wit- 
ness whose  name  is  on  the  back  of  tho 
indictment  should  be  called  for  the  pri- 
soner's counsel  to  examine  him  before  the 
prisoner  was  called  on  for  his  defence  ; 
and  the  father  of  the  prisoner  having  been 
examined  before  the  coroner,  and  bound 
over  to  give  evidence  at  the  assizes 
against  the  prisoner  for  murder,  the 
learned  judges  held  that  the  father  ought 
to  be  called  ;  and  he  was  called,  and 
asked  as  to  statements  he  had  made 
respecting  the  murder,  with  a  view  of 
discrediting  and  contradicting  him,  and 
thereby  raising  a  suspicion  that  the  wit- 
ness might  have  committed  the  murder 
himself ;  and  it  was  held  that  as  the  father 
had  not  been  examined  by  the  counsel 
for  the  prosecution,  and  had  been  only 
called  at  the  instance  of  the  counsel  for 
the  prisoner,  the  latter  could  not  be 
allowed  to  call  witness  to  contradict  him 
as  to  the  different  accounts  he  had  given 
respecting  the  murder.  In  Reg.  v.  Vin- 
cent, 9  C.  &  P.  91,  Alderson,  B.,  held 
that  the  calling  such  a  witness  in  felony 
was  discretionary,  but  it  was  a  discretion 
always  exercised,  and  he  thought  it 
might  well  be  exercised  in  a  case  of 
misdemeanor.     C.  S.  G. 

{d)  Reg  V.  Cassidy,  supra.  Reg.  v. 
Woodhead,  siipra.  The  following  cases, 
therefore,  cannot  be  considered  autho- 
rities any  longer.  Reg.  v.  Barley,  2 
Cox,  191,  where  PoUock,  C.  B.,  after 
consulting  Coleridge,  J.,  insisted  on  the 
counsel  for  the  Crown  calling  witnesses 
on  the  back  of  the  bill  The  dictum 
of  Alderson,  B.,  that  it  was  the  duty  of 
the  prosecutor  to  put  an  adverse  witness 
in  the  box,  in  Reg.  v.  Carpenter,  1  Cox, 
C.  C.  72.  Rex  v.  Beezlev,  4  C.  &  P.  220, 
where  Littledale,  J.,  held  that  the  coun- 
sel for  the  Crown  was  confined  to  ques- 
tions which  arose  out  of  the  cross-exami- 
nation of  a  witness  whom  ho  had  directed 
to  be  called.  Rex  v.  Harris,  7  C.  &  P. 
581,  as  far  as  it  may  tend  to  show  that 
where  the  witness  is  called  by  the  judge, 
the  counsel  for  the  Crown  has  no  right  to 
examine  him. 

(«)  Reg.  V,  Woodhead,  supra,  per  Al- 
derson, B. 

(/)  R.  V.  Greenslade,  11  Cox,  C.  C. 
412.  Reg.  V.  Pietro  Stiginani  (10  Cox, 
Crim.  Cas.)  overruled. 

0  o  2 


564 


Of  Evidence. 


[book  VI. 


party  after 
vards  called 
by  the  other. 


Witness  re- 
called by  the 
jndge. 


Re-czamina- 
tioa. 


Witness  of  one       It  is  reported  to  have  been  ruled  by  Lord  Kenyon,  {g)  that 

where  a  witness  has  been  examined  by  one  party,  and  cross- 
examined  by  the  other,  and  the  latter  has  afterwards  occasion  to 
call  the  same  witness  back  as  part  of  his  own  case,  the  privilege  of 
cross-examination  continues,  and  leading  questions  may  be  put  to 
him.  But  it  has  been  very  properly  remarked,  Qi)  that  the  mode 
of  examination  under  such  circumstances  is  in  truth  regulated, 
according  to  the  disposition  and  temper  manifested  by  the  witness, 
by  the  discretion  of  the  presiding  judge,  (i) 

Where  on  an  indictment  for  burglary,  there  was  no  counsel  for 
the  Crown,  Taunton,  J.,  after  the  examination  of  witnesses  to 
facts  on  the  part  of  the  prisoners,  recalled  a  witness  for  the  prosecu- 
tion, and  then,  addressing  the  prisoner's  counsel,  inquired  if  he 
had  any  question  to  ask  upon  it,  saying,  that,  although  he  as 
judge  had  recalled  the  witness  for  the  purposes  of  justice,  he 
thought  it  right  that  the  prisoner's  counsel  should  have  the  oppor- 
tunity of  cross-examining  the  witness  again.  (Jc) 

The  object  of  re-examining  a  witness  being  merely  to  explain  the 
facts  stated  by  the  witness  on  cross-examination,  he  cannot  be  re- 
examined as  to  any  facts  unconnected  with  it ;  but  if  any  material 
question  has  been  omitted  in  the  examination  in  chief,  the  practice 
is  to  suggest  it  to  the  Court,  who  will  put  it  to  the  witness,  or  de- 
cline to  do  80,  at  its  discretion.  (Q 

After  the  close  of  the  case  for  the  defendant,  the  general  rule  is, 
that  the  evidence  in  reply  must  bear  directly  or  indirectly  upon  the 
s^^j®^^  matter  of  the  defence,  and  ought  not  to  consist  of  new 
of  the  endence  matter  unconnected  with  the  defence,  and  not  tending  to  contro- 
for  the  de-  yert  or  dispute  it.  (m)  This  is  the  general  rule,  made  for  the  pur- 
pose of  preventing  confusion,  embarrassment,  and  waste  of  time  ; 
but  it  rests  entirely  in  the  discretion  of  the  judge  whether  it 
ought  to  be  strictly  enforced  or  remitted,  as  he  may  think  best  for 
the  discovery  of  truth  and  the  administration  of  justice,  {n) 

Where  on  an  indictment  for  larceny,  the  case  for  the  Crown 
rested  merely  on  the  fact  of  the  stolen  property  being  found  in  the 
house  of  the  prisoner  soon  after  it  was  lost,  and  a  witness  for  the 
defence  proved  that  the  prisoner  bought  the  property  from  a  third 
person,  who  was  called  by  the  counsel  for  the  Crown  to  prove  not 
only  that  the  prisoner  did  not  buy  the  property  of  him,  but  that 
he  saw  the  prisoner  steal  it ;  it  was  held  that  his  evidence  was 
only  admissible  as  far  as  it  went  to  destroy  the  case  set  up  on  the 
part  of  the  prisoner,  that  is,  to  show  that  the  prisoner  did  not  buy 
the  property  of  him.  (o)  So  where  the  defence  of  the  prisoners  was 
an  alihif  viz.,  that  they  were  at  a  public-house,  a  considerable 
distance  from  where  the  offence  was  committed,  and  it  was  pro- 
posed on  the  part  of  the  Ci'own  to  prove  in  reply  that  the  prisoners 
were  seen  near  the  spot  at  which  the  robbery  was  committed,  and 


Evidence  in 
reply  mnst  be 
eonfined  to  the 
contradiction 


(g)  Dickinson  v.  Shoe,  4  £sp.  67. 

{h)  1  Stark.  Ev.  188. 

( i)  See  also  the  observations  of  Ab- 
bott, C.  J.,  in  Basten  r.  Carew,  Ry.  & 
Mood.  N.  P.  C.  127. 

(k)  Rex  V,  W^atson,  6  C.  &  P.  653. 

{I)  2  PhiU.  Ev.  408.  See  post,  p.  590, 
as  to  re-examining  a  witness  wno  has 
been  cross-examined  respecting  his  former 


statements  and  declarations. 

{m)  2  Phill.  Ev.  408. 

{n)  Ibid. 

(o)  Rex  V,  Stimpson,  2  C.  &  P.  415, 
Garrow,  B.  Mr.  Phillipps  observes,  'This 
was  carrying  the  rule  very  far,  as  the  fiict 
of  seeing  the  prisoner  steal  the  goods 
w^ould  be  strong  evidence  that  he  did  not 
buy  them.'    2  PhiU.  Ev.  410. 
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that,  therefore,  they  could  not  have  been  in  the  public-house ; 
Taunton,  J.,  rejected  the  evidence,  saying,  'Proving  that  the 
parties  were  near  the  place  at  which  the  offence  was  committed 
is  evidence  in  chief,  and  not  evidence  in  reply.  Whatever  is  a 
confirmation  of  the  original  case  cannot  be  given  as  evidence  in 
reply ;  and  the  only  evidence  which  can  be  given  as  evidence  in 
reply,  is  that  which  goes  to  cut  down  the  case  on  the  part  of  the 
defence,  without  being  any  confirmation  of  the  case  on  the  part  of 
the  prosecution.'  ( p)  But  where  on  a  similar  indictment  a  similar 
defence  was  set  up,  Alderson,  B.,  permitted  a  pei-son  who  had  been 
robbed  on  the  road  near  the  place  where  the  prosecutor  was  robbed, 
to  prove  not  only  that  he  saw  the  prisoner  there,  but  the  whole 
circumstances  under  which  he  met  the  prisoner.  (})  And  so  where 
in  an  action  for  an  injury  occasioned  by  the  defendant  through 
negligently  driving  a  carriage,  the  plaintiff's  witnesses  described 
the  carriage  as  having  been  driven  by  the  defendant  when  the 
accident  occurred  at  Layton,  and  other  witnesses  spoke  to  the 
defendant  having  been  seen  in  the  neighbourhood  of  Layton  about 
the  time  in  question ;  and  the  defendant  called  witnesses  to  prove 
that,  at  the  time  in  question,  he  was  at  Richmond,  and  the 
plaintiff  then  tendered  other  witnesses  to  show  that  the  defendant 
was  not  at  Richmond,  but  at  Layton ;  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  held 
that  it  would  perhaps  have  been  more  correct  had  the  plaintiff,  in 
the  first  instance,  called  the  witnesses  then  tendered,  but  he  did 
not  think  that  he  could,  even  at  this  period  of  the  cause,  exclude 
the  evidence  from  the  jury,  which  certainly  went  to  contradict  the 
defendant's  olibL  (r)  And  where  on  an  indictment  for  horse 
stealing  the  defence  was  an  alibi,  which  went  to  show  that  the 
prisonery  on  the  7th  and  8th  of  March,  was  at  places  many  miles 
from  the  place  were  the  horses  were  stolen,  and  on  the  9th  re- 
turned home ;  Tindal,  C.  J.,  permitted  a  witness  to  be  called  to 
prove  that  the  prisoner,  when  taken  into  custody  on  the  10th  of 
March,  said  that  he  had  been  at  home  ever  since  the  Wednesday 
before,  (s) 

Where  on  a  trial  for  robbery  the  prosecutor  proved  that  he  had  A  statemeot  of 
lost  a  large  quantity  of  blood  from  his  head,  and  that  his  assailant  ^1?^^*}^  ^ 
had  put  his  arm  round  his  neck,  and  the  prisoner's  coat  appeared  priaoner's  wit- 
to  have  been  recently  stained  with  blood  on  the  collar  and  sleeve ;  neBs. 
and  the  prisoner  called  a  witness,  who  swore  that  on  the  day  before 
the  robberv  he  had  observed  that  the  prisoner's  coat  was  bloody, 
and  that  the  prisoner  had  told  him  the  blood  had  fiowed  from 
a  hare  which  he  had  carried  over  his  shoulder ;  it  was  held  that 
the  statement  of  the  prisoner  before  the  magistrate,  in  which  ho 
had  given  a  different  account  of  the  marks  of  blood,  was  admissible 
in  reply  to  the  evidence  given  by  the  prisoner,  (t) 

{p)  Rex  V,  Hilditch,  6  C.  &  P.  299.  p.  370,  et  aeq.    C.  S.  G. 

\q)  Reg.  V.  Briggs,  2  M.  &  Rob.  199.  (r)  Briggs  v.  Aynsworth,  2  M.  &  Rob. 

Rex  V.  Hilditch  does  not  ai)pear  to  have  168.     See  a  learned  note  to  this  case  by 

been  cited  in  this  case.     It  may  have  the  reporters.     And  see  Reg.  v.  Frost,  9 

been  thought  in  this  case  that  the  evi-  C.  &  P.  159. 

dencc  of   the  second  robbery  was  not  (»)  Rex  v.  Findon,  6  C.  &  P.  132. 
essential  on  the  part  of  the  prosecution  (0  Reg.  v.  White,  2  Cox,  C.  C.  192. 
nntil  the  alibi  was  set  up,  and  that  that  Pollock,  C.   B.,  after  consulting  Cole- 
rendered  the  proof  of  the  second  robbery  ridge,  J. 
essential.     See  the  cases  collected  ante^ 
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Where  the  plaintiff  brought  an  action  against  the  defendant  for 
imprisoning  her  on  a  false  charge  of  stealing  chaff,  which  was  found 
in  ner  drawer,  and  two  witnesses  called  by  the  plaintiff  stated  that 
they  had  sold  her  chaff  similar  to  that  found  in  her  drawer,  and 
the  defendant's  witnesses  pointed  out  marks  showing  that  the  chaff 
found  in  the  plaintiff's  dmwer  corresponded  with  that  belonging 
to  the  defendant,  and  mentioned  in  particular  that  linseed  was 
mixed  with  the  chaff,  which  was  said  to  be  unusual ;  it  was  held 
that  the  plaintiff  might  prove  in  reply  that  linseed  mixed  with 
chaff  had  been  previously  sent  to  the  plaintiff,  (u) 

Where  the  counsel  for  the  Crown  has,  per  incuriani,  omitted  to 
put  in  a  piece  of  evidence  before  commencing  his  reply,  and  the 
course  of  justice  might  be  interfered  with  if  the  evidence  were  not 
given,  the  Court  may  permit  the  evidence  to  be  given,  (v) 

The  question  whether  any  particular  evidence  ought  to  be  ad- 
mitted in  reply,  rests  in  the  discretion  of  the  Court,  which  will  be 
exercised  with  a  view  to  attain  the  ends  of  justice  according  to  the 
circumstances  of  the  case,  (w) 

It  has  already  been  remarked  that  a  witness,  except  with  respect 
to  previous  statements  in  writing  made  by  him,  cannot  be  cross- 
examined  as  to  a  written  document  in  the  possession  of  the  party 
who  calls  him ;  (x)  and  the  rule  is  general,  that  a  witness  cannot 
either  be  examined  in  chief  or  cross-examined  as  to  the  contents  of 
a  written  document,  not  produced,  unless  the  party  examining  or 
cross-examining  is  in  a  position  to  give  secondary  evidence  of  its 
contents,  (y) 

Where,  in  order  to  prove  the  taking  of  a  tenement,  a  witness 
produced  a  book  containing  an  entry  made  by  him  of  the  terms  of 
the  taking,  and  stated  that  he  had  no  memory  of  them  but  from 
the  book,  without  which  he  should  not  of  his  own  knowledge 
be  able  to  speak  to  the  facts,  but  on  reading  the  entry  he  had  no 
doubt  that  the  facts  really  happened ;  the  Court  held  that  the 
witness  might  look  at  the  entry  to  refresh  his  memory,  and  give 

Sarol  evidence  of  the  letting,  (z)  So  where  a  receipt  for  money 
as  been  given  on  unstamped  paper,  it  may  be  used  by  the  witness, 
who  saw  it  given,  to  refresh  his  memory,  (a)  And  where  a  witness, 
who  had  received  money  and  given  a  receipt  for  it,  which  could 
not  be  read  in  evidence  for  want  of  a  proper  stamp,  had  become 
blind,  the  receipt  was  allowed  by  Abbott,  C.  J.,  to  be  read  over  to 
him  in  court  (he  being  informed  that  the  paper  was  in  his  hand- 
writing) in  order  to  refresh  his  memory.  (6)  So  to  prove  an  act  of 
bankruptcy  committed  some  years  back,  a  deposition  made  at  the 
time  by  an  aged  witness  was  allowed  by  Lord  Kenyon  to  be  read 
to  him  for  the  same  purpose,  (c)  And  where  a  witness  was  un- 
certain whether  an  execution  was  put  in  on  the  4jth  or  5th  of  May, 
Tindal,  C.  J.,  on  the  authority  of  the  pi'eceding  case,  allowed  his 


(w)  Wright  V.  Willcox,  9  C.  B.  650. 

(v)  Reg.  V.  White,  2  Ck)x,  C.  C.  192. 
See  this  case,  aTUe,  p.  510. 

(u»)  Doe  dem  Nicoll  v.  Bower,  16  Q.  B. 
805.     Wright  v.  Willcox,  9  C.  B.  650. 

(x)  AnU^  p.  561. 

(V)  See  Meyer  v.  Sefton,  2  Stark.  N. 
P.  C.  276.  Koberts  v.  Doxon,  Peake, 
N.  P.  C.  88. 


{z)  Rexv.  St.  Martin's,  Leicester,  2  A. 
&  K  210.     The  entry  was  made  at  th 
time  of  the  taking. 

(a)  Rambert  r,  Cohen,  4  Esp.  213. 

(6)  Catt  V.  Howard,  8  Stark,  N.  P.  C . 
3.  See  also  Jacob  v.  Lindsay,  1  East, 
460. 

(c)  Vaughan  v.  Martin,  1  Esp.  N.  P.  C, 
440. 
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deposition,  which  had  been  made  before  the  Commissiouors  of 
Baoikxuptoy  on  the  12th  of  the  same  month,  to  be  used  by  the  wit- 
ness, to  refresh  his  memory  as  to  the  date  of  the  execution,  {d) 

So  where  a  deed  bore  date  the  20th  of  June,  and  a  witness  could 
not  recollect  whether  it  was  executed  on  the  day  of  the  date  or 
not ;  Pollock,  C.  B.,  held  that  his  examination  taken  on  the  3rd  of 
July,  whilst  the  facts  stated  in  it  were  fresh  in  his  memory,  and 
which  was  not  in  his  handwriting,  but  was  signed  by  him,  might  be 
used  to  refresh  his  memory,  (e)  But  a  witness  cannot  refresh  his 
memory  by  such  depositions,  if  they  are  not  taken  contemporane- 
ously, or  nearly  so,  with  the  matters  to  which  they  relate.  (/) 

With  regard  to  depositions  in  criminal  cases,  it  has  been  held  Depositioiw  in 
that  they  are  not  available  for  the  purpose  of  refreshing  the  mo-  *^^"'''**^  <*■•■• 
mory  of  a  witness,  (g)  unless  they  are  used  for  that  purpose  with 
the  sanction  of  the  court.  (A) 

The  general  rule  is,  that  a  witness,  to  assist  his  memory,  may  Rnle  m  to 
use  a  written  entry,  if  it  were  made  by  himself  shortly  after  the  JJ*"2^5f  ?? 
occurrence  of  the  facts  to  which  it  relates ;  but  if  he  cannot  speak  memory, 
to  the  fact  from  recollection,  any  further  than  as  finding  it  entered 
in  a  book  or  paper,  such  book  or  paper  ought  to  be  produced,  and  if 
not  evidence,  the  testimony  of  the  witness  amounts  to  nothing,  (i) 
Although  in  general  the  entries  ought  to  have  been  made  by  the 
witness  himself,  yet  if  another  wrote  them,  and  the  witness  regu- 
larly examined  them  from  time  to  time,  soon  after  they  were 
written,  and  while  the  facts  stated  in  them  were  fresh  in  his  recol- 
lection, he  may  refresh  his  memory  by  referring  to  them,  as  if  he 
had  written  them  with  his  own  hand,  (j)  Where,  therefore,  a  wit- 
ness had  attended  Chartist  meetings  for  the  purpose  of  obtaming 
information  and  communicating  it  to  the  government,  and  within 
two  hours  after  each  meeting  he  detailed  such  information  to  an 
inspector,  who  took  it  down  from  his  dictation,  and  some  of  the 
accounts  were  read  over  to  him  and  some  he  read  over  himself,  and 
he  often  saw  what  the  inspector  wrote,  but  did  not  see  all,  and  he 
signed  all  the  papers ;  and  the  inspector  proved  that  he  took  down 
what  the  witness  said  as  nearly  as  possible,  and  read  the  whole 
over  to  the  witness ;  it  was  held  that  the  witness  might  refresh  his 


(cl)  Smith  V.  Moi^an,  2  M.  &  Rob. 
257.  But  Tindal,  C.  J.,  refused  to 
allow  the  witness  to  look  at  more  than 
the  date  of  the  transaction,  as  to  which 
he  was  uncertain  ;  as  it  would  be  lead- 
ing a  witness  too  much  to  attempt  to 
bind  him  down  to  aU  that  he  had  thus 
said. 

(e)  Wood  V,  Cooper,  1  C.  &  K.  645. 

(/)  Whitfield  V.  Aland,  2  C.  &  K. 
1015,  Wilde,  C.  J.  No  date  is  given  in 
this  case. 

ig)  Reg.  V,  Stokes,  4  Cox,  C.  C.  451, 
Williams,  J.,  saying,  *  Tlie  deposition  is 
not  contemporaneous  with  the  facts  de- 

Sosed  to,  and  does  not  faU  within  the 
escription  of  memoranda  and  entries 
availaole  for  the  purpose  of  refreshing  a 
witnesses  memory.'  In  this  cajse  it  was 
the  counsel  for  the  prisoner  who  pro- 
posed so  to  use  the  depositions.  In  Reg. 
V.  Palmer,  6  Cox,  C.  C.  286,  Pollock, 
C.  B.,  said,  'A  deposition  is  not  the  wit- 


ness's own  memorandum,  made  by  him 
contemporaneously  with  the  occurrence 
of  the  facts  stated  there,  but  a  narrative 
taken  down  by  somebody  else  from  a 
statement  subsequently  made  by  him, 
and,  therefore,  although  very  good  evi- 
dence for  the  purpose  of  contradictinff 
him,  it  differs  from  the  principle  of 
the  cases  that  relate  to  rofroshing  the 
memory.' 

(h)  Reg.  V,  Williams,  6  Cox,  C.  C\ 
843,  and  other  cases,  arUet  p.  526. 

(i)  Doe  V,  Perkins,  8  T.  R.  749,  Beoch 
V.  Jones  5  C.  B.  696.  8.  P.  on  the  autho- 
rity of  Doe  V,  Perkins.  See  Henry  v, 
Lee,  2  Chit.  Rep.  124. 

(j )  Burrough  o.  Martin,  2Campb.  112. 
The  entries  were  in  a  log-book.  See  2 
Phill.  £v.  413,  Duchess  of  Kingston's 
case,  20  How.  Sta.  Tr.  619.  Iawos  v. 
Reed,  2  Lew.  152.  Reg.  v.  Phillpotts, 
5  Cox,  C.  C.  829.  Reg.  «.  Bird,  6  Cox, 
C.  C.  11. 
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memory  by  these  papers.  If  he  could  say  that  when  his  mind  was 
so  full  of  the  circumstances,  he  ascertained  that  the  paper  correctly 
detailed  them,  it  was  immaterial  whether  he  ascertained  it  by  look- 
ing at  the  paper  himself  or  by  hearing  it  read  over  correctly  by 
another  pereon.  Qc)  So  where  a  captain  produced  the  ship's  log, 
which  was  written  by  the  mate,  who  was  absent,  but  he  had  him- 
self read  the  log  about  a  week  after  it  was  written,  when  the 
matters  contained  in  it  were  fresh  in  his  mind,  and  he  then  thought 
it  correct,  it  was  held  that  he  might  refresh  his  memory  by  it.  {I) 
So  where  an  editor  of  a  paper  proved  that  an  article  on  the  wea- 
ther had  been  furnished  by  a  gentleman,  who  was  in  the  habit  of 
writing  such  articles  for  that  paper,  and  that  the  manuscript  could 
not  be  found,  and  the  writer  stated  that  he  had  no  recollection  of 
having  furnished  the  particular  aiticle,  but  that  the  statements 
contained  in  the  articles  he  had  furnished  were  invariably  true ;  it 
was  held  that  the  article  might  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  refresh- 
ing his  memory,  (m)  But  where  the  witness  neither  recollects  the 
fact,  nor  the  tinith  of  the  account  in  writing,  and  the  writing  was 
not  made  by  him,  his  testimony,  so  far  as  it  is  founded  on  the 
written  paper,  would  be  objectionable  as  hearsay  ;  the  witness 
can  be  no  more  permitted  to  give  evidence  of  his  inference  from 
what  a  third  person  has  written,  than  from  what  a  third  person  has 
said,  (n) 

It  has  been  held  that  a  witness  will  not  be  allowed  to  refresh  his 
memory  with  a  copy  of  a  paper,  though  the  copy  was  made  by  him- 
self, and  though  the  writing  might  have  been  used  for  the  purpose. 
Thus  it  has  been  held  that  a  witness  cannot  refresh  his  memory  by 
a  copy  of  an  original  memorandum,  made  by  him  Bii  months  after 
he  wrote  the  original,  although  the  original  was  so  covered  with 
figures  as  to  be  illegible,  (o)  But  it  is  said  that  in  analogy  to  the 
ordinary  rules  of  documentary  evidence,  a  copy  may  be  used  to  re- 
fresh the  memory,  on  proof  that  the  original  is  lost,  {p)  And  two 
cases  are  reported  where  it  is  said  to  have  been  held  that  a  witness 
might  refresh  his  memory  by  a  copy.  (3)  And  where  a  memoran- 
dum was  made  by  a  witness  at  the  time  on  a  rough  piece  of  paper, 
and  he  copied  it  out  more  neatly,  it  was  held  that  he  might  refresh 
his  memory  by  the  copy,  (r)  And  where  a  clerk  to  a  tradesman 
entered  the  transactions  in  trade  as  they  occurred  into  a  waste- 


(k)  Reg.  V,  MuUins,  8  Cox,  C.  C.  526. 
Maole,  J.,  and  Wightman,  J. 

a)  Anderson  v.  Whalley,  8  C.  &  K.  64. 
Talfourd,  J.  See  Reg.  v,  Stokes,  4  Cox, 
C.  C.  451. 

(m)  Topham  v,  McGregor,  1  C.  &  K. 
820.     Rolfe,  B. 

in)  2  Phill.  Ev.  418. 

(0)  Jones  V,  Stroud,  2  C.  &  P.  196, 
Best,  C.  J. 

ip)  1  Stark.  Ev.  179,  and  see  2  PlulL 
Ev.  416. 

(0)  Tanner  r.  Taylor,  cited  in  Doe  v. 
Perkins,  8  T.   R.   749,  where  a  witness 

nluced  a  copy  of  a  day-book  which  he 
left  at  home;  and  Le^e,  B.,  held 
that  if  he  could  swear  positively  to  the 
deliverv  from  recollection,  and  the  paper 
was  only  to  refresh  his  memory,  he  might 
make  use  -of  it ;   but  if  he  could  not 


from  recollection  swear  any  further  than 
as  finding  the  matters  entered  in  the 
book,  then  the  original  should  have  been 
produced.  And  Anonymous,  1  Lew.  101, 
where  Bayley,  J.,  is  reported  to  have 
held  that  a  witness  cannot  give  a  copy  of 
a  shop-book  in  evidence  to  prove  uicts 
contained  in  the  shop-book,  but  if  he.was 
originally  acquainted  with  the  facts  he 
might  refer  to  such  copy  to  refresh  his 
memory. 

(r)  Reg.  v.  Duffield,  5  Cox,  C.  C.  404. 
It  is  plain  that  where  a  copy  is  made 
whilst  the  matters  are  fresh  in  the  me- 
mory of  the  witness,  it  may  just  as  well 
be  used  to  refresh  the  memory  as  if  it 
were  the  original.  Suppose  the  witness 
made  two  memoranda  wnilst  the  matters 
were  fresh  in  his  memory,  either  might 
be  so  used. 
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book  from  his  own  knowledge,  and  the  tmdesman  copied  the  entries 
day  by  day  into  a  ledger,  in  the  presence  of  the  clerk,  who  checked 
them  as  they  were  copied  ;  it  was  held  that  the  clerk  might  use 
the  entries  in  the  ledger  to  refresh  his  meraoiy,  although  the  waste- 
book  was  not  produced,  nor  its  absence  accounted  for ;  as  the  en- 
tries in  the  ledger  were  in  the  nature  of  entries  made  by  the  clerk 
himself,  (a)  A  witness  cannot  refresh  his  memory  by  extracts 
made  by  another  person  from  minutes  or  memoranda  made  by  the 
witness  himself,  (t) 

It  is  not  essential  that  the  memorandum  should  have  been  con-  ^  ^1^*  *inio 
temporary  with  the  fact ;  it  seems  to  be  sufficient  if  it  has  been  dimmuat'be 
made  by  the  witness,  or  by  another  with  his  privity,  at  a  time  when  made, 
the  facts  were  fresh  in  the  recollection  of  the  witness,  and  that  the 
reading  such  memorandum  restores  the  recollection  of  the  fact 
which  had  faded  in  the  memory,  or  enables  him  to  swear  to  the 
truth  of  the  fact,  (u)    When  a  witness  refreshes  his  memory  from  ^«  adverso 
memorandums,  it  is  always  usual,  and  very  reasonable,  that  the  ad-  ^t^^J^^ 
verse  counsel  should  have  an  opportunity  of  looking  at  them,  when  memorandam. 
he  is  cross-examining  the  witness,  {v) 

A  writing  cannot  be  used  to  refresh  the  memory,  if  it  appears  to  Writing  mado 
have  been  made  for  the  purpose  of  the  cause.     Thus  where  a  wit-  l7*i!if.??,T^ 

«,,,  ^*i  •!  ii'i'         Of  the  cause  is 

ness  refreshed  her  memory  by  papei*s  m  her  own  handwntmg,  unavailable, 
some  of  which  were  in  the  fonn  of  a  deposition,  which  was  drawn 
by  the  plaintiff's  solicitor,  whom  she  had  requested  to  digest  her 
notes  and  reduce  them  to  some  order ;  and,  after  he  had  done  so, 
she  transcribed  and  altered  them  whenever  it  was  necessary,  to 
make  them  consistent  with  her  meaning ;  it  was  held  that  she 
ought  not  to  have  been  allowed  to  refresh  her  memory  by  these 
notes,  (w) 

The  general  rule  is,  that  a  witness  must  not  be  examined  as  to  Bramination 
his  opinion,  for  his  testimony  must  be  confined  to  evidence  of  facts;  "  ^  opinion, 
but  in  questions  of  skill  and  judgment,  men  of  science  or  experi- 
ence are  allowed  to  give  evidence  of  their  opinion.    Thus  in  a  civil  9°??*'°^.**', 
case,  in  an  inquiry  as  to  an  embankment  choking  up  a  harbour,  an  ^^t^  ^°  ^' 
engineer  has  been  admitted  to  prove,  from  his  own  experiments, 
what  were  the  effects  of  natural  causes  upon  that  particular  har- 
bour, and  on  other  harbours  similariy  situated  on  tne  same  coast, 
and  that  the  removal  of  the  bank  would  not,  in  his  opinion,  restore 


(8)  Barton  v,  Plummer,  2  A.  &  £. 
841.  In  this  case,  Patteson,  J.,  said, 
*  The  copy  of  an  entry,  not  made  by  Uie 
witness  contemporaneously,  does  not  seem 
to  me  to  be  admissible  for  the  purpose  of 
refreshing  a  witness's  memory.  The  rule 
is,  that  tne  best  evidence  must  bo  pro- 
duced, and  that  rule  ap()ear8  to  me  to  be 
applicable,  whether  the  paper  be  produced 
as  evidence  in  itself,  or  used  merely  to 
refresh  the  memory. ' 

{t)  2  PhiU.  £v.  414,  citing  a  case  men- 
tioned by  Lord  Kenyon,  C.  J.,  in  Doe  v, 
Perkins,  8  T.  R  752. 

{u)  1  Stark.  Ev.  177.  2  PhUl.  Ev. 
414. 

(v)  By  Eyre,  C.  J.,  in  Hard}'*s  case, 
24  How.  St.  Tr.  824.  2  PhilL  Ev.  411. 
Sinclair  o.  Stevenson,  1  Carr.  &  P.  582. 
But  if  a  paper  is  put  into  a  witness's 


hands  merely  to  prove  a  handwriting,  the 
other  side  have  no  right  to  see  it.  Ibid, 
per  Best,  C.  J.  If  a  counsel,  in  cross- 
examination,  put  a  paper  into  the  wit- 
ness's hand  to  refi'esh  nis  memory,  the 
opposite  counsel  has  a  right  to  look  at  it, 
without  being  bound  to  read  it  in  evi- 
dence. And  he  may  also  ask  the  witness 
when  it  was  written,  without  being  bound 
to  read  it.  Rex  v.  Ramsden,  2  U.  &  P. 
604,  by  Lord  Tenterden.  Howard  v, 
Canfield,  6D.  P.  R.  417. 

(w)  Anonymous,  cited  in  Doe  v.  Per- 
kins, 8  T.  R.  752.  The  case  was  in 
chancery,  and  the  Lord  Chancellor  sup- 
pressed the  depositions.  In  Skeinkeller 
V,  Newton,  9  C.  &  P.  313,  a  similar  ob- 
jection was  made,  but  tlie  point  decided 
was  that  the  paper  was  not  written  near 
enough  to  the  transaction. 


570 


Of  Evidetice. 


[book  VI. 


Opmion  of 
medical  men. 


the  harbour,  {x)  So  shipbuilders  have  been  admitted  to  state  their 
opinion  on  the  sea-worthiness  of  a  ship,  from  examining  a  survey, 
which  had  been  taken  by  others,  and  at  which  they  were  not  pre- 
sent, (y)  Where  the  question  is,  whether  a  seal  has  been  forged, 
seal-engravers  may  be  called  to  show  the  difference  between  ,a 
genuine  impression  and  that  supposed  to  be  false,  {z)  So  on  an 
indictment  for  forging  a  will,  which,  together  with  writings  in  sup- 
port of  it,  it  was  suggested  had  been  written  over  pencil  marks, 
which  had  been  rubbed  out ;  an  engi'aver  who  had  examined  the 
paper  with  a  mirror  and  traced  the  pencil  marks,  was  held  compe- 
tent to  give  evidence  of  what  he  had  discovered  upon  such  exami- 
nation, (a)  So  in  several  cases  where  the  genuineness  of  certain 
handwriting  has  been  in  question,  persons  skilled  in  the  examina- 
tion of  handwriting,  and  in  the  detection  of  forgeries,  as  inspectors 
of  franks,  and  clerks  of  the  post  ofiSce,  have  been  allowed  to  state 
their  opinion  whether  a  particular  writing  was  in  a  genuine  or 
imitated  character.  (6)  By  28  &  29  Vict.  c.  18,  s.  8,  as  mentioned 
ante,  p.  437,  comparison  of  a  disputed  writing  with  any  writing 
proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  judge  to  be  genuine,  shall  be  per- 
mitted to  be  made  by  witnesses,  and  such  writing,  and  the  evidence 
of  witnesses  respecting  the  same,  may  be  submitted  to  the  court 
and  jury  as  evidence  of  the  genuineness  or  otherwise  of  the  writ- 
ing in  dispute. 

In  criminal  cases,  the  opinions  of  medical  men  of  science  are 
veiy  frequently  employed  as  evidence.  A  physician  who  has  not 
seen  the  patient,  may,  after  hearing  the  evidence  of  others,  be 
called  to  prove,  on  his  oath,  the  general  effect  of  the  disease  de- 
scribed by  them,  and  its  probable  consequences  in  the  particular 
case,  (c)  The  testimony  of  medical  men  is  constantly  admitted 
with  respect  to  the  cause  of  disease,  or  of  death,  in  order  to  con- 
nect them  with  particular  acts,  and  as  to  the  general  sane  or  insane 
state  of  the  mind  of  the  patient,  as  collected  from  a  number  of  cir- 
cumstances. Such  opinions  are  admissible  in  evidence,  although 
the  professional  witnesses  found  them  entirely  on  the  facts,  circum- 
stances, and  symptoms  established  by  others,  and  without  being 
personally  acquainted  with  the  facts.  (cJ)  Thus  where  on  a  trial 
for  murder  the  medical  witnesses  called  on  the  part  of  the  prose- 
cution ascribed  the  death  to  strangulation,  other  medical  men 
called  on  behalf  of  the  prisoner  were  allowed  to  give  their  opinion 


(x)  Folkes  V.  Cliad,  MS.  1  Phill.  Ev. 
29i,  7th  ed.,  cited  by  Buller,  J.,  in  Good- 
title  V.  Brabam,  2  T.  R.  49S.  So  the 
opinion  of  a  person  conversant  with  the 
business  of  insurance  may  be  asked  as  to 
whether  the  communication  of  particular 
facts  would  have  varied  the  terms  of  in- 
surance, though  not  what  his  conduct 
would  have  been  in  the  particular  case. 
Berthon  r.  Loughman,  2  Stark.  N.  P.  C. 
268.  Holroyd,  J. ,  but  see  corU^a  Durrell 
V.  Bederley,  Holt,  N.  P.  C.  286,  by  Gibbs, 
C.  J. 

(y)  Thornton  v.  Royal  Exchange  As- 
surance Company,  Peake,  N.  P.  C.  25. 
Chaurand  r.  Angerstein,  ibid.  48.  Beck- 
with  V.  Sydebotham,  1  Campb.  117.  See 
Alcock  v.   Royal   Exchange   Assurance 


Company,  13  Q.  B.  292,  where  evidence 
that  a  captain  was  addicted  to  drunken- 
ness was  neld  admissible  in  order  to  s^ow 
that  he  was  incapable  of  exercising  a 
sound  judgment  in  selling  a  ship. 

(2)  By  Lord  Mansfield  in  Folkes  v. 
Chad,  vbi  supra. 

(a)  R^.  V.  Williams,  8  C.  &  P.  484. 
Parke,  B.,  after  consulting  'Hndal, 
C.  J. 

(h)  Goodtitle  «.  Braham,  4  T.  R.  497. 
Rex  V.  Cator,  4  Esp.  N.  P.  C.  117,  145. 
Stranger  v.  Searle,  1  Esp.  14.  But  see 
Gumey  v.  Langlands,  5  B.  &  A.  880. 
Gary  v.  Pitt,  Peake  Ev.  App.  84. 

(c)  Peake  Ev.  190. 

{d)  1  Stark.  Ev.  175. 
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that,  firom  the  evidence  they  had  heard  upon  the  trial,  the  death 
did  not  arise  fiom  strangulation,  although  they  had  not  seen  the 
body  of  the  deceased,  and  had  no  means  of  forming  a  judgment  of 
the  cause  of  his  death  except  irom  the  evidence  given  in  court,  (e) 
So  in  prosecutions  for  murder,  medical  men  have  been  allowed  to 
state  their  opinion,  whether  the  wounds,  described  by  witnesses, 
were  likely  to  be  the  cause  of  death.  {/)  So  in  a  case  of  murder,  (g) 
where  the  defence  was  insanity,  the  twelve  judges  were  unanimous 
in  thinking  that  a  witness  of  medical  skill  might  be  asked,  whether, 
in  his  judgment,  such  and  such  appearances  were  symptoms  of  in- 
sanity, and  whether  a  long  fast,  followed  by  a  draught  of  strong 
liquor,  was  likely  to  produce  a  paroxysm  of  that  disorder  in  a  person 
subject  to  it  But  several  of  the  judges  doubted  whether  the  wit- 
ness could  be  asked  his  opinion  on  the  very  point  which  the  jury 
were  to  decide,  viz.,  whether,  from  the  other  testimony  given  in  the 
case,  the  act  as  to  which  the  prisoner  was  charged  was,  in  bis 
opinion,  an  act  of  insanity,  (li)  And  it  has  been  since  held  that  a 
physician  who  had  heard  the  whole  evidence  on  a  trial  for  murder 
might  be  asked  whether  the  facts  and  appearances  proved  showed 
symptoms  of  insanity,  (i) 

A  person  of  experience  in  the  profession  of  the  law  of  another  Opinion  as  to 
country  may  state  his  opinion,  what,  according  to  the  law  of  that  ^^  ©^  another 
country,  would  be  the  legal  effect  of  the  facts  previously  spoken  ^'*'^^- 
to  by  the  witnesses,  taking  the  facts  to  be  accurate,  (j) 

It  is  usual  for  the  Court,  at  the  instance  of  either  party,  in  crimi-  Ordering  wit- 
nal  as  well  as  civil  cases,  to  make  an  order  that  the  witnesses,  "»««» out  of 
intended  to  be  examined  on  either  side,  shall  remain  out  of  court  ^"^ 
during  the  examination  of  the  other  witnesses  ;  (k)  and  it  was 
formerly  held  that  if  any  person  were  present  contrary  to  that 
order,  he  could  not,  on  any  account,  be  permitted  to  be  exa- 
mined. (I)     But  an  attoniey  was  not  within  the  rule,  and  might 
remain,  and  still  be  admissible  as  a  witness,  his  assistance  being  in 
most  cases  absolutely  necessary  to  the  proper  conduct  of  a  cause,  (n) 
And  it  used  to  be  considered  that  it  was  in  the  discretion  of  the 
judge  whether  he  would  allow  the  witness  to  be  examined  if  he 
had  been  in  court  in  defiance  of  an  order  to  withdraw,  (o)     But  it 
is  now  clearly  settled  that  the  Court  cannot  lawfully  refuse  to  per- 
mit the  examination  of  the  witness,  though  he  may  be  fined  for 


{e)  Rez  V.  Shaw,  MSS.  C.  S.  G.  cor, 
Patteson,  J.     S.  C.  6  C.  &  P.  372. 

(/)  1  Phill.  Ev.  290,  7th  ed. 

(V)  Rex  V,  Wright,  R.  &  R.  456. 

(A)  It  seems  tlmt  in  B^g.  v.  M'Nagh- 
ten,  10  CI.  A  F.  200,  snch  questions  were 
allowed  to  be  asked.  29  Law  Mag.  896. 
See  7ol.  1,  p.  121. 

(i)  Rex  V,  Searie,  1  M.  &  Rob.  75. 

{j)  Rex  V.  Wakefield,  cor.  Hullock, 
B.,  Murray's  ed.  p.  288,  in  which  case  a 
gentleman  at  the  Scotch  bar  was  ex- 
amined as  to  whether  the  marriage,  as 
proved  by  the  witnesses,  would  be  a  valid 
marriage  according  to  the  Scotch  law. 
See  ante,  p.  421. 

{k)  The  order  is  made,  on  the  appli- 
cation of  a  prisoner  as  an  indulgence, 
not  as  a  matter  of  right.     1  Chit.  Or.  L. 


618.     1   Bum.   Just   tit.   Evidence, 
999. 

{I)  Attorney-General  v.  Bulpit,  9  Price, 
4.  But  see  Rex  v.  Webb,  cor.  Best, 
J.,  MS.  Mann.  Dig.  p.  824. 

(n)  Pomeroy  v.  Baadeley,  R.  &  M.  N. 
P.  C.  430.  Littledale,  J.  Everett  v. 
Lowdham,  5  C.  &  P.  91,  Bosanquct,  J. 
And  it  is  now  the  ordinary  course  to  i)cr- 
mit,  not  only  attorneys,  but  professional 
or  scientific  persons,  to  remain  in  court, 
the  rule  being  considered  as  not  apply- 
ing to  witnesses  of  those  descriptions. 
C.  S.  G. 

(o)  Parker  v.  M*Williani,  6  Biiigh.  R. 
688.  Beamon  v.  EUice,  4  C.  &  P.  586, 
Taunton,  J.  Rex  v,  Colley,  M.  &  M. 
829.    Rex  v.  Wylde,  6  C.  &  P.  880. 
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Connsel  may 
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examine  if 
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dresses  the 
jury. 

The  judge  may 
examine  wit- 
nesses after 
case  closed 
and  objection 
taken. 


disobeying  the  order  to  leave  the  court ;  (p)  aiid  his  wilful  disobe- 
dience of  the  order  may  afford  matter  of  remark  on  the  value  of 
his  testimony. 

A  prosecutor  merely  as  such  has  a  right  in  a  criminal  case  to 
remain  in  court,  but  if  he  is  to  be  examined  as  a  witness,  the 
Court  will  order  him  to  leave  the  court  as  well  as  the  other  wit- 
nesses. (}) 

It  sometimes  happens  that  it  is  desirable  that  an  argument  as  to 
the  evidence  of  a  witness  should  not  be  heard  by  him,  and  in  such 
a  case  it  is  almost  a  right  for  the  party  desiring  it  to  have  the 
witness  out  of  court  while  a  discussion  is  going  on  as  to  his 
evidence,  (r) 

Upon  the  trial  of  a  misdemeanor,  the  defendant  is  not  entitled 
to  the  assistance  of  counsel  to  cross-examine  witnesses,  when  he  re- 
serves to  himself  the  right  of  addressing  the  jury ;  but  counsel  may 
argue  for  him  any  points  of  law  that  arise,  and  may  suggest  the 
questions  to  be  put  to  the  jury.  («) 

Though  the  counsel  for  the  prosecution  has  closed  his  case,  and 
the  counsel  for  the  prisoner  has  taken  an  objection  as  to  a  defect 
in  the  evidence,  the  judge  is  at  liberty  to  make  any  further  inquiry 
of  the  witnesses  he  thinks  fit,  in  order  to  answer  the  objection.  In 
Rex  V.  Rem/rianty  (t)  on  a  case  reserved  for  the  opinion  of  the 
judges,  none  of  them  seemed  to  have  any  doubt  but  that  it  was 
competent  and  proper  for  the  judge  to  do  so. 


Method  of  im- 
peaching credit 
of  witnesses. 


1.  By  cross- 
examination 
of  the  witness 
as  to  his  own 
conduct,  &c. 


Sec.  III. 
How  the  Credit  of  Witnesses  may  he  Impeached, 

There  are  four  methods  by  which  a  person  may  impeach  the 
credit  of  a  witness  who  is  called  against  him,  besides  the  disproval 
of  the  facts  stated  by  the  witness.  1.  By  cross-examination. 
2.  By  proof  of  statements  made  by  him  previous  to  his  examina- 
tion, inconsistent  with  his  present  evidence.  3.  By  proof  of  his 
acts  and  declarations  touching  the  matters  in  issue.  4.  By  general 
evidence  of  his  character. 

1 .  As  to  impeaching  the  credit  of  a  witness  by  cross-examination. 
If  a  witness  be  asked  a  question,  for  the  pui*pose  of  showing  him 
unworthy  of  credit,  the  answer  to  which  has  a  tendency  to  expose 
him  to  a  penalty,  or  to  any  kind  of  punishment,  or  to  a  criminal 
charge  (as,  for  instance,  if  he  be  asked  whether  he  has  been  guilty 
of  theft,  fraud,  or  any  offence  subjecting  him  to  a  penalty  or  cri- 
minal proceeding),  he  is  not  obliged  to  answer,  (u)     So  a  witness  is' 


{p)  Cobbett  V.  Hudson,  1  E.  &  B.  11. 
Chandler  v.  Home,  2  M.  &  Bob.  423, 
Eiskine,  J. 

{q)  Beg.  V,  Newman,  8  C.  &  K.  252, 
LotcL  Campbell,  C.  J.  Chamock  v,  Dew- 
ings,  8  C.  &  K.  878.  See  Selfe  v.  Isaacson, 
1  F.  &  F.  194. 

(r)  Beg.  V.  Murphy,  8  C.  k  P.  297, 
Coleridge,  J. 

(»)  Bex  V.  White,  3  Campb.  98,  Lord 


Ellenbcrough.  Bex  r.  Parkins,  R  &  M. 
N.  P.  C.  166,  Abbott,  C.  J. 

(0  B.  &  B.  136. 

(u)  See  the  cases  collected,  2  Phill.  £v. 
417.  1  Stark.  £y.  190.  See  also  anUy  p. 
560,  as  to  the  obligation  to  answer  where 
the  answer  might  subject  to  a  civil  suit. 
The  protection  is  not  confined  to  ques- 
tions where  the  answer  would  lead  to  an 
immediate  conclusion  of  guilt,  but  ex- 
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not  bound  to  answer  whether  he  wrote  an  advertisement  referring  to 
libellous  letters  which  a  prosecutor  had  received ;  and  though  he  is 
bound  to  answer  whether  he  knows  in  whose  handwriting  it  is,  he 
is  not  bound  to  name  the  person,  as  it  may  be  himself,  {v)  An 
accomplice  who  is  admitted  to  give  evidence  against  his  associate 
in  guilt,  though  bound  to  make  a  full  and  fair  confession  of  the 
whole  truth  respecting  the  subject-matter  of  the  prosecution,  is  not 
bound  to  answer  with  respect  to  his  share  in  other  oflfences,  in 
which  he  was  not  concerned  with  the  prisoner ;  for  he  is  not  pro- 
tected as  to  such  oflFences.  [w)  So  a  witness  in  custody  upon  a 
charge  of  felony  cannot  be  asked,  *  Have  you  not  said  that  you 
committed  the  offence  for  which  you  are  now  in  custody  ? '  {x)  So 
where  a  witness  stated  that  he  was  in  a  room  which  he  had  let  to 
a  club  on  a  night  on  which  it  was  alleged  that  money  had  been  lost 
by  gaming ;  it  was  held  that  he  was  not  bound  to  answer  the  ques- 
tion, '  Was  there  a  roulette  table  in  the  room  ? '  as  his  answer 
might  tend  to  involve  him  in  the  danger  of  being  indicted  as  the 
keeper  of  a  common  gaming  house,  {y)  But  although  a  witness  is 
not  compellable  to  answer  questions  of  this  description,  it  should 
seem  that  such  questions  may  legally  be  asked,  {z) 

It  seems  that  to  entitle  a  party  called  as  a  witness  to  the  privi- 
lege of  silence,  the  Court  must  see  from  the  circumstances  of  the 
ca^e,  and  the  nature  of  the  evidence  which  the  witness  is  called  to 
give,  that  there  is  reasonable  ground  to  apprehend  danger  to  the 
witness  from  his  being  compelled  to  answer,  (a) 
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QaestioDB 
tending  to 
criminate. 


Snch  qoestiona 
may  be  asked. 


It  is  for  the 
Court  to  jndge 
irhether  the 
answer  is 
Ukely  to 
criminate. 


tends  to  oil  questions  that  tend  to  crimi- 
nate the  witness,  '  and  the  reason  is  that 
the  party  would  go  from  one  question  to 
another  ;  and  though  no  question  might 
bo  asked,  the  answer  to  which  would 
directly  criminate  the  witness,  yet  they 
would  get  enough  from  him  whereon  to 
found  a  charge  against  him.'  Per  Lord 
Tenterden,  C.  J.  Rex  v.  Slaney,  5  C.  & 
P.  213.  Thus  where  a  witness  in  an 
action  by  the  indorsee  against  the  drawer 
of  a  bill,  where  the  defence  was  usury, 
was  asked  whether  the  bill  had  ever  been 
in  his  possession  before,  and  the  witness 
said  he  thought  his  answer  would  have  a 
tendency  to  convict  him  of  the  offence  of 
usury,  for  which  he  had  been  indicted, 
it  was  held  that  he  was  not  bound  to 
answer  the  question.  Gates  v.  Hardacre,  3 
Taunt.  424.  See  Maloney  v.  Hartley,  3 
Campb.  210. 

(v)  Rex  V.  Slaney,  5  C.  &  P.  213,  Lord 
Tenterden,  C.  J. 

(w)  Wests  case,  MS.  2  Phill.  Ev.  419. 

\x)  Rex  V,  Pegler,  5  C.  &  P.  521,  Park, 
J.  A.  J.,  and  Littledale,  J. 

(y)  Fisher ».  Ronalds,  12  C.  B.  762. 

(2)  See  the  observations  of  the  judges 
in  Rex  v,  Watson,  2  Stark.  149.  Rex  v. 
Holding  and  Wade,  O.  B.  1821,  cor, 
Bayley,  J.,  MS.,  Archb.  Grim.  PI.  238. 
S.  G.  1  Archb.  Pract  193.  Harris  v. 
Tippet,  2  Gampb.  637,  Lawrence,  J. 
Contrdky  Rex  v.  Lewis,  4  £8p.  N.  P.  G. 
225.  M'Bride  r.  M 'Bride,  ibid,  242  ;  but 
see  2  PhilL  £v.  426.  Indeed,  if  the 
imputation  contained  in  a  question  is  so 


connected  with  the  inquiry  and  the  point 
in  issue,  that  the  fact  may  be  proved  by 
other  evidence,  and  the  adverse  parfy 
intends  to  call  witnesses  for  that  purpose, 
the  witness  proposed  to  be  discredited 
vvast  be  asked  whether  he  has  been  guilty 
of  the  offence  imputed,  po^  p.  580.  And 
Lord  Tenterden,  nas  ruled  that  the  coun- 
sel in  a  cause  have  no  right  to  object,  in 
favour  of  a  witness,  that  the  answer  to  a 
particular  question  renders  him  liable  to 
punishment  or  forfeiture  ;  such  objection 
belongs  to  the  witness  only.  Thomas  v, 
Newton,  M.  &  M.  48  note  (a)  to  East  v. 
Ghapman.  The  privilege  of  refusing  to 
answer  questions  on  the  ground  that  they 
tend  to  criminate  is  that  of  the  witness 
alone,  and  neither  party  to  the  suit  can 
take  any  advantage  therefrom.  A  witness 
called  on  the  part  of  the  Grown  to  prove 
bribery  against  the  defendant,  refused  to 
five  evidence  on  the  ground  that  his  evi- 
dence would  tend  to  criminate  himself, 
the  objection  b<;ing  overruled  by  the 
judge,  tie  gave  his  evidence.  Held,  that 
the  defendant  could  not  object  that  such 
evidence  was  improperly  received.  R.  v. 
Kinglake,  11  Gox,  G.  G.  499. 

(a)  Reg.  V.  Boyes,  1  B.  &  S.  811.  Os- 
bom  V.  &ndon  Dock  Go.  10  Exch.  R. 
698,  where  Parke,  B.,  said  that  this  was 
the  opinion  of  the  majority  of  the  judges 
iu  Reg.  V.  Garbett,  1  Den.  G.  G.  236. 
But  tl^t  report  expressly  states  that  the 
mcyority  of  the  judges  *  did  not  decide, 
as  the  case  did  not  call  for  it,  whether 
the  mere  declaration  of  the  witness  on 
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But  if  the  fact  of  the  witness  being  in  danger  be  once  made  to 
appear,  great  latitude  should  be  allowed  to  him  in  judging  for  him- 
self of  the  effect  of  any  pai-ticular  question ;  as  there  is  no  doubt 
that  a  question,  which  might  appear  at  first  sight  a  very  innocent 
one,  might,  by  affording  a  link  in  a  chain  of  evidence,  become  the 
means  of  bringing  home  an  offence  to  the  party  answering,  (b) 

It  has  also  been  laid  down  that  the  danger  to  be  apprehended 
must  be  real  and  appreciable,  with  refereuce  to  the  ordinary  ope- 
ration of  law  in  the  ordinary  course  of  things, — ^not  a  danger  of  an 
imaginary  and  unsubstantial  character,  having  reference  to  some 
extraordinary  and  bai'ely  possible  contingency,  so  improbable  that 
no  reasonable  man  would  suffer  it  to  influence  his  conduct.  A 
merely  remote  and  naked  possibility,  out  of  the  ordinary  course  of 
law,  such  as  no  reasonable  man  would  be  affected  by,  should  not  be 
suffered  to  obstruct  the  administration  of  justice,  (c) 

Where  a  pardon  for  an  offence  has  been  granted,  the  rule 
appears  to  be  that  the  pardon  removes  the  privilege  of  a  witness 
of  not  answering  questions,  provided  they  are  relevant  to  the 
issue ;  (d)  but  where  the  adverse  party  is  attacking  the  witnass, 
he  is  justified  in  refusing  to  answer  what  would  disgrace  him, 
although  he  has  obtained  a  pardon,  (e) 

Where  a  witness  had  received  a  certificate  under  the  repealed 


oath  tliat  he  believed  that  the  answer 
would  tend  to  criminate  him,  would  or 
would  not  be  sufficient  to  protect  him 
from  answering.'  See  also  ex  parte 
Fernandez,  10  C.  B.  3,  and  Bartlett 
V.  Lewis,  12  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  249.  In 
Fisher  v.  Ronalds,  12  C.  B.  762,  22  L. 
J.  C  P.  62,  Jervis,  C.  J.,  and  Maule, 
J.,  expressed  strong-  opinions  that  it 
was  for  the  witness  and  not  for  the 
judge  to  determine  whether  the  answer 
might  tend  to  criminate.  Maule,  J., 
said,  '  It  is  the  witness  who  is  to  exercise 
his  discretion,  not  the  judge.  The  wit- 
ness might  be  asked,  "Were  you  in  Lon- 
don sucn  a  day  ?  "  and  though  apparently 
a  very  simple  question,  he  mignt  have 
good  reason  to  o eject  to  answer  it,  know- 
ing that,  if  he  admitted  that  he  was  in 
Loudon  on  that  day,  his  admission  might 
complete  a  chain  of  evidence  against  him 
which  would  lead  to  his  conviction.  It  is 
impossible  that  the  judge  can  know  any- 
thing about  that  The  privilege  would 
be  worthless,  if  the  witness  were  required 
to  point  out  how  his  answer  would  tend 
to  criminate  him.'  In  Adams  v.  Lloyd, 
8  H.  &  N.  351,  Pollock,  C.  B.,  cited  the 
dictum  of  Maule,  J.,  and  said,  'I  have 
always  thought  that  the  law  on  that  sub- 
ject was  coiTectly  stated  by  Maule,  J.,' 
and  added,  'It  is  impossible  to  satisfy 
the  judge  without  exposing  the  whole 
matter ;  and  a  man  may  be  placed  under 
such  circumstances  with  respect  to  the 
commission  of  a  crime,  that  if  he  disclosed 
them  he  might  be  fixed  upon  by  his 
hearers  as  a  guilty  person ;  so  that  the 
rule  ifl  not  always  the  shield  of  the 
euilty  ;  it  is  sometimes  the  protection  of 
tne  innocent,  althouirh  very  likely  it  was 
originally  introduced  from  humane  mo- 


tives, being  probably  denved  from  the 
maxim  nemo  tenetur  seipsum  cuxtuare.* 
In  Chester  ».  Wortley,  17  C.  B.  410, 
Jervis,  C.  C,  said,  that  *In  Fisher  v. 
Ronalds,  my  brother  Maule  and  I  thought 
that  it  was  for  the  witness  and  not  for 
the  judge  to  determine  whether  or  not 
the  answer  to  a  particular  question  may 
tend  to  criminate  him.  Some  judges, 
however,  have  entertained  a  different 
opinion  ; '  but  intimated  no  change  in  his 
own  opinion.  This  case  and  Adams  r. 
Lloyd  were  subsequent  to  Osbom  r.  The 
London  Dock  Company  (which  was  cited 
in  both  of  them),  and  Keg.  v.  Garbett.  In 
Bartlett  v.  Lewis,  supra,  Byles,  J.,  said, 
'  I  do  not  concur  with  some  of  the  obser- 
vations which  have  been  made  as  to  the 
nature  and  the  reasons  for  the  privilege 
which  a  witness  has  to  protect  himself 
from  answering  as  to  a  matter  having  a 
tendency  to  criminate  him.  The  rule 
was  intended  for  the  protection  of  the 
innocent  and  not  for  that  of  the  guilty.' 
(6)  Reg.  V.  Boyes,  supra,  Osbom  f>. 
London  Dock  Co.,  supra,  per  curiam. 

(c)  Per  curiam,  R^.  v.  Boyes,  supra, 
where,  after  a  pardon  of  bribery,  it  was 
held  that  the  risk  of  an  impeachment 
was  not  sufficient  to  protect  tne  witness 
from  answering. 

(d)  Reg.  V.  Boyes,  1  B.  &  S.  311. 

{e)  Per  Crompton,  J.,  ibid,  stating  that 
that  is  the  distinction  between  Reg.  v, 
Boyes  and  Reg.  v.  Reading,  7  How.  St. 
Tr.  259,  296,  where  the  question  was  put 
in  the  cross-examination  of  a  witness  for 
the  Crown  ;  and  the  Earl  of  Shaftesbury's 
case,  8  How.  St.  Tr.  817,  where  the  ques- 
tion was  put  by  a  grand  juror  to  test  the 
character  of  a  witness.  See  M.  lb  M.  198, 
note  {h). 
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enactment  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  57,  s.  10,  which  protected  witnesses,  certificate 
who  had  made  a  true  disclosure  touching  corrupt  practices  at  the  ^^^  *^ . 
election  of  members  of  parliament,  it  was  held  that  the  witness     "   ^7    c 
was  bound  to  answer,  whether  he  had  received  any  sums  of  money 
from  a  person  charged  with  bribery,  as  that  certificate  protected 
him  from  all  penal  actions,  penal  disabilities,  and  criminal  prose- 
cutions of  every  kind.  (/) 

And  where  in  an  action  on  a  bill  of  exchange  the  defence  was,  Where  the 
that  the  bill  was  drawn  and  accepted  for  the  balance  of  an  account  time  for  pro- 
of stockjobbing  transactions,  and  one  of  the  parties  to  the  trans-  ^^^"  ^ 
action  objected  to  answer  the  question,  on  the  ground  that  his 
answer  might  subject  him  to  penalties  under  the  Stockjobbing 
Acts  ;  but  the  transaction  had  taken  place  more  than  three  years 
before  the  trial,  and  the  witness  did  not  know  that  any  proceeding 
had  been  commenced  against  him ;  Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.,  held 
that   the    witness  was    bound  to    answer  the  questions  put   to 
him.  {g)  ^ 

As  to  questions  which  are  asked,  upon  cross-examination,  for  the  QaestioDs 
purpose  of  throwing  discredit  on  a  witness,  and  which  tend  merely  J?^|^  *® 
to  disgrace  and  degrade  him,  without  subjecting  him  to  a  penalty  ®*^™**®' 
or  criminal  charge,  the  authorities  are  conflicting  on  the  point 
whether  he  is  compellable  to  answer  them.  It  seems  that  he  is 
not.  In  Cooke's  case,  (h)  on  an  indictment  for  high  treason,  the 
prisoner,  in  order  to  challenge  a  juryman,  asked  him  if  he  had  not 
said  he  was  guilty  and  would  be  hanged.  Lord  C.  J.  Treby  over- 
ruled the  question,  and  said,  *  You  may  ask  upon  the  voire  dire 
whether  he  has  any  interest  in  the  cause  ;  nor  shall  we  deny  you 
liberty  to  ask,  whether  he  be  fitly  qualified  according  to  law  by 
having  a  freehold  of  sufficient*value  ;  but  that  you  may  ask  a  juror 
or  witness  every  question  that  will  not  make  him  criminous,  that  is 
too  large.  Men  have  been  asked,  whether  they  have  been  convict- 
ed and  pardoned  for  felony,  or  whether  they  have  been  whipped 
for  petty  larceny,  but  they  have  not  been  obliged  to  answer ;  for, 
although  their  answer  in  the  affirmative  will  not  make  them  cri- 
minal, nor  subject  them  to  punishment,  yet  they  are  matters  of  in- 
famy, and  if  it  be  an  imfamous  thing,  that  is  enough  to  preserve  a 
man  from  being  bound  to  answer.  A  pardoned  man  is  not  guilty  : 
his  crime  is  purged.  But  merely  for  the  reproach  of  it,  it  shall  not 
be  put  upon  him  to  answer  a  question,  whereon  he  will  be  forced  to 
fore  wear  or  disgrace  himself  So  persons  have  been  excused  from 
answering,  whether  they  have  been  committed  to  Bridewell  as  pil- 
ferers or  vagrants,  &c. ;  yet  to  be  suspected  is  only  a  misfoi-tune  and 
shame — no  crime.  The  like  has  been  observed  in  other  cases  of 
odious  and  infamous  matters,  which  are  not  crimes  indictable.' 

So  in  Layer's  case,  (i)  the  court  would  not  allow  the  witness  to 
be  examined  on  the  voire  dire,  as  to  whether  he  had  been  promised 
a  pardon  or  reward  for  swearing  against  the  prisoner ;  and  Lord 
C.  J.  Pratt  said, '  If  the  objection  goes  to  his  credit,  must  he  not  be 
sworn,  and  his  credit  left  to  the  jury  ?  No  person  is  to  discredit 
himself,  but  is  always  taken  to  be  innocent  till  it  appear  otherwise.' 

(/)  Reg.  V,  Charlesworth,  2  F.  &  F.  ig)  Boberts  r.  Allat,  M.  &  M.  192. 

826.      Ex  parte  Fernandez,   10    C.    B.  (A)  4  St.  Tr.  748. 

(N.  S.)  8.     In  re  Fernandez,  6  H.  &  N.  (t)  6  St.  Tr.  259.     2  Phill.  Ev.  424. 
717.     See  vol.  1,  p.  826. 
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In  Sir  John  Friend's  case,  if)  who  was  tried  for  high  treason,  it 
was  held  that  a  witness  could  not  be  asked  whether  he  was    & 
Roman  Catholic,  because  he  might  subject  himself  to  penalties  by 
his  answer ;  and  Treby,  C.  J.,  said, '  No  man  is  bound  to  answer  any 
questions  that  will  subject  him  to.  penalties  or  to  infamy,''    There 
are  two  modern  decisions  at  Nisi  Prius,  in  accordance  with  the 
doctrine  laid  down  by  the  chief  justices  in  the  above  cases.  In  Bex 
V,  Lewis,  (g)  which  was  an  indictment  for  an  assault,  the  prosecu- 
tor, in  the  course  of  cross-examination,  was  asked  if  he  had  not 
been  in  the  House  of  Correction  in  Sussex,  and  Lord  EUenborough, 
C.  J.,  interposed,  and  said,  that  that  question  should  not  be  asked  ; 
that  it  was  formerly  settled  bv  the  judges,  among  whom  were 
Treby,  C.  J.,  and  Powell,  J.,  both  of  whom  were  gi-eat  lawyers,  that 
a  witness  was  not  bound  to  answer  any  question,  the  object  of  which 
was  to  degrade,  or  render  him  infamous.    M'Bride  v.  M*Bride  Qi) 
was  an  action  of  assumpsit,  in  which  a  woman  being  called  as  a 
witness  for  the  plaintiff,  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  was  pro- 
ceeding to  examine  her  as  to  her  living  in  a  state  of  concubinage 
with  the   plaintiflF,  but  Lord  Alvanley  interposed,  and  said,  he 
thought  questions  as  to  general  conduct  might  be  asked,  but  not 
such  as  went  immediately  to  degrade  the  witness.     His  lordship 
added,  '  I  do  not  go  so  far  as  othei-s  may.     I  will  not  say  a  witness 
shall  not  be  asked  to  what  may  tend  to  disparage  him  ;  that  would 
prevent  an  investigation  into  the  character  of  a  witness,  which  it 
may  often  be  of  importance  to  ascertain.     I  think  those  questions 
only  should  not  be  asked  which  have  a  direct  and  immediate  effect 
to  disgrace  or  disparage  the  witness.' 

In  the  trial  of  O'Coigley  and  O'Connor  (i)  for  high  treason, 
where  a  witness  was  asked,  on  crdss-examination,  how  many  in- 
formations he  had  laid  for  the  purpose  of  throwing  an  imputation 
on  him  as  a  common  informer,  whereupon  he  appealed  to  the  pro- 
tection of  the  court  :  it  was  held  that  the  question  should  not  be 
repeated  or  followed  up  by  another. 

Where  on  a  trial  for  burglary  a  witness  for  the  prosecution  was 
asked  in  cross-examination  whether  he  had  not  been  charged  with 
a  crime,  and  imprisoned  two  years ;  Cresswell,  J.,  held  that  the 
question  might  be  put,  but  the  witness  was  not  bound  to  answer  it^ 
as  the  matter  was  of  an  infamous  nature,  (k) 

In  addition  to  these  cases  must  be  mentioned  that  of  Rex  v. 
Hodgson,  (I)  which  was  an  indictment  for  a  rape  upon  Harriet 
Halliday.  After  she  had  given  her  evidence,  she  was  cross-exa- 
mined by  tlie  prisoner  s  counsel,  who  put  these  questions  to  her  : 
'  Whether  she  had  not  before  had  connection  with  other  persons  ? ' 
and  '  Whether  she  had  not  before  had  connection  with  a  particular 
person  (named)  1 '  It  was  objected  that  she  was  not  obliged  to 
answer  these  questions ;  and  Mr.  Baron  Wood  allowed  the  objec- 
tion, on  the  ground  that  she  was  not  bound  to  answer  them,  as 
they  tended  to  criminate  and  degrade  her.   And,  on  a  case  reserved, 

(/)  4  St  Tr.  606.     1  Stark.  Ev.  206  opinion,   ajtU,  pu  575 ;   and  if  the  case 

(g)  4  Esp.  N.  P.  C.  225.  had  been  of  sofficient  importance  it  seems 

{h)  4  Esp.  N.  P.  C.  242.  the  question  would  have  been  reserved, 
(i)  26  How.  St  Tr.  1853.  (l)  R.  &  R.  C.  C.  R.  211.  But  seo  Rex 

{k)  Bjtg.  t».  Parker,  1  Cox.  C.  C.  76.  v.  Barker,  8  C.  &  P.  589. 
Cresswell,  J.,  referred  to  C.  J.  Treby's 
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the  twelve  judges  detennined  that  the  objection  was  properly 
allowed,  (m) 

Though  a  witness  be  not  compellable  to  answer  degrading  ques- 
tions, it  seems  allowed  (as  in  the  case  of  criminating  questions),  (r) 
that  the  questions  may  legally  be  asked,  (s)  In  Rose  v.  BlakC' 
more,  (f,)  where  a  witness  for  the  plaintiff  refused  to  answer  a 
question,  whether  he  had  published  a  particular  handbill,  on  the 
ground  that  he  had  been  threatened  with  a  prosecution  for  the 
publication  ;  and  the  counsel  for  the  defendant,  in  his  address  to 
the  jury,  put  it  to  them  that  the  witness  really  must  have  been 
concerned  in  the  publication,  for  that  a  denial  of  it,  if  he  could 
deny  it,  would  not  injure  him ;  Abbott,  C.  J.,  interposed  and  said, 
that  no  such  inference  ought  to  be  drawn,  and  that  there  was  an 
end  of  the  protection  of  a  witness,  if  a  demurrer  to  the  question 
were  to  be  taken  as  an  admission  of  the  fact  inquired  into. 
And  in  Lloyd  v.  Paasingham,  Lord  Eldon  expressed  a  similaur 
opinion,  (u) 

If  the  question  be  of  a  tendency  to  criminate  or  degrade,  and  Witnew's 
the  witness  answers  it,  the  cross-examining  party  must  be  satis-  *f^JJ  ^^" 
fied  with  the  answer,  and  will  not  be  allowed  to  falsify  it  by 
evidence ;  (v)  that  is,  if  the  question  be  merely  collateral  to  the 
point  in  issue  ;  for  if  it  be  relevant  to  it,  and  the  witness  deny 
the  thing  imputed,  evidence  may  be  called  to  contradict.  Thus 
where  a  witness  for  a  prosecution  in  larceny  had  been  asked,  in 
cross-examination,  whether  he  had  not  been  charged  with  robbing 
his  master,  and  whether  he  had  not  afterwards  said  he  would  be 
revenged  of  him,  and  would  soon  fix  him  in  gaol,  and  had  denied 
both ;  Lawrence,  J.,  ruled,  that  as  to  the  former,  his  answer  must 
be  taken  as  conclusive ;  but  that  as  the  words  were  material  to 
the  guilt  or  innocence  of  the  prisoner,  evidence  might  be  adduced 
that  they  were  spoken  by  the  witness,  (w) 

Where  on  an  indictment  for  murder,  which  was  prosecuted  by  ^  ^tn*" 

'^  ''    cannot  be 


(m)  SeeDoddv.Nonis,  3  Campb.  519. 
B.  V.  Holmes,  41  L.  J.  M.  C.  12.  Rex 
V.  Pitcher,  1  C.  &  P.  85.  The  fol- 
lowing cases  are  in  favonr  of  the  position 
that  a  witness  is  compellable  to  answer 

Suostions  tending  to  disgrace  or  disparage. 
:.  V.  Edwards,  4  T.  R.  440.  Frost  v. 
HoUoway,  Ms.  2  Phill.  £y.  428.  Cun- 
deU  V,  Pratt,  Moo.  k  Mai.  108.  See  the 
cases,  ante,  p.  578. 

(r)  See  ante,  p.  673. 

(a)  See  1  Stark.  Ev.  212. 

(0  R.  &  M.  N.  P.  C.  882.  See  R.  v. 
Watson,  2  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  157. 

(w)  16  Ves.  64.  See  the  note  of  the 
Reporters  in  Rose  v.  Blakemore,  in  which 
doubts  are  ably  expressed,  with  deference 
to  snch  high  authorities,  whether  these 
dicta  be  not  inconsistent  with  the  ge- 
neral principles  on  which  the  rules  con- 
cerning the  right  of  witnesses  to  refuse 
an  answer  to  questions  have  been  estab- 
lished. 

(t>)  Rex  V.  Watson,  2  Stark.  R.  149, 
151,  158.  Rex  v.  Clarke,  2  Stark.  R. 
244,  per  Holroyd,  J.  Harris  v.  Tippett, 
2  Campb.  687,  cor.  Lawrence,  J.     For 
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the  court  will  not  try  a  collateral  ques- 
tion whether  the  witness  has  been  guilty 
of  the  misconduct  imputed  to  him.  How- 
ever, in  this  case  of  Harris  v,  Tippett, 
which  has  been  relied  upon  by  yery 
hifh  authorities  in  support  of  the  general 
rule  (see  Rex  v.  Watson,  2  Stark.  155, 
158),  it  may  be  perhaps  doubted  whether 
the  decision  of  the  learned  judge  in  this 
particular  instance  was  correct,  sdthough 
the  principle  laid  down  by  him  undoubt- 
edly is  so.  The  witness  being  called  for 
the  defendant,  was  asked  whether  he 
had  not  attempted  to  dissuade  a  witness 
examined  for  the  plaintiff  from  attending 
the  trial ;  the  question,  therefore,  it  may 
be  ai^ed,  was  not  altogether  collateral, 
but  so  connected  with  the  cause  that 
other  witnesses  might  be  called  to  con- 
tradict him.  See  the  Queen's  case,  2  B. 
8t  B.  311,  post,  p.  588,  and  see  the  cases 
where  a  prosecutrix  in  rape  has  been 
contradicted  by  other  witnesses,  ante, 
p.  888. 

(t^')  Yewin's  case,  2  Campb.  638 ;  see 
also  the  Queen's  case,  2  B.  a  B.  813,  and 
poH,  p.  588. 
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whether  he 
had  heen  con- 
victed f 


the  attorney-general  for  the  government,  a  police  officer,  on 
cross-examination,  stated  that  he  had  attended  a  meeting  by  the 
direction  of  the  commissioners  of  police,  and  that  his  instinictions 
were  to  attend  the  meeting  and  report,  and  that  he  attended  the 
meeting  and  reported  ;  he  was  asked  whether  he  attended  as  a 
spy,  and  the  question  was  objected  to.  Lord  Campbell,  C.  J., 
'I  am  of  opinion  that  it  is  irregular,  not  on  the  ground  that 
the  witness  is  called  on  to  criminate  himself,  and  may  refuse  to 
answer,  but  on  the  ground  that  he  is  called  upon  to  draw  an 
inference  from  the  facts.  It  will  be  open  to  the  counsel  for  the 
prisoner  to  denominate  the  witness  a  spy  hereafter  if  he  think  fit ; 
but  I  am  of  opinion  that  he  cannot  ask  the  witness  "Did  you  go 
as  a  spy  ?  ** '  {x) 

The  privilege  of  refusing  to  answer  is  the  privilege  of  the 
witness,  and  not  of  the  party ;  for  that  reason,  Lord  Tenterden, 
C.  J.,  refused  to  allow  counsel  to  support,  by  argument,  the  pri- 
vilege as  belonging  to  the  party  wnom  he  represented,  (y)  It 
was  formerly  held  that  if  a  witness  answered  any  questions  on 
cross-examination  on  a  matter  rendering  himself  liable  to  for- 
feiture or  punishment,  he  could  not  afterwards  claim  his  privilege, 
but  must  answer  throughout.  (0)  And  so  if  a  witness  voluntarily 
answered  questions  tending  to  degrade  him  on  his  examination 
in  chief,  he  was  bound  to  answer  on  cross-examination,  however 
penal  the  consequence  may  be.  (a)  But  it  has  since  been  held 
that  it  makes  no  difference  in  the  right  of  a  witness  to  prot-ection 
that  he  has  chosen  to  answer  in  part ;  and  the  witness  is  entitled 
to  protection  at  whatever  stage  of  the  examination  he  choses  to 
claim  it.  (6) 

By  the  28  &  29  Vict.  c.  18,  s.  6,  (c)  'a  witness  maybe  questioned 
as  to  whether  he  has  been  convicted  of  any  felony  or  misdemeanor, 
and,  upon  being  so  questioned,  if  he  either  denies  or  does  not 
admit  the  fact,  or  refuses  to  answer,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  cross- 
examining  party  to  prove  such  conviction ;  and  a  certificate  con- 
taining the  substance  and  effect  only  (omitting  the  formal  parts) 
of  the  indictment  and  conviction  for  such  offence,  purporting  to  be 
signed  by  the  clerk  of  the  court,  or  other  officer  having  the  custody 
of  the  records  of  the  court,  where  the  offender  was  convicted,  or 
by  the  deputy  or  clerk  of  such  officer  (for  which  certificate  a  fee 
of  five  shillings  and  no  more  shall  be  demanded  or  taken),  shall, 
upon  proof  of  the  identity  of  the  person,  be  sufficient  evidence  of 
the  said  conviction,  without  proof  of  the  signature  or  official  cha- 
racter of  the  peiTSon  appearing  to  have  signed  the  same. 

Where  before  the  C.  L.  P.  Act,  1854,  s.  25,  an  almost  similar  clause 
to  the  above  enactment,  the  defendant  was  asked  in  cross-examina- 
tion whether  there  had  not  been  proceedings  against  him  in  the 
county  court  at  the  suit  of  one  Agutta  in  respect  of  a  similar  claim, 
which  he  had  resisted,  and  upon  which  he  had  given  evidence,  and 
the  jury  notwithstanding  found  their  verdict  for  the  then  plaintiff, 


(x)  Reff.  V.  Barnard,  1  F.  &  F.  240. 

{y)  2  PhiL  £▼.  418,  citing  Thomas  v. 
Newton,  M.  k  M.  48  n. 

{z'S  East  V.  Chapman,  M.  ft  M.  46. 
Jiord  Tenterden,  C.  J.,  Dixon  v.  Yale,  1 
0.  &  P.  278.     Best,  C.  J. 


(a)  Per  Dampier,  J.,  Winchester  Sum. 
Ass.  1815,  Mann.  Ind.  Witness,  222. 

(h)  Reg.  V.  Garbett,  1  Den.  C.  C. 
236. 

(c)  This  section  is  almost  the  same  as 
the  C.  L.  P.  Act,  1854,  s.  25. 
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and  it  was  objected  that  the  question  could  not  be  put  without 
producing  the  record  of  the  pit)ceedings  in  the  county  court ;  and 
the  objection  was  overruled,  and  the  defendant  answered  that 
there  had  been  such  proceedings,  in  which  he  had  given  evidence, 
and  that  he  had  lost  the  verdict ;  the  Court  held  that  no  new 
trial  ought  to  be  granted  by  reason  of  this  Question  having  been 
allowed,  and  said, '  We  dissent  from  the  obUer  dictum  of  Ci-ess- 
well,  J.,  in  MacdonneU  v.  Evcms,  as  to  what  stands  upon  the 
same  ground,  viz.,  the  necessity  of  producing  the  record  of  the 
conviction  in  order  to  found  the  question,  on  cross-examination, 
'*  Have  you  been  convicted  ? "  Upon  a  question  collateral  to  the 
issue,  as  a  rule,  the  questioner  is  bound  by  the  answer ;  so  that 
extraneous  evidence  is  vain.  Either  the  witness  answers,  "I 
have  been  convicted/'  and  the  question  is  useless,  or  he  denies  it, 
and  then  (apart  from  the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act  1845,  s. 
25,  which  does  not  touch  this  case)  the  proof  of  the  conviction  is 
forbidden.  It  cannot  be  given  in  evidence  before  the  witness  has 
answered,  for  it  is  not  evidence  in  the  cause.  It  could  not  be 
given  in  evidence  after,  because  the  answer  is  conclusive ;  and  so 
of  the  proceedings  in  the  couuty  court  in  the  present  case.  The 
case  of  MacdonneU  v.  EvaTis,  the  Qa^en^s  case,  (/)  and  numerous 
other  cases,  in  which  it  has  been  held  that  documents  must  be 
produced,  are  cases  in  which  either  the  document  would  have  been 
evidence  upon  the  issue,  or  to  contradict  the  witness  if  he  answered 
in  a  particular  way,  or  in  which  the  precise  terms  and  language  of 
the  documents  were  necessary  to  be  referred  to  in  order  to  answer 
the  question.  This  is  not  a  question  as  to  the  contents  of  a  written 
document.'  (g) 

Where  a  witness  called  for  a  plaintiff  was  asked  on  cross-examina-  ^  ^itoe« 
tion  by  the  defendant's  counsel,  who  produced  a  letter  purporting  to  ^^JJ* « xKd 
be  written  by  the  witness,  'Did  you  not  write  that  letter  in  answer  yon  net  write 
to  a  letter  charging  you  with  forgery  ? '  it   was  held   that   the  ^^^  ^•**«'  i" 
question  could  not  be  put.     The  rule  is  that  the  best  evidence  in  JhaSU^™* 
the  possession  or  power  of  the  party  must  be  produced.     Gene-  with  forgery  ? 
rally  the  original  document  is  the  best  evidence;    but  circum- 
stances may  arise  in  which  secondary  evidence  of  its  contents  may 
be  given.     In  this  case  these  circumstances  did  not  exist.     For 
anything  that  appeared,  the  defendant's  counsel  might  have  the 
letter  in  his  hand  when  he  put  the  question.     It  was  sought  to 
give  evidence  of  a  letter  without  in  any  wav  accounting  for  its 
absence,  or  showing  any  attempt  made  to  obtain  it.     The  best  evi- 
dence of  the  document  was  not  tendered,  (e) 


(/)  2B.  &B.  288,  292. 
^{g)  Henman  v,  Lester,  12  C.  B.  (N.  S.) 
776.     Byles,  J.,  diasenixente. 

(e)  Macdonnel  v.  Evaiui,  11  C.  B. 
930.  The  court,  however,  studiously 
guarded  against  layiug  down  any  gene- 
ral nile,  Jervis,  C.  J.,  saying,  *It  is 
unnecessary,  as  it  seems  to  me,  for  the 
court  to  ]ay  down  any  general  rule  upon 
this  sulnect.*  During  the  argument, 
Maule,  J.,  said,  'If  you  want  tne  jury 
to  know  that  there  was  a  letter  con- 
taining a  charge  of  forgery,  the  proper 
way  to  do  so  is  by  producing  the  letter 
itself ;'  and  again,  '  Suppose  the  witness 


had  said,  '*  I  did  write  this  letter  in 
answer  to  another  which  is  in  court," 
good  sense  obviously  requires  that  the 
letter  should  be  produced,  if  it  is  wished 
to  get  at  its  contents  :*  and  in  giving 
judgment,  '  Suppose  we  assume  that  the 
paper  was  shown  to  the  witness,  and  he 
was  asked,  "Did  you  not  say  Yes  in 
answer  to  something  contained  therein  ?" 
can  it  be  contended  that  the  contents  of 
the  paper  could  not  be  shown  ?  It  seems 
to  me  that  if  the  document  was  present, 
the  proper  wa^  of  dealing  with  it  would 
be  to  produce  it,  and  then  to  ask  the  wit- 
ness, ''Did  you  not  write  so  and  so  in 
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2Ddly.  The  credit  of  a  witness  may  be  impeached  by  giving 
evidence  of  his  having  said  or  written  touching  the  cause  what  is 
at  variance  and  inconsistent  with  his  testimony  on  the  trial  (h) 
But  in  order  to  lay  a  foundation  for  such  discrediting  evidence,  it  is 
necessary  first  to  ask  the  witness,  when  it  is  proposed  to  discredit 
by  proof  of  contradictory  verbal  statements,  upon  cross-examination, 
whether  he  has  made  the  statement  or  declaration,  or  held  the  con- 
versation which  it  is  intended  to  prove,  (i)  Thus  if  a  witness,  on 
being  examined  in  chief  as  to  some  transaction  supposed  to  have 
occurred  between  certain  persons,  should  admit  that  he  had  heard  of 
such  a  thing,  but  does  not  know  its  cause,  it  would  be  iiTe^ular  to 
prove  his  having  made  a  declaration  respecting  the  cause,  m  order 
to  show  his  knowledge  of  the  cause,  without  first  asking  him  in  the 
cross-examination  whether  he  had  not  made  such  a  declaration  ; 
or  if  he  had  answered  that  he  did  not  remember  the  transaction, 
it  would  be  equally  irregular,  without  such  previous  cross- 
examination,  to  prove  declarations  made  by  him  respecting  the 
transaction  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  he  must  have  remem- 
bered it :  {j)  for  it  would,  in  many  cases,  have  an  unfair  effect  upon 
the  witness  and  upon  his  credit,  and  would  deprive  him  of  that 
reasonable  protection  which  it  is  the  duty  of  the  couii;  to  afford  to 
every  person  who  appears  as  a  witness,  to  allow  proof  of  his  former 
conversation  without  first  interrogating  him  as  to  that  conversation, 
and  reminding  him  of  it,  in  order  to  call  up  all  the  powers  of  his 
memory  as  to  the  transaction,  {k)  And  it  is  not  enough  to  ask  the 
general  question,  whether  the  witness  has  ever  said  so  and  so, 
because  it  may  frequently  happen  that,  upon  the  general  question, 
he  may  not  remember  having  said  so  ;  but  the  witness  must  be 
asked  as  to  the  time,  place,  and  person  involved  in  the  supposed 
contradiction ;  because,  when  his  attention  is  challenged  to  par- 
ticular circumstances,  he  may  recollect  and  explain  what  he  has 
formerly  said.  Where,  therefore,  a  witness  had  denied  that  he  had 
ever  said  that  he  was  in  partnership  with  the  defendant,  but  had 
not  been  questioned  as  to  the  particular  person,  or  conversation  ; 
Tindal,  C.  J.,  refused  to  allow  a  witness  to  be  asked  whether  on  a 


answer  to  it  ? '"  The  court  treated  the 
qaestion  in  this  case  exactly  the  same  as 
if  it  had  arisen  on  an  examination  in  chief. 
In  Boosey  v.  Dayidson,  ]8  Q.  B.  257, 
which  was  an  action  for  the  infringement 
of  a  copyright  of  certain  airs  in  an  opera, 
a  witness  was  asked  whether  he  had  not 
seen  printed,  copies  of  these  airs  in  a 
particular  shop  ;  and  it  was  held  that  the 
question  coula  not  be  put,  as  the  answer 
would  be  a  statement  of  the  contents  of 
a  written  instrument,  without  accounting 
for  its  non-production. 

(h)  De  Sailly  v.  Morgan,  2  Esp.  N.  P. 
C.  691.  Christian  v.  Combe,  2  Esp.  489. 
See  on^,  p.  626,  as  to  the  depositions  of 
a  witness  before  a  magistrate  oeing  used 
for  this  purpose.  In  order  to  impeach 
the  credit  of  a  witness  for  a  defendant 
upon  an  information  for  assaulting  reve- 
nue  officers,  by  proving  that  on  an  in- 
formation before  two  magistrates  against 
the  same  defendant  for  having  smuggled 


goods  in  his  possession  he  gave  a  different 
account  of  the  matter,  proof  of  the  con- 
viction containing  the  testimony  of  the 
witness  is  insufficient ;  it  is  necessary  to 

Erove  it  by  the  testimomr  of  those  who 
card  what  was  said.  Kex  v.  Howe,  1 
Campb.  461.     S.  C.  6  Esp.  125. 

(i)  The  Queen's  case,  2  B.  &  B.  299. 
Carpenter  v.  Wall,  11  A.  &  £.  803. 

U)  The  Queen's  case,  2  B.  &  B.  299. 

{k)  2  B.  &  B.  800.  Abbot,  C.  J.,  in  de- 
livering the  opinion  of  the  judges,  added 
that,  in  any  grave  or  serious  case,  if  the 
counsel  had,  on  his  cross-examination, 
omitted  to  lay  the  necessary  foundation^ 
the  court  would,  of  its  own  authority, 
call  back  the  witness  in  order  to  give 
him  an  opportunity  of  doing  so.  Another 
reason  wny  he  ought  to  oe  cross-exa- 
mined^ is,  that  he  may  have  an  oppor- 
tunity.of  explaining  his  conduct,  2  B.  &  B. 
814. 
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particular  occasion  the  witness  had  told  him  that  he  was  in  part^ 
nershlp  with  the  defendant.  {I) 

By  the  28  &  29  Vict.  c.  18,  s.  5,  (m)  *a  witness  may  be  cross- 
examined  as  to  previous  statements  made  by  him  in  writing,  or 
reduced  into  writing,  relative  to  the  subject  matter  of  the  indict- 
ment or  proceeding,  without  such  writing  being  shown  to  him ;  but 
if  it  is  intended  to  contradict  such  witness  by  the  writing,  (n)  his 
attention  must,  before  such  contradictory  proof  can  be  given,  be 
called  to  those  parts  of  the  writing  which  are  to  be  used  for  the 
purpose  of  so  contradicting  him :  provided  always,  that  it  shall  be 
competent  for  the  jud^e  at  any  time  during  the  trial  to  require  the 
production  of  the  writmg  for  his  inspection,  and  he  may  thereupon 
make  such  use  of  it  for  the  purposes  of  the  trial  as  he  may  think  fit.' 
This  clause,  by  sec.  1,  applies  to  'all  courts  of  judicature  as  well 
criminal  as  all  others,  and  to  all  persons  having  by  law  or  by  con- 
sent of  paities  authority  to  hear,  receive,  and  examine  evidence  ; ' 
and  consequently  any  court  of  sessions  trying  any  offence,  or  any 
justice  or  justices  hearing  any  charge  of  any  offence,  may  require 
the  production  of  any  writing,  &c.,  though  the  word  'judge'  alone 
occurs  in  the  clause. 

This  5th  section  is  the  same  in  substance  as  the  17  &  18  Vict. 
c.  125  (The  Common  Law  Procedure  Act  1854)  s.  24.  As  it  isobvious 
that  some  questions  are  likely  to  arise  upon  this  5th  section,  it 
may  be  well  to  adveii;  to  them.  The  clause  seems  to  assume  that 
the  writing  is  in  the  possession  of  the  party  who  is  cross-examining. 
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{I)  Angus  V.  Smith,  M.  &M.  473.  The 
witness  was  allowed  to  be  recalled,  and 
asked  the  particular  question ;  and  the 
same  rule  was  laid  down  W  Parke,  B.,  in 
Crowley  v.  Page,  7  C.  &  P.  789,  pjwi,  p. 
589,  note  (x),  and    in   Rex  v.   rearce, 
Gloucester  Spr.  As&  1829,  MSS.  C.  S.  Q. 
Learned  judges  have  in  many  instances 
allowed  witnesses  to  be  recalled  in  order 
to  lay  a  foundation  for  the  admission  of 
such  contradictory  evidence.     In  Reg.  v. 
Harris,   Salop  Spr.  Ass.  1842,  upon  an 
indictment  for  murder,  the  prisoner  had 
no  counsel,  and  in  his  defence  to  the  jury 
he  alleged  certain  statements  to  have 
been  made  by  the  principal  witness  for 
the  prosecution,  and  imputed  that  his 
son,  who  could  prove  the  statements,  had 
been  preventea  from  attending  to  give 
evidence    for    him ;    and  Patteson,  J., 
stopped  the  trial,  and  ordered  the  son  to 
be  sent  for,  at  the  same  time  directing  that 
no  communication  should  be  made  to  him 
of  the  matters  as  to  which  he  was  going 
to  be  examined.     The  prisoner  having 
no  attorney,  and  the  son  not  having  been 
examined  by  any  one  as  to  what  state- 
ments he  had  heard  the  witness  make,  a 
difficulty  arose  as  to  the  mode  which  was 
best  to  be  adopted  in  the  examination 
of  the  son,  and  the  cross-examination  of 
the  witness,  and  the  following  mode  was 
adopted  as  the  best  under  the  peculiar 
circumstances  of  the  case : — ^The  son  was 
first  examined  b^the  editor,  at  the  request 
of  the  learned  judge,  as  to  what  he  had 
heard  the  witness  say,  the  witness  being 
kept  oat  of  court  during  such  examina- 


tion, and  then  the  witness  was  called  in 
and  cross-examined  by  the  editor  as  to 
the  statements  which  the  son  had  sworn 
that  he  had  made.  The  jury  acquitted 
the  prisoner,  although  the  evidence  for 
the  prosecution  was  very  strong.  This 
case  nas  been  mentioned,  as  it  may  serve 
as  a  guide  for  the  practice  in  cases  where 
the  prisoner  wishes  to  caU  witnesses  to 
prove  contradictory  statements  made  by 
witnesses  for  the  prosecution,  without 
having  laid  the  ground  for  so  doing  in  a 
proper  manner.     C.  S.  G. 

(m)  As  to  the  practice  on  this  subject 
before  this  Act,  see  the  Queen's  case,  2 
B.  k  B.  286.  If  counsel  suggests  to  the 
court  that  he  wishes  to  have  a  letter 
written  by  a  witness  read  immediately  in 
order  to  found  certain  questions  upon  its 
contents,  that  cannot  be  well  or  effec- 
tually done  without  reading  the  letter 
itself ;  in  that  case,  for  the  more  conve- 
nient administration  of  justice,  the  letter 
is  permitted  to  be  read,  but  considering 
it  as  part  of  the  evidence  of  the  counsel 
proposing  it,  and  subject  to  all  the  con- 
sequences of  its  being  so  considered. 
Ibid.  289,  290.  When  a  letter  is  pro- 
duced, the  court  will  allow  a  witness  to 
be  asked,  upon  showing  the  witness  only 
a  part  or  one  or  more  lines  of  such  letter, 
and  not  the  whole  of  it,  whether  he  wrote 
such  part.     lb. 

{n)  In  order  to  contradict  bv  the 
wnting,  it  must  be  put  in  as  evidence. 
R.  V.  Kiley,  4  F.  &  F.  964  ;  R.  v.  Wright, 
4  F.  &  F.  967. 
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and  where  that  is  the  case,  no  difficulty  as  to  its  production  can 
arise.  But  the  writing  may  not  be  in  his  possession,  and,  in  the 
most  common  cases  in  criminal  trials,  the  depositions  are  in  the 
custody  of  the  Court.  Here  however,  also,  no  difficulty  can  arise, 
as  the  court  will,  no  doubt,  always  pei-mit  or  cause  them  to  be 
used  for  the  purpose  of  the  clause.  But  the  writing  may  be  in  the 
custody  of  other  parties,  and  several  questions  may  arise  where 
that  is  the  case.  It  may  be  in  the  custody  of  the  prisoner,  and 
notice  to  produce  it  may  have  been  given,  or  it  may  be  in  the 
custody  of  a  third  party  who  has  been  subpoenaed ;  in  either  of 
these  cases  it  is  apprehended  that  the  cross-examining  paily  is 
entitled  to  prove  the  notice,  and  to  call  for  the  writing,  or  to  call 
on  the  party  subpoenaed  to  produce  the  writing :  and  it  is  now 
clearly  settled  that  such  a  course  ought  at  once  to  be  adopted,  and 
not  postponed  till  the  cross-examining  party  enters  on  his  casa  (o) 
If  the  document  be  obtained  in  either  of  these  modes,  no  diffi- 
culty will  occur ;  but  it  may  be  that  it  may  not  be  produced, 
though  it  is  shown  to  be  in  the  custody  of  the  prisoner  or  witness. 
The  question  will  then  arise  whether  the  judge  has  power  to  com- 
pel its  production ;  the  words  'it  shall  be  competent  for  the  judge, 
at  any  time  during  the  trial,  to  require  the  production  of  the 
writing  for  his  inspection,*  are  peifectly  general,  and,  if  they  stood 
alone,  would  seem  to  give  the  judge  such  power ;  but  they  occur 
in  the  proviso  to  the  preceding  part  of  the  clause,  which  seems 
plainly  to  contemplate  that  the  document  is  in  the  hands  of  the 
cross-examining  party :  and  they  seem  to  have  been  introduced  for 
the  purpose  of  enabling  the  judge  to  prevent  an  improper  impres- 
sion bemg  produced  by  a  partial  communication  of  the  contents  of 
the  writing ;  and,  therefore,  it  admits  of  serious  doubt  whether  it 
would  be  held  that  the  judge  was  empowered  in  such  a  case  by  this 
clause  to  compel  the  production  of  the  writing.  Then,  suppose  the 
writing  not  to  be  attainable  in  these  cases,  or  that  it  is  in  the 
possession  of  some  person  who  has  not  been  subpoenaed  to  produce 
it,  and  is  not  present ;  in  such  a  case,  as  the  power  to  cross-examine 
as  to  any  writing  is  given  in  perfectly  general  terms,  there  seems 
no  doubt  that  the  right  to  cross-examine  would  exist ;  but  as,  be- 
fore any  contradictory  proof  can  be  given,  the  attention  of  the 
witness  is  to  be  called  to  the  parts  of  the  writing,  ( jo)  it  seems  to  be 
clear  that  in  such  a  case  no  contradictory  proof  will  be  admissible. 
Where  the  Lastly,  if  a  paper  written  by  the  witness  is  proved  to  have  been 

paper  is  lost  lost  or  destroyed  (in  which  case  the  only  mode  of  contradicting  him 
would  be  by  producing  afterwards  some  secondaiy  evidence  of  the 
contents  of  the  paper),  the  counsel  may  cross-examine  the  witness 
as  to  the  contents  of  such  paper),  (cj)  and  this  might  be  done  before 
the  new  Act.  Thus  where  on  the  trial  of  an  indictment  which  had 
been  found  at  the  Monmouth  Special  Commission,  it  was  proved 
that  at  that  Commission  the  depositions  of  the  witnesses  had  been 
frequently  produced,  and  that  they  had  been  mislaid,  and  that 
diligent  search  had  been  made  for  them  several  times,  and  they 
could  not  be  found ;  Patteson,  J.,  held  that  a  witness  might  be 
cross-examined  as  to  what  he  had  said  before  the  magistrates  by  a 

(o)  Boyle  v.  Wiseman,  11  £xcli.  B.  (p)  See  Sladden  v.  Seijeant,  1  F.  &  F. 

860,  and  other  cases,  post^  s.  7.  822. 

(q)  2  PhiU.  £y.  489. 
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copy  of   the   depositions,   which  was  proved   to   be    a  correct 
copy.(r)  ..." 

A  witness^  who  has  been  examined  before  commissioners  in  a  statement 
bankruptcy,  may  be  asked  whether  he  had  mentioned  a  fact^  which  ^^n  Com- 
he  had  just  mentioned,  before  the  commissioners,  vrithout  puttine  ^j^JiSyt 
his  examination  into  his  hand,  as  the  object  is  to  show  that  he  did 
not  mention  the  fact,  and  he  may  admit  that  if  he  chooses ;  if  he 
does  not  ask  for  the  examination  to  refresh  his  memory,  he  may 
answer  without  it  if  he  diooses.  (s) 

It  was  once  said  that,  if  the  counsel  who  cross-examines  puts  a  Eight  of  the 
paper  into  the  witness's  hand,  and  puts  questions  on  it,  and  any-  opposite 
thing  comes  of  the  questions  founded  upon  it,  the  opposite  counsel  ^^^  doc«- 
has  a  right  to  see  the  paper,  and  re-examine  upon  it ;  but  if  the  mente. 
cross-examination  founded  on  the  paper  entirely  fails,  the  opposite 
counsel  has  no  right  to  look  at  it.  (t)     But  it  has  since  been  laid 
down  that  whenever  counsel  puts  a  document  into  the  bands  of 
a  witness,  and  asks  him  whether  it  is  in  his  handwriting,  and  then 
proceeds  to  found  any  question  on  such  document,  the  counsel  on 
the  opposite  side  has  a  right  to  see  it ;  and  the  only  case  in  which 
the  opposite  counsel  has  not  this  right  is  where  counsel,  after 
handing  the  document  to  the  witness  (and  asking  him  whether  it 
is  his  handwriting),  goes  no  further,  (u) 

If  a  letter  or  other  writing  be  tendered  in  evidence  for  the  pur    The  jadge  is 
pose  of  contradicting  a  witness,  and  a  question  is  raised  whether  it  *<>  decide  as 
was  written  by  the  party,  it  is  for  the  judge  to  determine  that  Ji^^^.  ^ 
question,  (w) 

Since  the  28  Vict,  a  18,  s.  5,  it  seems  that  the  rules  laid  down  Oross-exami- 
by  the  judges  as  to  the  mode  of  cross-examining  witnesses  for  the  "***?^.°  ®^  ^®" 
Crown  with  respect  to  what  they  have  previously  sworn  before  the  ^**"  ^^^* 
magistrate,  and  which  has  been  reduced  into  writing  in   their 
depositions,  are  no  longer  in  force,  (x) 

The  rules,  which  it  seems  applied   to  depositions  before   a 
coroner,  (y)  will  be  found  in  7  C,  &  P.  676.  {z) 


(r)  Reg.  V.  Shellard,  9  C.  &  P.  277. 

(8)  Ridley  v,  Qyde,  1  M.  &  Rob.  197, 
Tindal,  C.  J. 

(0  Reg.  V.  Duncombe,  8  C.  &  P.  869, 
Lord  Denman,  C.  J.- 

(u)  Per  Erie,  J.,  in  Cope  v.  The  Thames 
Haven  Dock  Company,  2  C  &  K.  767. 
The  words  between  brackets  are  inserted 
from  the  marginal  note,  and  render  the 
passage  consistent  with  the  regular  prac- 
tice. 

{to)  Cooper  v,  Dawson,  1  F.  A  F.  660. 
Wiffhtman,  J.  Boyle  v.  Wiseman,  11 
Exdx.  R.  860. 

{x)  As  to  the  practice  before  the 
above  Act,  see  R.  v.  Taylor,  8  C.  &  P. 
726  ;  R.  17.  Holden,  8  C.  lb  P.  606  ;  R. 
V.  Edwards,  8  C.  &  P.  26 ;  R.  v.  Price, 
7  Cox,  C.  C.  405  ;  R.  v.  Moir,  4  Cox, 
C.  C.  279 ;  R.  v.  Newton,  4  Cox,  C.  C. 
262  ;  R.  V.  Edwards,  8  C.  &  P.  26  ;  R. 
V.  Curtis,  2  C.  &  K.  768 ;  R.  v.  Peel,  2 
F.  &  F.  21. 

(y)  R.  V,  Bamott,  4  Cox,  C.  C.  269 ; 
but  see  R.  v.  Maloney,  9  Cox,  C.  C.  26. 

(2)  These  rules  are  :  1.  That  where  a 
witness  for  the  Crown  has  made  a  depo- 


sition before  a  magistrate,  he  cannot,  on 
his  cross-examination  by  the  prisoner's 
counsel,  be  asked  whether  he  did  or  did 
not,  in  his  de])08ition,  make  such  or  such 
a  statement,  until  the  deposition  itself 
has  been  read,  in  order  to  manifest  whe- 
ther such  statement  is  or  is  not  contained 
therein  ;  and  that  such  deposition  mufit 
be  read  as  part  of  the  evideuce  of  the 
cross-examining  counsel.  2.  That,  after 
such  deposition  has  been  read,  the  pri- 
soner's counsel  may  proceed  in  his  cross- 
examination  of  the  witness  as  to  any  sup- 
posed contradiction  or  variance  between 
the  testimon  V  of  the  witness  in  court  and 
his  former  deposition;  after  which  the 
counsel  for  the .  prosecution  may  re^exa- 
mine  the  witness,  and,  after  the  prisoner's 
counsel  has  addressed  the  jurv,  will  be 
entitled  to  reply.  And  in  cas!^  the  counsel 
for  the  prisoner  comments  upon  any  sup- 

Sosed  variance  or  contradiction,  without 
aving  read  the  deposition,  the  court  may 
direct  it  to  be  read,  and  the  counsel  for 
the  prosecution  will  be  entitled  to  reply 
upon  it.  8.  That  the  witness  cannot,  in 
cruBS-examination,  be  compelled  to  an* 
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deposition  to  a 
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Depositions 
lost 
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applies  to  the 
counsel  for  the 
prosecution 
cross-examin- 
ing a  witness 
for  the 
defence. 


Before  the  above  Act  some  cases  occurred  in  which  the  counsel 
for  the  piisoner,  on  cross-examining  a  witness  for  the  prosecution, 
offered  to  put  into  his  hand  his  deposition,  and  then  proposed  to 
ask  him  whether,  having  looked  at  the  paper,  he  still  persevered 
in  the  statement  already  made  in  his  evidence  in  court ;  Parke, 
B.,  and  Coltman,  J.,  had  some  doubt  as  to  the  propriety  of  this 
course;  but,  it  having  been  permitted  by  some  judges,  they 
thought  it  right  to  allow  it.  They,  however,  asked  the  opinion  of 
the  judges  whether  they  were  right,  and  the  judges  were  of  opinion 
that  the  course  pursued  was  inexpedient,  and  that  it  ought  not 
to  be  allowed  in  future,  (a) 

In  one  case,  before  the  above  Act,  it  seems  to  have  been  con- 
sidered a  fitting  course  for  the  judge  to  look  at  the  depositions 
while  the  witnesses  were  under  examination,  and  question  them  as 
to  any  discrepancy  between  them  and  their  evidence ;  (6)  but  in 
other  cases  learned  judges  have  refused,  where  counsel  were  em- 
ployed by  the  prisoner,  to  look  at  the  depositions  at  alL  (c) 

Where,  before  the  above  Act,  the  deposition  was  put  in  the 
hands  of  a  witness,  and  on  being  asked  to  read  it  he  said  he  could 
not  read  writing,  it  was  held  that  there  was  no  objection  to  the 
deposition  being  read  over  to  him,  and  the  officer  of  the  court  read 
it  over  to  him  accordingly,  (d) 

In  a  case,  before  the  above  Act,  where  it  was  proved  that  the 
depositions  had  been  regularly  taken  against  the  prisoner  before 
the  magistrates,  and  returned  to  the  proper  officer,  and  that  officer 
proved  that  he  had  made  diligent  search  after  them,  and  could  not 
find  them ;  Patteson,  J.,  held  that  the  prisoner  s  counsel  might 
cross-examine  from  copies  of  them,  which  were  proved  by  the 
magistrate's  clerk  to  be  correct,  (e) 

The  same  rule  applies  as  to  the  cross-examination  of  a  witness 
on  his  deposition  by  the  counsel  for  the  Crown  as  by  the  counsel 
for  the  prisoner.  (/) 


swer  whether  lie  did  or  did  not  make 
such  or  such  a  statement  before  the  ma- 
gistrate, until  after  his  deposition  has 
Been  read,  and  it  appears  that  it  contains 
no  mention  of  sucn  statement.  In  that 
event,  the  counsel  for  the  prisoner  may 
proceed  with  his  cross-examination,  and 
if  the  witness  admits  sucli  statement  to 
have  been  made,  he  may  comment  upon 
such  omission,  or  upon  the  effects  of  it 
m>on  the  other  part  of  his  testimony;  or, 
if  the  witness  denies  that  he  made  such 
statement,  the  counsel  for  the  prisoner 
may  then,  if  such  statement  be  material 
to  the  matter  in  issue,  call  witnesses  to 
prove  that  he  made  such  statement.  But 
m  either  event,  the  reading  of  the  depo- 
sition is  the  prisoner's  evidence,  and  the 
counsel  for  the  prosecution  wUl  be  en- 
tided  to  reply. 

(a)  Anonymous,  cited  in  Reg.  v.  Ford, 
2  Den.  C.  C.  246,  from  the  MSS.  of 
Parke,  B.  April  1843.  B^.  v.  Ford,  2 
Den.  C.  C.  246.  6  Cox,  C.  C.  184.  Spring 
Ass.  1861.  Reg.  v.  Palmer,  5  Cox,  C.  C. 
286.  Pollock,  C.  B.  S.  P.  April,  1861. 
Reg.  V.  Brewer,  C.  C.  409,  S.  P.  Black- 
bam,  J.    Jan.  1863. 


(6)  Rex  v.  Edwards,  supra.  This  is  a 
course  which  has  not  unfrequently  been 
adopted  in  cases  where  the  prisoner  has 
had  no  counsel,  and  in  such  cases  it  ap- 
pears highly.expedient,  as  prisoners  rarely 
have  copies  of  the  depositions  unless  they 
are  defended  by  counsel,  and,  even  if 
they  had,  probably  would  not  be  able 
properly  to  avail  themselves  of  an^  con- 
tradictions that  might  arise  ;  and  it  is  to 
be  remembered  that  the  depositions  are 
returned  to  the  judge  for  the  express 
purpose  of  enabling  him  to  judge  as  to 
the  accuracy  of  the  witnesses.    C.  S.  G. 

(c)  Rex  V,  Thomas,  7  C.  &  P.  817. 
Parke,  B.,  as  stated  8  C.  &  P.  27,  and 
that  statement  is  correct.  Reg.  v.  Hol- 
den,  8  C.  &  P.  606. 

(d)  Rex  V.  Edwards,  8  C.  &  P.  26. 
Littiedale,  J.,  and  Coleridge,  J.  But  see 
Reg.  t>.  Tooker,  4  Cox,  98  (ft).  Reg.  r. 
Matthews,  4  Cox,  C.  C.  93,  August  1849. 
Probably  this  case  is  inaccurately  re- 
ported.    See  R.  V.  Ford,  supra. 

(e)  Reg.  V.  Shellard,  9  C.  &  P.  277. 
(/)  Reg.  V.  MuUer,  10  Cox,  C.  C.  43. 

Pollock,  C.  B.,  and  Martin,  B. 
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In  a  case,  before  the  above  Act,  where,  when  the  prisoners  were  The  depori- 
first  brought  before  the  magistrate  charged  with  the  felony,  the  ^j^^^^^'jj^  ^' 
witnesses  were   sworn,  examined   by  the  magistrate,  and  cross-  actual  matter 
examined  by  the  prisoners,  and  written  minutes  of  the  examination  which  takes 
and  cross-examination  were  made  by  the  clerk  to  the  magistrates  p^  ^?"* 
under  the  inspection  of  the  magistrates,  these  minutes  were  then  ^rate.    Where 
sent  to  the  office  of  the  clerk  to  the  magistrates,  and  there  de-  therefore  mi- 
liviered  to  a  clerk  named  Tasker,  who  proceeded  to  write  the  depo-  ^^]Jf  ^^ 
sitions  from  the  minutes.     The  witnesses  attended  in  the  office,  examinations 
and  in  the  course  of  writing  the  depositions  Tasker  put  some  ques-  of  witneasei 
tions  to  each  of  them,,  for  the  purpose  of  rendering  the  depositions  ^^"j^J^^ 
more  correct,  clear,  and  complete.      The  answers  given  to  these  and  then  a 
questions  were  inserted  in  the  depositions.     The  magistrate  was  clerk,  in  the 
not  present,  nor  were  the  prisoners  at  the  office  of  the  clerk  to  the  ^"^^^  ^^^^ 
magistrates.     The  depositions  having  been  thus  written,  the  wit-  magirtrate, 
nesses  appeared  again  before  the  magistrates,  and  in  the  presence  drew  up  depo- 
of  the  prisoners  were  resworn ;  the  depositions  were  read  over  to  !j**°^J^ 
them,  and  a  full  opportunity  was  afforded  for  cross-examination  asking  the  ' 
before  the  depositions  were  signed  by  the  witnesses.     Upon  these  witn^ses  any 
circumstances  appearing:  on  the  trial,  the  counsel  for  the  prisoners  qaeation  that 

» j^  o  «  •  occurred  xor 

proposed  to  ask  one  of  the  witnesses  for  the  Crown  this  question,  t^e  purpose  of 

*  Did  you  not  tell  Mr.  Tasker  that  you  were  watching  the  prisoner  explanation, 
Christopher  till  a  quarter  before  one  o'clock  ?  *     The  question  was  ^^j^^®^  ri- 
materiaJ,  and  had  reference  to  what  was  said  by  the  witness  in  goner's  counsel 
answer  to  some  question  put  by  Tasker,  as  above  stated,  in  the  had  a  right  to 
course  of  writing  the  depositions,  and  the  witness's  answer  would,  ^i^^^^^  j^ 
according  to  the  evidence,  appear  on  the  depositions.     The  depo-  answer  to  a 
sitions  were  not  read  or  tendered  in  evidence.     The  question  was  question  put 
overruled  by  the  court ;  and  it  was  contended,  on  a  case  reserved,  |*^^°^{^g^ 
that  if  it  were  a  legal  deposition,  it  only  excluded  an  inquiry  into  ofthemagia- 
what  took  place  before  the  magistrate.     It  was  answered   that,  if  trate. 
Tasker  had  taken  down  the  answers,  and  the  witness  had  signed 

them,  that  paper  would  exclude  evidence  of  what  was  said,  and 
that  it  was  Uke  a  statement  contained  in  a  letter,  (g)    Wilde,  C.  J., 

*  We  think  the  question  proper  and  legal,  and  that  an  answer 
should  have  been  required.  It  is  objected  that  the  answer  was  to 
be  found  in  a  paper  signed  by  the  witness,  which  must  be  regarded 
as  a  deposition,  having  acquired  that  character  from  the  circum- 
stances under  which  it  was  made.  But  the  ground  upon  which  a 
deposition  is  exclusive  evidence  of  a  matter  contained  in  it,  is  the 
presumption  that  the  magistrate  has  done  his  duty,  and  taken 
down  all  that  was  material  in  the  testimony  of  the  witnesa  But 
Tasker  was  a  mere  stranger;  he  could  not,  by  any  act  of  his, 
attach  to  the  writing  a  character  which  would  exclude  parol 
evidence  of  what  was  so  written ;  it  does,  not  become  primary 
evidence  of  such  matter :  the  witness's  own  words  are  the  primary 
evidence  of  the  statement.  Suppose  the  witness  had  said  some- 
thing, and  had  then  written  it  down  himself,  his  writing  would  not 
exclude  his  speech.  Why  then  should  Tasker's  writing  do  so? 
The  whole  argument  was  founded  on  an  incorrect  analogy.  The 
conviction,  therefore,  was  wrong.'  (h) 

(g)  It  was  also  contended  that  the  de-      objection, 
position  was  not  a  legal  deposition  at  all ;  {h)  Beg.  v.  Christopher,  1  Den.  C.  C. 

but  no  opinion  was  pronounced  on  this      586.     In  the  course  of  the  aiguxaent 
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In  what  cases 
evidence  may 
be  called  to 
contradict. 


In  order  to  lay  a  foundation  for  contradicting  a  witness,  the 
questions  asked  upon  cross-examination  must,  in  some  way,  be  re- 
levant to  the  matter  in  issue.     Thus  in  an  action  for  usury,  the 
person  with  whom  the  contract,  alleged  to  be  usurious,  had  been 
made,  was  produced  as  a  witness  for  the  plaintiff,  and  the  counsel 
for  the  defendant  proposed  to  cross-examine  him  as  to  other  con- 
tracts he  had  made  with  other  persons,  which  were  not  usurious  ; 
intending,  if  the  witness  answered  in  the  affirmative,  to  draw  the 
conclusion  that  he  had  made  the  same  contract  with  the  defendant, 
and  if  the  witness  denied  the  nature  of  those  other  contracts,  to 
call  evidence  to  prove  the  contrary,  and  thereby  destroy  the  wit- 
ness's credit.    But  Lord  EUenborough  refused  to  suffer  the  question 
to  be  put,  conceiving  it  to  be  entirely  irrelevant  to  the  issue  in  the 
cause  ;  and   the  Court  of  King's  Bench  were  afterwards   all  of 
opinion  that  he  had  acted  properly ;  and  they  laid  down  the  rule, 
that  it  is  not  competent  for  counsel  on  cross-examination  to  ques- 
tion the  witness  conceraing  a  distinct  collateral   fact,  which,  if 
answered  affirmatively,  is  wholly  iiTelevant  to  the  matter  in  issue, 
for  the  purpose  of  discrediting  him,  if  he  answers  in  the  negative, 
by  calling  other  witnesses  to  contradict  him.  (i)     It  need  hardly 
be  observed,  if  a  question  be  wholly  in'elevant,  and  therefore  im- 
properly asked  on  cross-examination,  and  the  witness  nevertheless 
give  an  answer  to  it,  the  cross-examining  party  may  not  call  evi- 
dence to  contradict  that  answer ;  but  it  is  further  to  be  remarked, 
that  many  questions  may  be  asked  with  propriety  on  cross-exami- 
nation, which  are  irrelevant  to  the  matter  in  issue,  yet  are  allow- 
able because  they  go  to  the  credit  of  the  witness ;  but  the  distinc- 
tion is,  as  to  the  right  to  call  evidence  to  contradict  answers  given 
to  questions  put  to  shake  a  witness's  credit,  that  if  the  questions  go 
merely  to  his  credit,  and  are  in  other  respects  collateral  to  the 
issue,  evidence  cannot  be  called  to  contradict  the  answers ;  if  they 
not  only  go  to  his  credit,  but  are  also  connected  with  the  subject  of 
inquiry,  then  it  is  allowable  to  call  witnesses  to  contradict.     Thus 
if  a  witness  be  asked,  on  cross-examination,  whether  he  has  been 
guilty  of  a  crime,  or  any  conduct  which  would  discredit  him  as  a 
witness,  but  is  unconnected  with  the  matters  in  issue,  and  he 
denies  it,  his  answer  is  conclusive,  (j) 

So  where  on  the  trial  of  an  information  charging  a  maltster  with 
having  used  a  cistern  for  making  malt  without  having  previously 
entered  it,  a  witness  was  asked  on  cross-examination  whether  he 
had  not  said  that  the  officers  of  the  Crown  had  offered  him  201.  to 
say  that  the  cistern  had  been  used,  and  he  denied  having  said  so  ; 
it  was  held  that  evidence  was  inadmissible  to  prove  that  he  had 
said  so  ;  for  the  contradiction  would  be  on  a  matter  wholly  irrele- 
vant, and  would  in  no  way  affect  the  character  of  the  witness,  (k) 


Kaule,  J.,  said,  'Tasker  usurped  on  au- 
thority. He  can  no  more  exclude  parol 
evidence  of  the  witness's  statement  by  re- 
ducing it  to  writing  than  any  one  present 
at  a  seditious  meeting  can  exclude  parol 
evidence  of  words  there  spoken  by  choos- 
ing to  make  a  memorandum  of  them.' 

(i)  Spencely  v.  De  Willott,  7  East,  R, 
108.  It  seems  that  the  new  Act  has  not 
limited  the  right  of  a  party  calling  a  wit- 
ness to  contradict  him  on  facts  relative 


to  the  issue,  Greenough  v.  Eccles,  28  L. 
J.  C.  P.  160,  6  C.  B.  N.  S.  786. 

U)  Ante,  p.  677. 

(ifc)  A.  Q.  V.  Hitchcock,  1  Exch.  R. 
91.  Pollock,  C.  B.,  said,  *  The  test 
whether  the  matter  is  collateral  or  not  is 
this  :  if  the  answer  of  a  witness  is  a  matter 
which  you  would  be  allowed  on  your  part 
to  prove  in  evidence — if  it  have  such  a 
connection  vdth  the  issue  that  you  would 
be  allowed  to  give  it  in  evidence— then 
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Where  on  a  trial  for  rape  the  prisoner  called  a  witness,  who  ^i  to  apeakiiig 
stated  that  he  could  not  speak  English,  and  was  accordingly  sworn  ^ 
and  examined  in  Irish,  through  an  interpreter,  and  on  cross-exa- 
mination he  again  denied  that  he  could  speak  English,  and  he  also 
denied  that  he  had  spoken  in  English  to  two  girls  within  the  last 
few  days,  and  these  girls  were  called,  and  proved  that  he  had  so 
spoken  to  them  in  English  ;  upon  a  case  reserved,  it  was  held  that 
the  evidence  of  these  girls  ought  not  to  have  been  admitted,  (l) 
But  where  a  woman,  who  was  the  only  witness  to  prove  an  abomi-  As  to  knowing 
nable  offence,  swore  that  she  did  not  know  the  prisoner  previously,  *^®  prwoner. 
evidence  was  admitted  that  they  knew  each  other  well,  and  were, 
in  fact,  intimately  acquainted,  (m) 

Where  in  an  action  on  a  joint  and  several  promissoiy  note  made  ^^^^  ^* 
by  the  father  and  grandfather  of  the  defendant,  who  was  sued  as  ^^^^* 
the  administrator  of  his  grandfather,  the  defence  was  that  the 
plaintiff  had  forged  the  note  in  question,  and  also  another  note,  in 
order  to  cover  the  forgery  of  the  first  note,  and  a  charge  had  been 
preferred  against  the  plaintiff  for  the  forgery  before  the  magis- 
trates, but  dismissed  ;  the  defendant  was  examined  as  a  witness, 
and  was  asked  on  cross-examination  whether  his  father  had  not, 
after  the  charge  was  preferred  against  the  plaintiff,  said  in  his  pre- 
sence that '  he  was  sorry  he  had  forgotten  that  he  had  signed  two 
notes.'  The  defendant  answered  in  the  negative.  It  was  held  that 
the  plaintiff's  counsel  could  not  call  a  witness,  in  whose  presence 
the  father  had  made  the  statement,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that 
the  father  had  made  the  statement,  and  that  the  defendant  had 
heard  it ;  for  the  issue  sought  to  be  raised  was  purely  collateral,  (n) 
So  where  in  an  action  for  an  assault  on  the  plaintiff's  wife,  she  Tolmui  v. 
swore  that  the  assault  was  of  an  indecent  character ;  the  defendant  Johnstone, 
denied  it,  and  on  cross-examination  denied  other  indecent  assaults 
on  some  young  persons ;  and  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant 
was  tendered  to  disprove  these  imputations,  which  was  objected  to 
unless  evidence  was  admitted  in  support  of  them  ;  it  was  held  that 
such  evidence  on  the  one  side  or  the  other  was  inadmissible,  as 
the  matter  inquired  into  was  quite  collateral  to  the  issue  to  be 
tried,  (o) 


it  is  a  matter  on  which  yon  may  contra- 
dict him.  [But  this  seems  to  be  much 
too  narrow  a  rule,  and  so  said  O'Brien, 
J.,  in  Reg.  v  Burke,  tw/ra.]  If  you  ask 
a  witness  whether  he  has  not  said  so  and 
so,  and  th^  matter  he  is  supposed  to  have 
said,  would,  if  he  had  said  it,  contradict 
any  other  part  of  his  testimony,  then  you 
may  call  another  witness  to  prove  that  he 
had  said  so,  in  order  that  tne  jury  may 
believe  the  account  of  the  ti'ansaction 
which  he  gave  to  that  other  witness  to  be 
the  truth,  and  that  the  statement  he  makes 
on  oath  in  the  witness  box  is  not  true 
(more  accurately,  in  order  that  the  jury 
may  disbelieve  or  doubt  the  stetement  of 
the  witness).  It  must  be  connected  wi^ 
the  issue  as  a  matter  capable  of  being  dis- 
tinctly given  in  evidence,  or  it  must  be 
80  far  connected  with  it  as  to  be  a  matter 
which,  if  answered  in  a  particular  way, 
would  contradict  a  part  of  the  witness's 
testimony ;  and  if  it  is  neither  the  one 


nor  the  other  of  these,  it  is  collateral  to, 
though  in  some  sense  it  maybe  cohsidend 
as  connected  with,  the  subject  of  inquiry.' 
The  editor  has  inserted  the  parts  between 
brackets.     C.  S.  G. 

(0  Reg.  V.  Burke,  8  Cox,  C.  0.  44. 
Three  judges  thought  the  evidence  rightly 
received. 

(m)  Reg.  V,  Dennis,  Z  F.  k  F.'  502. 
The  admissibility  of  the  evidence  was  not 
disputed,  and  Bylea,  J. ,  left  it  to  the  jury 
in  favour  of  the  prisoner. 

(n)  Palmer  v.  Trower,  8  Exch.  R.  247. 
Alderson,  B.,  said,  'It  is  a  statement 
made  in  the  presence  of  the  defendant  of 
a  fact  not  within  his  own  knowledge  ;  if 
it  had  been  made  in  the  presence  of  the 
grandfather,  who  is  represented  by  the 
defendant,  the  case  mignt  have  been  dif* 
ferent.' 

(o)  Tolman  v.  Johnstone,  2  F.  &  F, 
66,  Cockbum,  C.  J^  after  consulting  the 
other  judges  of  Q.  a. 
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It  is  allowable  to  ask  a  witness  in  what  manner  he  stands 
affected  towards  the  opposite  party  in  the  cause,  and  whether  he 
does  not  stand  in  such  a  relation  to  that  person  as  is  likely  to  affect 
him,  and  prevent  him  from  having  an  unprejudiced  state  of  mind, 
and  whether  he  has  not  used  expressions  imputing  that  he  would 
be  revenged  on  some  one,  or  that  he  would  give  such  evidence  as 
might  dispose  of  the  cause  in  one  way  or  the  other ;  and  if  he 
denies  it,  evidence  may  be  given  as  to  what  he  said,  not  with 
the  view  of  having  a  direct  effect,  but  to  show  what  is  the  state  of 
mind  of  that  witness,  in  order  that  the  jury  may  exercise  their 
opinion  as  to  how  far  he  is  to  be  believed,  (jp)  Where  therefore, 
in  an  action  on  a  promissory  note  (in  which  the  defence  appears  to 
have  been  that  the  note  was  forged),  the  female  servant  of  the 
plaintiff,  who  was  one  of  the  attesting  witnesses  to  the  note,  was 
asked  on  cross-examination  whether  she  did  not  constantly  sleep 
in  the  same  bed  with  the  plaintiff,  which  she  denied ;  Coleridge,  J., 
held  that  a  witness  might  be  called  by  the  defendant  to  contradict 
her ;  as  the  question  was  whether  the  witness  had  contracted  such 
a  relation  with  the  plaintiff  as  might  induce  her  the  more  readily 
to  conspire  with  him  to  support  a  forgery  :  just  in  the  same  way  as 
if  she  had  been  asked  if  she  was  the  sister  or  daughter  of  the  plain- 
tiff, and  had  denied  that.  But  if  the  question  had  been  whether 
the  witness  had  walked  the  streets  as  a  common  prostitute,  that 
would  have  been  a  collateral  issue,  and,  if  she  had  denied  it,  she 
could  not  have  been  contradicted,  {q) 

If  the  imputed  misconduct  be  relative  to  the  subject  of  inquiry, 
as,  if  a  witness  for  the  Crown  be  asked  whether  he  had  not  said 
that  he  would  be  revenged  on  the  prisoner,  and  would  soon  fix  him 
in  gaol,  (r)  or  whether  he  had  not  made  declarations  to  procure 
persons  corruptly  to  give  evidence  in  support  of  the  prosecution,  («) 
then  evidence  may  be  called  to  contradict  him,  if  he  denies  the 
words  or  declaration  imputed  to  him.  Thus  where  on  an  indict- 
ment for  an  indecent  assault  on  a  girl,  another  girl  denied  in  cross- 
examination  that  two  letters  were  in  her  handwriting  ;  and  on  the 
part  of  the  prisoner,  the  suggestion  was  that  the  charge  was  the 
result  of  a  conspiracy  among  the  children  and  their  parents ;  it  was 
held  that  it  might  be  proved  that  these  letters  were  in  the  hand- 
writing of  the  girl,  and  that  the  letters  might  be  read  ;  but  that 
they  were  only  evidence  for  the  purpose  of  detracting  from  the 
credit  of  the  girl,  {t) 

Where  on  one  trial  the  jury  were  discharged,  and  on  the  second 
trial  a  witness  admitted  in  cross-examination  that  she  had  been  in 
England  and  had  prosecuted  for  a  felony;  it  was  held  that  it  might 
be  proved  that  on  the  former  trial  she  had  denied  that  she  had 
ever  been  in  England  or  had  prosecuted  there;  for,  no  matter 
whether  the  question  was  relevant  or  irrelevant  to  the   present 


{p)  Pep  Pollock,  C.  B.,  A.  G.  v,  Hiteh- 
cock,  supra, 

(3)  Thomas  v.  David,  7  C.  &  P.  850. 
In  Melhuiah  v.  Collier,  15  Q.  B.  883, 
Coleridge,  J.,  said,  '  The  principle  I  went 
upon  in  Thomas  v.  David  was  that  the 
fact  was  one  that  the  defendant  might 
have  proved  in  chief.' 


(r)  Yewin'scase,  2  Campb.  688. 

\s)  The  Queen's  case,  2  h.  at  B.  811. 

(Q  Reg.  V,  M'Gkivaran,  6  Cox,  C.  C.  64. 
Williams,  J.  The  letters  s^ke  of  stick- 
ing to  the  charge  made  agamst  the  pri- 
soners, but  there  was  no  proof  that  they 
had  been  delivered  to  the  persons  to  whom 
they  were  addressed. 
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issue,  it  went  to  the  consistency  of  her  evidence  on  the  two 
trials,  (u) 

If  the  witness  declines  to  give  any  answer  to  such  a  question 
proposed  to  him,  by  reason  of  the  tendency  thereof  to  criminate 
himself,  and  the  court  is  of  opinion  that  he  cannot  be  compelled  to 
answer,  the  adverse  party  has  also,  in  this  instance,  his  subsequent 
opportunity  of  tendering  his  proof  of  the  matter,  which  is  received, 
if  by  law  it  ought  to  be  received,  {v) 

In  one  case,  where  a  witness  said  on  cross-examination  that  he 
had  no  recollection  of  a  certain  declaration  one  way  or  the  other, 
without  expressly  denying  it ;  Tindal,  C.  J.,  held  that  a  person 
could  not  be  called  to  prove  such  declaration ;  as  he  had  never  heard 
such  evidence  admitted  in  contradiction,  except  when  the  witness 
had  expressly  denied  the  declai*ation.  (xv)  But  m  a  later  case  where 
a  witness  neither  admitted  nor  denied  a  verbal  statement  relevant 
to  the  matter  at  issue ;  Parke,  B.,  held  that  evidence  was  admis- 
sible to  show  that  the  witness  had  made  such  a  statement,  {x) 

And  now  by  the  28  &  29  Vict.  c.  18,  a  4,  *  if  a  witness  on  cross- 
examination  as  to  a  former  statement  made  by  him  relative  to  the 
subject-matter  of  the  indictment  or  proceeding,  and  inconsistent 
with  his  present  testimony,  does  not  distinctly  admit  that  he  has 
made  such  statement,  proof  may  be  given  that  he  did  in  fact  make 
it ;  but  before  such  proof  can  be  given,  the  circumstances  of  the 
supposed  statement,  sufficient  to  designate  the  particular  occasion, 
must  be  mentioned  to  the  witness,  and  he  must  be  asked  whether 
or  not  he  has  made  such  statement'  {xx) 

3rdly.  The  credit  of  a  witness  may  be  impeached,  not  only  bv 
giving  evidence  to  prove  statements  made  by  him  at  variance  with 
his  testimony,  but  by  calling  witnesses  to  prove  his  declarations 
and  acts  touching  the  subject-matter  of  inquiry,  (jj)  And  the  rules 
above  stated,  as  to  the  necessity  of  a  previous  cross-examination  of 
the  witness  whom  it  is  proposed  to  discredit,  apply  equally  to  this 
method  of  discrediting  him  as  to  the  last.  So  that  if  it  Ls  intended 
to  offer  evidence  of  former  declarations  of  a  witness,  or  of  acts  done 
by  him,  though  not  with  a  view  to  contradict  his  statement  upon 
oath  in  examination  in  chief,  but  with  a  view  of  discrediting  him 
as  a  corrupt  witness ;  in  this  case  also  it  has  been  determined  that 
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(u)  Reg.  V.  Rorke,  6  Cox,  C.  C.  19«. 
Lefroy,  C.  J.,  and  Monahan,  C.  J. 

(v)  The  Queen's  case,  2  B.  &  B.  318, 
814. 

(10)  Paine  v.  Beeston,  1  M.  &  Rob.  20. 

(ac)  Crowley  v.  Page,  7  C.  &  P.  789. 
The  learned  Baron  said,  *  Evidence  of 
statements  by  witnesses  on  other  occasions 
relevant  to  the  matter  at  issae,  and  incon- 
sistent with  the  testimony  given  by  them 
on  the  trial,  is  always  admissible,  in  order 
to  impeach  the  value  of  that  testimony  ; 
but  it  is  only  such  statements  as  are  rele- 
vant that  are  admissible,  and  in  order  to 
lay  a  foundation  for  the  admission  of 
such  contradictory  statements,  and  to 
enable  the  witness  to  explain  them,  and, 
as  I  conceive,  for  that  purpose  only,  the 
witness  may  be  asked  whether  he  ever 
said  what  is  suggested  to  him,  with  the 
name  of  the  person  to  whom  or  in  whose 


presence  he  is  supposed  to  have  said  it, 
or  some  other  circumstance  sufficient  to 
designate  the  particular  occasion.  If  the 
witness,  on  the  cross-examination,  admits 
the  conversation  imputed  to  him,  there  is 
no  necessity  for  givmg  other  evidence  of 
it ;  but  if  he  says  he  does  not  recollect, 
that  is  not  an  admission,  and  you  may 
give  evidence  on  the  other  side  to  prove 
that  the  witness  did  say  what  is  imputed, 
always  supposing  the  statement  to  be  re- 
levant to  the  matter  at  issue.  This  has 
always  been  my  practice,  and  if  it  were 
not  80  you  could  never  contradict  a 
witness  who  said  he  could  not  remem- 
ber.' 

(asr)  This    section  is   similar  to   the 
C.  L.  P.  Act,  1864,  8.  28.    See  Ryberg 
V.  Rybeig,  82  L.  J.  P.  M.  &  A.  112. 
The  Queen's  case,  2  B.  &  B.  811. 


Jtty 

(y) 
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the  witness  should  be  previously  questioned  as  to  such  declara- 
tions, or  such  acts,  on  the  cross-examination ;  (z)  for  in  the  one 
case  as  well  as  the  other  an  opportunity  must  be  afforded  the  wit- 
ness of  explaining  his  conduct  before  evidence  can  be  adduced  to 
impeach  his  credit  by  proof  of  the  fact  Thus  where  the  witness's 
moral  character  is  relevant  to  the  issue,  expressions  of  the  witness 
may  be  proved  without  the  previous  inquiry,  if  they  tend  merely 
to  disgrace  the  witness  by  showing  that  he  has  made  unbecoming 
declarations ;  but  even  if  they  be  of  such  a  nature,  the  introduc- 
tory question  must  not  be  dispensed  with,  if  they  tend  likewise  to 
contradict  some  part  of  the  witness's  evidence.  Therefore  in  an 
action  for  seducing  the  plain  tiff's  daughter,  which  the  daughter 
proves,  the  defendant  cannot  give  evidence  that  she  has  talked  of 
another  person  as  her  seducer  and  the  father  of  her  child,  unless 
she  be  first  asked  on  cross-examination  whether  she  ever  used 
those  expressions,  (a) 

After  a  witness  had  been  cross-examined  respecting  his  former 
statements  and  declarations,  for  the  purpose  of  affecting  his  credit, 
the  counsel  who  called  him  has  a  right  to  re-examine  him  so  as  to 
give  him  an  opportunity  of  explaining  such  statements  and  decla- 
rations. Thus  if  that  which  the  witness  has  stated  in  answer  to 
the  question  on  his  cross-examination  arose  out  of  the  inquiries  of 
the  person  with  whom  he  had  the  conversation,  the  witness  may  be 
asked  in  re-examination  what  those  inquiries  were.  (&)  And  he 
may  also  be  asked  what  induced  him  to  give  to  that  person  the 
account  which  he  has  stated  in  the  cross-examination,  (o) 

But  this,  it  should  seem,  is  the  limit  of  such  a  re-examination. 
Lord  C.  J.  Abbott,  in  delivering  his  opinion  in  the  Queen's  case, 
said,  '  I  think  the  counsel  has  a  right,  upon  a  re-examination,  to 
ask  all  questions  which  may  be  proper  to  draw  forth  an  explanation 
of  the  sense  and  meaning  of  the  expressions  used  by  the  witness 
on  cross-examination,  if  they  be  in  themselves  doubtful ;  and,  also, 
of  the  motive  by  which  the  witness  was  induced  to  use  those  ex- 
pressions ;  but  I  think  he  has  no  right  to  go  further,  and  to  intro- 
duce matter  new  in  itself,  and  not  suited  to  the  purpose  of  explain- 
ing either  the  expressions  or  the  motives  of  the  witness.'  (d) 

His  lordship  afterwards  observed,  '  I  distinguish  between  a  con- 
versation which  a  witness  may  have  had  with  a  party  to  the  suit, 
whether  criminal  or  civil,  and  a  conversation  with  a  third  person. 
The  conversations  of  a  party  to  the  suit,  relative  to  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  suit,  are,  in  themselves,  evidence  against  him  in  the 
suit,  and,  if  a  counsel  chooses  to  ask  a  witness  as  to  anything  which 
may  have  been  said  by  an  adverse  party,  the  counsel  for  that  party 
has  a  right  to  lay  before  the  court  the  whole  which  was  said  by  his 
client  in  the  same  conversation  ;  not  only  so  much  as  may  explain 
or  qualify  the  matter  introduced  by  the  previous  examination,  but 
even  matter  not  properly  connected  with  the  part  introduced  upon 
the  previous  examination  :  provided  only  that  it  relate  to  the  sub- 
ject-matter of  the  suit ;  because  it  would  not  be  just  to  take  part 
of  a  conversation  as  evidence  against  a  party,  without  giving  to  the 
party,  at  the  same  time,  the  benefit  of  the  entire  residue  of  what 


(s)  2  B.  &  B.  811. 

(a)  Carpenter  v.  Wall,  wpm^  11  A.  & 
£.  808. 


{h)  2  B.  &  B.  295. 

(c)  Ibid. 

{d}  2B.k  B.  297. 


CHAP.  V.  §  III.]    Impeaching  the  Credit  of  Witnesses. 


i91 


he  said  on  the  same  occasion.  But  the  conversation  of  a  witness 
with  a  third  pei*son  is  not  in  itself  evidence  in  the  suit  against  any 
party  to  the  suit.  It  becomes  evidence  only  as  it  may  aflfect  the 
character  and  credit  of  the  witness,  which  may  be  aflfected  by  his 
antecedent  declarations,  and  by  the  motive  under  which  he  made 
them ;  but  when  once  all  which  had  constituted  the  motive  and  in- 
ducement, and  all  which  may  show  the  meaning  of  the  words  and 
declarations  has  been  laid  before  the  court,  the  court  becomes  pos- 
sessed of  all  which  can  aflfect  the  character  or  credit  of  the  witness, 
and  all  beyond  this  is,  in  my  opinion,  irrelevant  and  incompe- 
tent.* (e) 

But  the  reasoning  and  the  grounds  of  the  supposed  distinction 
have  been  since  considered  by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  and 
after  full  consideration  that  court  overruled  the  distinction,  and 
adopted  the  more  safe  and  intelligible  principle  that  the  oflSce  of  re- 
examination is  to  be  confined  to  showing  the  true  colour  and  bearing 
of  the  matter  elicited  by  cross-examination,  and  that  new  facts  or 
new  statements,  not  tending  to  explain  the  witness's  previous 
answers,  ought  not  to  be  admitted.  (/) 

Thus  where  an  accomplice  being  cross-examined  with  a  view  to 
throw  discredit  on  his  testimony,  confessed  that  he  had  committed 
two  robberies  the  same  night  as  the  one  charged  in  the  indict- 
ment, and  on  re-examination  it  was  proposed  to  ask  him  as  to  the 
particular  circumstances  attending  those  robberies,  and  the  persons 
in  whose  company  they  were  committed,  in  order  to  show  that  the 
prisoners  were  the  persons ;  Littledale,  J.,  refused  to  allow  it, 
observing  that  the  cross-examination  having  been  only  with  a  view 
to  the  witness's  discredit,  it  was  not  competent  to  the  counsel  for  the 
prosecution,  on  re-examination,  to  ask  questions  not  arising  out  of 
such  cross-examination,  in  order  to  criminate  the  prisoners,  (g) 

4thly.  The  credit  of  a  witness  may  be  impeached  by  proof  of  his  4-  By  proof  of 
general  character.     It  is  now  completely  settled  with  respect  to  ^*^®*'" 
this  mode  of  discrediting  a  witness,  that  general  evidence  only,  and  ^  ^' 

not  evidence  as  to  particular  facts,  can  be  employed  ;  (A)  for  if  it 
were  allowable  to  give  evidence  of  particular  collateral  facts  to  aflfect 
his  credit,  the  inquiry  might  brancn  out  into  an  indefinite  number 
of  issues.  Besides  which,  although  a  witness  may  be  supposed 
capable  of  defending  his  general  character,  no  man  can  come  pre- 
pared to  give  an  answer  to  particular  facts,  which  might  be  sworn 
against  him  to  impeach  his  character,  without  any  previous  notice 


(e)  2  B.  &  B.  297,  298.  The  other 
judges,  except  Mr.  Justice  Best,  agreed 
with  the  Lord  Chief  Justice ;  but  the 
Lord  Chancellor  and  Lord  Redesdale 
wei*e  of  the  same  opinion  with  Mr.  J. 
Best,  and  differed  from  the  other  judges, 
inasmuch  as  they  thought  that  the  entire 
conversation  ought  to  be  admitted,  not  as 
evidence  of  any  fact  that  might  be  as- 
serted in  the  course  of  it,  but  solely  and 
simply  as  explanatory  of  the  witness's 
motives,  and  as  setting  his  character  and 
credit  in  a  fair,  full,  and  imparticd  point 
of  view 

(/)  2  Pha  Ev.  448,  citing  Prince  v. 
Same,  7  A.  &  £.  627,  where  in  an  action 
for  a  malicious  arrest,  a  witness  called 
for  the  plaintiff  stated  on  oross-examina- 


tion  that  the  pUintiif  had  instituted  a 
prosecution  for  perjury  against  a  witness 
examined  against  him  in  the  action  in 
which  he  had  been  arrested,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  had  said  that  he  had  been  re- 
manded by  the  Insolvent  Debtors*  Court ; 
on  his  re-examination  it  was  proposed  to 
ask  him  whether  the  plaintiff  had  not  also, 
on  the  trial  of  the  indictment,  sworn  that 
the  advance  in  question  was  a  gift  and 
not  a  loan ;  but  Lord  Denman,  C.  J., 
ruled  that  the  question  could  not  be  put 
and  the  court  held  that  the  ruling  was 
right. 

ig)  Fletcher's  case,  1  Lew.  111. 

(h)  Rex  V.  Watson,  2  Stark.  N.  P.  C. 
149.  Bull.  N.  P.  296.  2  PhU.  Ev.  480. 
1  Stark.  Ev.  237. 
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given  to  him.  (^)  The  proper  mode,  therefore,  of  examining  a  wit- 
ness, who  is  called  to  discredit  a  previous  witness  by  proof  of  his 
character,  is  to  ask  whether  the  present  witness  has  had  the  means 
of  knowing  the  former  witness's  general  character,  and  whether, 
from  such  knowledge,  he  would  believe  him  on  his  oath,  (j)  In 
order  to  answer  this  question  negatively  it  is  not  necessary  that  the 
witness  should  ever  have  heard  such  person  give  evidence  on  oath, 
as  the  real  question  is  whether  the  witness  has  such  a  knowledge  of 
the  person's  character  and  conduct  as  enables  him  conscientiously  to 
say  that  it  is  impossible  to  place  any  reliance  on  any  statement 
that  such  person  may  make,  (k)  It  has  been  held  upon  an  indict- 
ment for  perjury  that  a  witness  for  the  defendant  could  not  be 
asked  whether,  from  having  heard  a  witness  for  the  prosecution 
give  evidence  on  the  trial  of  a  former  cause,  he  considered  that  the 
testimony  of  that  witness  could  be  relied  on ;  nor  whether  he  ever 
heard  him  commit  perjury ;  nor  whether  he  would  not  believe  the 
witness  because  he  haa  heard  him  commit  perjury ;  as  the  witness 
must  speak  for  the  general  character.  (!) 

Where  upon  an  indictment  for  stealing  money  it  was.  opened  on 
the  part  of  the  Crown  that  an  accomplice  and  one  Mercer  would  be 
called  as  witnesses  ;  Parke,  J.,  both  before  and  after  those  persons 
were  called,  allowed  the  prisoner's  counsel  to  ask  the  other  wit- 
nesses for  the  prosecution  whether  the  accomplice  and  Mercer  were 
not  pei*sons  of  very  bad  character,  (m) 

In  answer  to  such  evidence  against  character,  the  other  party  may 
cross-examine  the  witness  as  to  his  means  of  knowledge,  and  the 
grounds  of  his  opinion,  or  may  attack  his  genei*al  character,  (n) 

Where  a  witness  on  cross-examination  stated  that  he  had  be- 
come bail  for  a  witness  who  had  been  previously  examined,  and  he 
believed  it  was  on  a  charge  of  keeping  a  gaming-house ;  in  order 
to  prevent  any  impression  being  tnereby  made  against  the  char- 
acter of  the  previous  witness,  Gaselee,  J.,  and  Taunton,  J., 
allowed  the  previous  witness  to  be  recalled,  and  asked  whether 
the  charge  of  keeping  the  gaming-house  was  in  fact  a  true  charge 
or  not.  (o) 

A  party  cannot  bring  evidence  to  confirm  the  character  of  a 
witness  before  the  credit  of  that  witness  has  been  impeached, 
either  upon  cross-examination,  or  by  the  testimony  of  other  wit- 
nesses, (p)  Thus  in  a  case  where  a  witness  for  one  party  asserts 
one  thing,  and  a  witness  for  the  other  party  asserts  the  contrary,  and 
direct  fraud  is  not  imputed  to  either,  evidence  to  the  good  char- 
acter of  either  witness  ia  not  admissible,  (q)  But  if  the  character 
of  a  witness  has  been  impeached  (although,  according  to  some 
authorities,  upon  cross-examination  only),  evidence  on  the  other 
side  may  be  given  in  support  of  the  character  of  the  witness  by 
general  evidence  of  good  conduct  (r)      So  in  a  case  where  two 


(i)  BuU.  N.  P.  296. 

{j )  Mawson  v.  Hartsink,  4  Esp.  N.  P. 
C.  102.  R.  V.  Brown,  86  L.  J.  M.  C. 
59  ;  10  Cox,  C.  C.  453. 

{k)  Hex  V.  Bispham,  i  C.  k  V.  392. 
Parke,  J.,  and  Garrow,  B. 

(Z)  Rex  17.  Hemp,  5  C.  &  P.  468.  Lord 
Denman,  C.J. 

(m)  Rex  V.  Nichols,  5  C.  at  P.  600. 


(n)  1  Stark.  Ey.  238. 

(o)  Rex  r.  Noel,  6  C.  &  P.  886. 

{p)  Bishop  of  Dnrham  v.  Beamont,  1 
Campb.  207.     1  Stark.  Ey.  252. 

{q)  1  Campb.  207. 

(r)  1  Stark.  £v.  252.  Bate  v.  Hill, 
1  C.  &  P.  100.  Rex  V.  Clarke,  2  Stark. 
N.  P.  C.241,  where  the  prosecutrix,  upon 
an  indictment  for  an  attempt  to  commit 
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attesting  witnesses  to  a  wiU,  which  was  impeached  on  account  of 
fraud  in  procuring  it,  were  dead,  and  a  surviving  attesting  witness 
was  called,  and  spoke  to  a  fraudulent  execution,  it  was  held  allow- 
able to  call  evidence  to  the  general  good  character  of  the  deceased 
witnesses :  (s)  and  Lord  EUenborough,  in  approving  of  that  de- 
cision, observed,  that  if  they  Had  been  alive  they  might  have  been 
produced,  and  their  characters  would  have  appeared  on  cross- 
examination';  and  being  dead,  justice  required  that  an  opportunity 
should  be  given  of  showing  what  credit  was  to  be  given  to  their 
attestation,  {t)  Whether  in  answer  to  proof  of  statements  made  Previous 
by  a  witness  in  variance  with  his  testimony  at  the  trial,  evidence  ««»»iar  state- 
may  be  given  by  the  party  who  called  the  witness,  that  he  affirmed  "*®"**- 
the  same  thing  on  other  occasions,  and  is  still  consistent  with  him- 
self, is  a  point  on  which  there  are  conflicting  authorities,  (u)  The 
better  opinion  seems  to  be  that  such  evidence  is  not  admissible,  ex- 
cept in  cases  where  the  counsel  on  the  other  side  impute  a  design 
to  misrepresent  from  some  motive  of  interest  or  relationship ;  there, 
in  order  to  repel  such  imputation,  it  may  be  proper  to  show  that 
the  witnesa  made  a  similar  statement  at  a  time  when  the  supposed 
motive  did  not  exist,  or  when  motives  of  interest  would  have 
prompted  him  to  make  a  different  statement  of  the  facts,  (v)  Thus 
where  Neville  was  indicted  for  perjury  committed  on  the  trial  of 
Barnes  for  setting  fire  to  a  rick,  and  Homing  swore  that  Barnes  was 
with  him  at  a  distance  from  the  rick,  but  on  cross-examination  ad- 
mitted that,  on  the  trial  for  arson,  he  had  given  a  different  account, 
which  tended  to  support  the  charge  against  Barnes ;  he  said,  how- 
ever, that  the  day  after  the  fire  he  had  told  the  facts  to  Morgan,  a 
constable,  as  he  now  stated  them,  and  that  he  had  been  induced  to 
make  a  false  statement  on  the  trial  for  arson ;  it  was  held  that 
Morgan  might  be  called  to  prove  that  Homing  had  made  a  state- 
ment to  him  the  day  after  the  fire  for  the  purpose  of  setting  up  the 
witness,  but  that  the  particulars  of  the  statement  could  not  be  asked 
by  the  counsel  for  the  Crown,  (w) 

By  the  28  &  29  Vict.  c.  18,  s.  3, '  a  party  producing  a  witness  How  far  a 
shall  not  be  allowed  to  impeach  his  character  by  general  evidence  ^51?*^  ^^' 
of  bad  character,  {x)  but  he  may,  in  case  the  witness  shall,  in  the  witness.* 
opinion  of  the  judge,  prove  adverse,  {y)  contradict  him  by  other 
evidence,  or,  by  leave  of  the  judge,  prove  that  he  has  made  at 
other  times  a  statement  inconsistent  {z)   with  his  present  testi- 


a  rape,  having  been  cross-examined  as  to 
haying  been  sent  to  the  house  of  correc- 
tion  on  a  charge  of  theft,  evidence  of  her 
subsequent  good  conduct  was  admitted  in 
supDort  of  the  prosecution  :  cor.  Hoi- 
royd,  J.  ;  but  see  Dodd  v.  Norris,  8 
Campb.  619. 

(5)  By  Loi-d  Eldon  in  Doe  v,  Stephen- 
son, 3  Esp.  284.  By  Lord  Keuyon  in 
Doe  V.  Walker,  4  Esp.  60.  Provis  v. 
Heed,  5  Bmgh.  R.  435. 

{t)  1  Campb.  210. 

(m)  GUb.  Ev.  136.     Bull.  N.  P.  294. 

(v)  2  Phill.  Ev.  445.  1  Stark.  Ev.  253. 
See  also  the  opinion  expressed  by  Bayley, 
J.,  in  Wihen  v.  Law,  8  Stark.  N.  P.  C. 
63.  See  also  anle,  Book  YL,  chap.  1, 
s.  3,  OfHeartay  Evidence, 

(w)  Reg.  V.  Neville,  6  Cox,  C.  C.  69. 

VOL.  III. 


Williams,  J. 

(x)  As  to  the  practice  before  this  Act 
see  Ewer  tr.  Ambrose,  8  B.  &  0.  750. 
Bull.  N.  P.  297. 

iy)  A  witness  is  not  adverse  within  the 
meaning  of  this  section,  merely  because 
his  testimony  is  unfavourable  to  the  party 
calling  him.  To  be  "  adverse  "  so  as  to 
entitle  the  party  calling  the  witness  to 
prove  that  he  has  made  at  another  time 
a  statement  inconsistent  with  his  present 
testimony,  he  must  in  the  opiiuon  of  the 
judge  be  "hostile.'*  Greenoughr.  Eccles, 
6  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  786.  28  L.  J.  C.  P.  160. 
See  Martin  v.  Travellers'  Insurance  Com- 
pany, IF.  &F.606. 

(z)  See  Jackson  v.  Thomason,  31  L.  J. 
Q.  B.  11.  1  B.  &  S.  746.  Ryberg  v, 
Ryborg,  32  L.  J.  Mat.  Ca.  112. 

Q  Q 
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mony  ;  (a)  but  before  such  last  mentioned  proof  can  be  given,  the 
circumstances  of  the  supposed  statement,  sufficient  to  designate 
the  pai-ticular  occasion,  must  be  mentioned  to  the  witness,  and  he 
must  be  asked  whether  or  not  he  has  made  such  statement  (&) 

If  a  witness  gives  evidence  contrary  to  that  which  the  party 
calling  him  expects,  the  party  is  at  liberty  to  make  out  his  own 
case  by  other  witnesses,  and  to  show  that  the  facts  which  his  own 
witness  had  stated  contrary  to  his  interests  were  otherwise  ;  (c)  for 
such  facts  are  evidence  in  tlie  cause,  and  the  other  witnesses  are 
not  called  directly  to  discredit  the  first  witness,  but  the  impeach- 
ment of  his  credit  is  incidental  and  consequential  only,  (d) 

Before  the  above  Act,  upon  an  indictment  for  murder,  the  coun- 
sel for  the  prosecution  at  nrst  declined  examining  the  prisoner's 
mother,  but  the  judge  thought  it  right  to  have  her  examined  (her 
name  being  on  the  back  of  the  indictment  as  having  been  examined 
before  the  grand  jury),  which  was  accordingly  done,  and  she  gave 
her  evidence  in  favour  of  the  prisoner  ;  the  judge  ordered  her  depo- 
sition before  the  coroner  to  be  read,  in  order  to  show  its  inconsis- 
tency with  her  present  testimony.  And  the  twelve  judges  after- 
wards were  of  opinion,  that  the  judge  had  a  right  to  call  for  the 
deposition,  in  order  to  impeach  the  witness's  credit;  and  Lord 
Ellenborough  and  Mansfield,  C.  J,,  thought  that  the  prosecutor  had 
the  same  right,  (e) 


Sec.  IV. 
How  many  Witnesses  are  necessary. 


Single  witness 

generally 

sufficient. 


In  general,  the  testimony  of  a  single  witness  is  a  sufficient  legal 
ground  for  conviction  of  a  crime  or  misdemeanor,  (/)  even  though 
that  single  witness  may  have  been  the  accomplice  in  guilt  of  tae 
accused  person,  (g)  But  there  are  two  exceptions  to  this  rule,  viz., 
the  cases  of  treason  and  perjury. 

The  evidence  of  one  witness  is  not  sufficient  to  convict  the  de- 
fendant on  an  indictment  for  perjury ;  as  in  such  case  there  would 
be  only  one  oath  against  another.  Qi) 
High  treason.  In  high  treason,  no  one  can  be  convicted,  unless  by  the  oaths 
and  testimony  of  two  witnesses,  either  both  to  the  same  overt  act, 
or  one  of  them  to  one,  and  the  other  of  them  to  another  overt  act 
of  the  same  treason ;  unless  the  party  indicted  shall  willingly, 


In  case  of  per 
jury. 


(a)  As  to  the  rule  on  this  subject 
before  the  above  Act,  see  2  Phill.  Ev. 
460.  Wright  V,  Beckett,  1  M.  A;  Rob. 
414.  Dunn  v.  Aslett,  2  M.  &  Rob.  122. 
Holdsworth  v.  Mayor  of  Dartmouth,  2 
M.  k  Rob.  153.  Winter  r.  Bull,  2  M. 
&  Rob.  857.  Allay  V.  Hutchings,  2  M. 
&  Rob.  858.  Melhuish  v.  Collier,  15 
Q.  B.  878.  Greeuough  v,  Ecclea,  supra, 
R.  V.  Farr,  8  C.  &  P.  768. 

(b)  There  is  a  similar  provisiou  to  this 
in  the  C.  L.  P.  Act,  1854  ;  see  sec.  22. 

(c)  8  B.  at  C.  749.  760,  751.  Fried- 
lander  V,  The  London  Assurance  Com- 
pan}',  4  B.  &  Ad.  193.  Richardson  v. 
Allan,  2  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  834.  Alexander 
V.  Gibson,  2  Campb,  565.     In  Lowe  v. 


JoUifTe,  1  W.  Bl.  865,  the  subscribing 
witness  to  a  deed  swore  to  the  testator's 
insanity  ;  yet  the  plaintiff  was  aUowed  to 
examine  other  witnesses  in  support  of  his 
case,  to  prove  that  the  testator  was  sane. 
So  in  Pike  v.  Badmering,  cited  in  2  Stra. 
1096,  where  the  three  subscribing  wit- 
nesses to  a  will  denied  theii*  hands,  the 
plaintiff  was  permitted  to  contradict  that 
evidence. 

(d)  Bull  N.  P.  297. 

(e)  Oldroyd's  case,  R.  &  R.  88.     See 
the  cases  on  tliis  subject,  ante,  p.  525. 

(/)  4  BUck.  Com.  357.  2  Hawk.  c.  46, 
s.  8. 


{g)  Post,  p.  600. 
{k)  AtUc,  p.  72. 
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without  violence,  in  open  court  confess  the  same,  (i)  The  confes- 
sion contemplated,  is  a  confession  in  open  court,  or  pleading  guilty; 
any  other  confession,  whether  made  to  peraons  in  authority  or  not, 
is  evidence  in  the  case,  and  must  be  proved,  like  other  facts,  by 
two  witnesses,  and  it  will  have  its  weight  with  the  jury  according 
to  the  circumstances,  as  confessions  have  in  all  criminal  cases,  {j) 
However,  by  39  &  40  Geo.  3,  c.  93,  *  in  all  cases  of  high  treason,  Two  witnesses 
when  the  overt  act  alleged  in  the  indictment  is  the  assassination  ?°*  necessary 

.  •  111  c&Aes  of 

of 'the  King,  or  any  direct  attempt  against  his  life,  or  against  pei-sonalat- 

his  person,  the  prisoner  shall  be  tried  according  to  the  same  order  tacks  on  the 

of  trial,  and  upon  the  like  evidence,  as  if  he  stood  charged  with  ^'°^' 
murder.' 


Sec.  V. 

How  the  Attendance  of  Witnesses  to  he  compelled  and 

remunerated. 

There  are  two  methods  in  which  the  attendance  of  witnesses  in  Attendance  of 
criminal  cases  may  be  compelled  :  1st — ^which  is  the  more  ordi-  witnesses,  how 
nary  and  effectual  means— the  justice  or  coroner  that  takes  the  ^^™P«1^®^- 
examination  of  the  person  accused,  and  the  information  of  the 
witnesses,  may  at  that  time,  or  at  any  time  after  and  before  the 
trial,  bind  over  the  witnesses  to  appear,  (k)     2ndly,  by  process  of 
subpoena. 

1st.  If  a  witness  does  not  appear,  according  to  the  terms  of  the  By  recogni- 
recognizance  in  which  he  is  bound,  at  the  court  at  which  the  trial  ^^^ 
is  intended  to  be,  to  give  evidence  against  the  party  accused,  the 
recognizance  may  be  estreated,  and  the  penalty  levied.  Justices 
have  authority  by  the  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,  s.  20,  to  bind  all  per- 
sons ([)  by  recognizance  to  give  evidence  in  all  cases  of  treason, 
felony,  and  misdemeanor,  and  coroners  have  the  like  authority,  by 
the  7  Geo.  4,  c.  64,  s.  4,  in  cases  of  murder  and  manslaughter.  By 
the  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,  s.  20,  if  a  witness  who  has  been  examined 
before  a  justice  of  the  peace  refuses  to  be  bound  over,  the  justice 
may  commit  him  until  the  trial  of  the  accused,  uiless  in  the  mean- 
time he  duly  enters  into  a  recognizance  to  prosecute  or  give  evi- 
dence; and  as  this  is  merely  an  enactment  of  the  previously 
existing  law,  it  should  seem  that  a  coroner  has  the  same  power 
where  a  witness  refuses  to  enter  into  a  recognizance  before  him.  (m) 
And  where  before  the  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,  the  witness  was  a 


(*)  By  the  1  Edw.  6,  c.  12,  s.  22. 
6  Edw.  6,  c.  11,  8.  12.  7  &  8  Will.  8, 
c.  8.  In  high  treason  concerning  the 
coin,  or  the  f  ing's  seals,  or  sign  manual, 
one  witness  was  sufficient,  as  at  common 
law  before  the  reign  of  Edward  VI.  ; 
by  the  1  &  2  Ph.  &  M.  c.  10,  s.  12,  and 
1  A&  2  Ph.  &  M.  c.  11,  8.  8  (now  repealed). 
It  was  agreed  by  all  the  judges,  that  these 
statutes  extended  to  all  offences  touching 
the  impairing  of  coin,  which  should 
afterwards  be  made  treason.  Gabagan's 
case,  1  Leach,  42.  1  East,  P.  C.  129. 
S.  C* 


0')  1  East,  P.  C.  131.  Foster's  Crown 
Law,  240,  &c. 

(Jt)  2  Hale,  P.  C.  282.  7  Geo.  4,  c.  64, 
s.  4. 

{I)  As  to  bindinff  the  prisoner's  wit- 
nesses to  give  evidence,  see  30  k  31 
Vict.  c.  36,  ante,  518. 

(m)  2  Hale,  P.  C.  282.  Bennet  v.  Wat- 
son, 3  M.  &  S.  1.  In  Evans  v.  Rces,  12 
A.  &  £.  55,  it  was  held  that  a  warrant  to 
bring  a  witness  before  a  justice  to  find 
sufficient  bail  to  appear  and  give  evidence 
at  the  next  assizes  was  bad ;  as  it  did  not 
appear  that  the  witness  had    been  exa- 

Q  Q  2 
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By  subpoena. 


Serrice  of 
subpoena. 


Subpoena 
duces  tecum. 


married  woman,  and  therefore  under  a  legal  disability  to  enter  into 
a  recognizance,  the  justice  was  held  justified  in  committing  her, 
upon  her  refusal  to  appear  to  give  evidence  or  to  find  sureties  for 
her  appearance,  (n) 

2nd.  The  attendance  of  witnesses,  if  they  have  not  entered  into 
recognizances,  may  be  compelled  by  process  of  subpoena,  which  may 
either  be  issued  from  the  Crown  Office,  (o)  or  may  be  made  out  by 
the  clerk  of  the  peace  of  the  sessions,  or  the  clerk  of  assize,  (p) 
And  by  the  45  Geo.  3,  c.  92,  s.  3,  the  service  of  a  subpoena  on  a 
witness  in  any  one  of  the  parts  of  the  United  Kingdom,  for  his  ap- 
pearance on  a  criminal  prosecution  in  any  other  of  the  parts  of  the 
same,  shall  be  as  eflfectual  as  if  it  had  been  in  that  part  where  he 
is  required  to  appear,  (q) 

The  prosecutor  ought  not  to  include  more  than  four  persons  in 
one  subpoena,  (r)  And  as  soon  as  the  writ  is  obtained,  a  copy 
should  be  made  out  for  each  witness,  and  served  on  him  person- 
ally, and  at  the  same  time  the  writ  should  be  shown  him.  («)  The 
service  must  be  personal,  and  made  a  reasonable  time  before  the 
day  of  trial ;  for  witnesses  ought  to  have  a  convenient  time  to  put 
their  own  afifairs  in  such  order  that  their  attendance  on  the  court 
may  be  of  as  little  prejudice  to  themselves  as  possible,  (t) 

A  subpoena  requiring  the  witness  to  attend  on  the  commission 
days  of  the  assizes  to  give  evidence  on  a  trial  extends  to  the  whole 
assizes,  which  are  but  one  day  in  contemplation  of  law.  (u) 

If  a  witness  have  in  his  possession  any  deeds  or  writings,  which 
it  is  deemed  necessary  to  produce  at  the  trial,  there  should  be  a 
special  clause  inserted  in  the  subpoena,  called  a  duces  tecum,  com- 
manding the  witness  to  bring  them  with  him.  (v)  The  writ  of 
8ubp€e7ia  duces  tecum  is  the  regular  and  established  process  of  the 
court  ;  and  though  it  was  formerly  doubted,  yet  it  is  now  settled, 
that  this  process  is  of  compulsory  obligation  on  the  witness  to  pro- 
duce the  deeds  or  writings  required  of  him,  which  he  has  in  his 
possession,  and  which  he  has  no  lawful  or  reasonable  excuse  for 
withholding ;  of  the  validity  of  which  excuse  the  court,  and  not  the 
witness,  is  to  judge,  (w)  And  a  person  in  possession  of  any  paper, 
who  is  served  with  a  svhpcena  duces  tecum,,  is  bound  to  produce  it, 
whether  the  paper  belong  to  him  or  not,  or  though  there  be  a 
regular  way  prescribed  by  law  for  obtaining  it ;  (a;)  and  if  he  refuse 
to  do  so,  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  will  gi-ant  an  attachment 
against  him.  (y)     The  Court,  however,  in  all  such  cases,  will  exer- 

min^d  before  the  justice,  or  refused  to 
enter  into  a  recognizance ;  but  Loiil  Den- 
man  said,  '  I  uirow  no  doubt  on  the 
power  of  the  magistrate  to  do  all  that  is 
necessary  to  compel  the  attendance  of 
those  witnesses  whom  he  knows  to  be 
material. ' 

(n)  Bennet  v.  Watson,  supra, 

(o)  Rex  V.  Ring,  8  T.  R.  585. 

(p)  1  Chit.  C.  L.  608.  It  is  more 
prudent  to  sue  it  out  of  the  Crown  Office, 
if  an  application  for  an  attachment  for 
non-attendance  is  likely  to  become  neces- 
sary.    See  post^  p.  599. 

{q)  *  Parts '  in  this  Act  mean  England, 
Scotland,  and  Ireland  ;  and  not  counties, 
&c     Rex  V.  Brownell,  1  A.  &  £.  598. 

(r)  Doe    V,    Andrews,     Cowp.     845. 


Tidd.  855. 

{s)  In  order  to  save  expense,  it  is 
settled  that  service  of  a  ticket,  containing 
the  substance  of  a  writ,  will  be  as  effec- 
tual as  service  of  the  writ  itself.  2  Phill. 
Ev.  373. 

(0  2  PhilL  Ev.  873. 

(u)  Scholest?.  Hilton,  10  M.  &  W.  15. 

(v)  2  Phill.  Ev.  371. 

{w)  Amey  v.  Long,  9  East,  473.  2 
Phill.  Ev.  371.  As  to  when  a  bank  is 
not  compellable  to  produce  its  books  un- 
less a  judge  of  one  of  the  superior  courts 
80  orders ;  see  39  &  40  Vict.  c.  48,  s.  8, 
in  the  Appendix. 

(x)  Tidd.  856.  Corsen  v,  Dulx)is, 
Holt,  N.  P.  C.  289. 

(y)  Reg.  V,  Greenaway,  7  Q.  B.  126. 
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cise  their  discretion  in  deciding  what  papers  shall  be  produced,  and 
under  what  qualifications  as  respects  the  interest  of  the  witness,  {z) 
But  the  court  will  not  allow  counsel  for  the  witness  to  argue 
against  his  liability  to  produce  the  documents,  (a)  A  person 
bringing  papei-s  under  a  subpoena  duces  tecum  may  be  compelled 
to  produce  them  without  being  sworn,  (b) 

If  a  witness  who  is  sworn  to  give  evidence  has  a  document  in  his 
possession  in  court,  he  may  be  compelled  to  produce  it;  for  he  is 
just  as  much  under  the  control  of  the  court  as  if  he  had  brought 
the  document  under  a  subpoena  duces  tecum,  (c) 

In  a  criminal  case,  if  a  person  is  in  court,  he  may  be  compelled  Pereon  present 
to  be  examined  as  a  witness,  although  he  has  neither  been  bound  "^  *^^^ 
by  recognizance  nor  served  with  a  subpoena  to  give  evidence,  and 
an  indictment  for  the  obstruction  of  a  public  footway  is  considered 
as  a  criminal  prosecution  for  this  purpose,  {d) 

The  Court  will  not  grant  a  Bench  warrant  to  compel  the  attend-  Bench  war- 
ance  of  a  witness,  who  is  keeping  out  of  the  way  in  ooUusion  with  '*"** 
the  defendants,  (e) 

By  the  16  &  17  Vict.  c.  30,  s..9,  'it  shall  be  lawful  for  one  of  ^^"^ 
Her  Majesty's  principal  secretaries  of  state,  or  any  judge  of  the  i^nehb^ 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  or  Common  Pleas,  or  any  baron  of  the  warrant  for 
Exchequer,  in  any  case  where  he  may  see  fit  to  do  so,  upon  appli-  bringing  up  a 
cation  by  aflSdavit,  to  issue  a  wan-ant  or  order  under  his  hand  for  f^^^dy  on 
bringing  up  any  prisoner  or  person  confined  in  any  gaol,  prison,  or  civil  process) 
place,  under  any  sentence  or  under  commitment  for  trial  or  other-  ^  P^®  ®^" 
wise  (except  under  process  in  any  civil  action,  suit,  or  proceeding), 
before  any  court,  judge,  justice,  or  other  judicature,  to  be  examined 
as  a  witness  in  any  cause  or  matter,  civil  or  criminal,  depending 
or  to  be  inquired  of,  or  determined  in  or  before  such  court,  judge, 
justice,  or  judicature ;  and  the  person  required  by  any  such  war- 
rant or  order  to  be  so  brought  before  such  court,  judge,  justice,  or 
other  judicature,  shall  be  so  brought  under  the  same  care  and 
custody,  and  be  dealt  with  in  like  manner  in  all  respects,  as  a 
prisoner  required  by  any  writ  of  habeas  corpus  awarded  by  any  of 
Her  Majesty's  superior  courts  of  law  at  Westminster  to  be  brought 
before  such  court  to  be  examined  as  a  witness  in  any  cause  or 
matter  depending  before  such  court  is  now  by  law  required  to  be 
dealt  with.'  (/) 


(z)  Tidd.  856.  2  Phill.  Kv.  871.  It 
will  be  observed  that  there  is  a  distinc- 
tion between  the  obligation  of  a  witness 
to  answer,  though  it  may  subject  him  to 
a  civil  responsibility,  and  the  obligation 
to  produce  writings  under  a  subpoena. 
See  ante,  p.  560.  If  a  SKhpcena  duces 
tecum  be  served,  the  party  must  bring  his 
deeds  in  obedience  to  the  subpoena  ;  but 
if  he  states  them  to  be  his  title  deeds,  no 
juvlge  will  ever  compel  him  to  produce 
them.  Kckering  v.  Noyes,  1  B.  &  C. 
263,  Rex  V.  Hunter,  3  (J.  &  P.  591,  and 
MSS.  C.  S.  G.  As  to  whether  an  attor- 
ney can  be  compelled  to  produce  deeds 
upon  which  lie  has  a  lien.  See  Hope  v. 
Liddell,  24  L.  J.  Ch.  691.  Kemp  v. 
King,  2  M.  k  Rob.  487.  Doe  v.  Ross, 
7  M.  &  W.  102. 

(a)  Doc  dem.    Rowcliffe    v.    Earl    of 


Egremont,  2  M.  &  Rob.  886.     Rolfe,  B. 

{b)  Davis  v.  Dale,  M.  k  Malk.  614. 
Tindal,  C.  J.  Rex  r.  Murlis,  ibid.  note. 
Gaseleo,  J.,  and  Taunton,  J.  Perry  r. 
Gibson,  1  A.  &  £.  48. 

(c)  Snelgrove  v.  Stevens,  C.  &  M.  508. 
Cresswell,  J.  Doe  dem.  Loscombe  v, 
Clifford,  2  C.  &  K.  448.  Alderson,  B. 
Reg.  V.  North,  1  Cox,  C.  C.  258.  Dwyer 
V.  Collins,  7  Exch.  689. 

(d)  Rex  V.  Sadler,  4  C.  &  P.  218. 
Littledale,  J. 

(c)  Reg.  V.  Crawford,  6  Cox,  C.  C. 
481. 

(/)  By  30  &  81  Vict  c.  85,  8.  10, 
where  recognizances  shall  have  been 
entered  into  for  the  appearanre  of  any 
person  to  take  his  trial  for  any  offence  at 
any  court  of  criminal  jurisdiction,  and  a 
biU  of  indictment  shall  be  found  against 
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When  a  witness  is  in  custody  under  civil  process,  or  on  board  a 
ship  under  the  command  of  an  officer  who  refuses  to  permit  his 
attendance,  the  subpoDna  is  ineflFectual,  but  a  habects  corpus  ad 
testificandum  may  be  obtained  to  bring  him  up ;  for  which  an 
application  may  be  made  to  any  one  of  the  judges  or  barons  of 
the  Courts  of  King's  Bench,  Common  Pleas,  and  Exchequer,  in 
England  or  Ireland,  who  have  discretionary  power  to  grant  it  to 
any  part  of  the  United  Kingdom,  to  bring  a  witness  before  any 
court  of  record,  to  be  examined  before  such  court,  or  any  grand, 
petit,  or  other  jury,  in  any  cause  or  matter,  civil  or  criminal,  (g) 
The  application  for  this  writ  must  be  made  upon  an  affidavit 
sworn  to  by  the  party  applying,  stating  that  the  party  is  a  material 
witness  and  willing  to  attend ;  {h)  and  if  he  be  at  a  distance,  it 
should  be  shown  how  he  is  material,  (i)  The  writ  being  sued  out 
should  be  left  with  the  sheriff,  or  other  officer,  in  whose  custody  the 
witness  is  detained,  who  will  bring  him  up,  upon  being  paid  his 
reasonable  charges,  (j)  If  a  witness  be  a  prisoner  of  war,  a  habeas 
corpus  will  not  lie  to  bring  him  up,  but  an  order  from  the  Secre- 
tary of  State  must  be  obtained.  (&) 

Upon  an  affidavit  that  a  person  confined  as  a  lunatic  is  not 
dangerous,  but  in  a  fit  state  to  be  brought  up,  a  habeas  coi'pus 
may  be  granted  in  order  that  he  may  be  examined  as  a  witness.  {I) 
And  where  a  witness  is  under  duress  of  some  third  person,  as  a 
sailor  on  board  a  man-of-war,  his  attendance  may  be  obtained 
by  the  same  means,  (m) 

At  common  law,  a  defendant  in  capital  cases  had  no  means  of 
compelling  the  attendance  of  witnesses  without  the  special  order  of 
the  Court ;  {n)  although  in  misdemeanors  the  defendant  has  always 
been  allowed  to  take  out  subpoenas,  (o)  But  the  7  Will.  3,  c.  3, 
s.  7,  provided,  that  in  cases  of  high  treason,  where  corruption  of 
blood  might  be  worked,  the  persons  indicted  shall  have  the  like 
process  of  the  Court  where  they  shall  be  tried,  to  compel  their 
witnesses  to  appear  for  them,  as  is  usually  granted  to  compel 
witnesses  to  appear  against  them  ;  and  since  the  1  Anne,  st.  2,  c.  9, 
s.  3,  by  which  it  is  provided  that  witnesses  for  the  prisoner,  in 
case  of  treason  or  felony,  shall  be  sworn  in  the  same  manner  as 
witnesses  for  the  Crown,  and  be  subject  to  the  same  punishment 
for  perjury,  the  process  by  subpoena  is  allowed  to  defendants  in 
cases  of  felony  as  well  as  in  other  instances,  (p) 

If  a  party,  having  been  served  with  a  subpcena>  neglect  to 
against  person    appear  in  obedience  to  it,  an  application  may  be  made  to  the 


Subpoena  for 
prisoner. 


Remedy 


him,  and  sach  person  sliall  be  then  in  the 
prison  belonging  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
such  court,  under  warrant  of  commitment, 
or  under  sentence  for  some  other  offence, 
it  shaU  be  lawful  for  the  Comt,  by  order  in 
writing,  to  direct  the  governor  of  the  said 
prison  to  bring  up  the  body  of  such 
person  in  order  that  he  may  be  arraigned 
upon  such  indictment,  without  writ  of 
liahcas  corpus,  and  the  said  governor 
shall  thereupon  obey  such  order. 

(gr)  43  Geo.  8,  c.  140.     44  Geo.  8,  c 
102.     2  Phill.  Ev.  374,  376. 

{k)  Rex  V.  lloddam,  Cowp.  672. 

{%)  Tidd.  858.     It  is  said  in  1  Ohitt. 
.  L.  610,  that  the  affidavit  of  readiness 


to  attend  only  applies  when  the  iiarty  is 
on  board  sliip,  and  not  then  in  all  cases. 

(j)  2  PhUl.  Ev.  875. 

{k)  Furly  v.  Newnham,  2  Dougl.  419. 

{I)  Fennell  v.  Tait,  5  Tyrw.  R.  218. 

(m)  Rex  V.  Roddam,  Cowp.  672.  1 
Stark.  Evid.  105. 

(n)  4  Blac.  Com.  859.  2  Hawk.  c.  46, 
s.  170.  If  they  had  attended  they  could 
not  have  been  sworn  before  the  1  Ann. 

St.   ^,  C.   cF,  S.  9. 

(o)  2  Hawk.  P.  C.  c.  46,  s.  170. 
r>-  {p)  2  Hawk.  P.  C.  c  46,  s.  172.    See 
anUf  p.  513,  as  to  magistrates  binding 
over  the  prisoner's  witnesses  to  give  evi- 
dence. 
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Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  if  the  subpoena  issued  from  the  Crown  neglecting  to 
Office,  for  an  attachment  against  him  ;  (5)  and  where  the  process  appear  on 
is  served  in  one  part  of  the  United  Kingdom  for  the  appearance  ^^•'P®^- 
of  the   witness  in  another  of  the  parts,   the  Court  issuing  the 
same  may,  upon    proof  to  their  satisfaction  of  the   due  service 
of  the  subpoena,  transmit  a  certiorari  of  the  default  of  the  witness, 
under  the  seal  of  the  Court,  or  under  the  hand  of  one  of  the 
justices  thereof,  to  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  if  the  service  were 
in  England,  to  the  Court  of  Justiciary  if  in  Scotland,  and  to  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench  in  Ireland,  if  in  Ireland ;  which  courts  are 
empowered  to  punish  the  witness  in  the  same  way  as  if  he  had 
disobeyed   a  subpoena  issued  out  of  those  courts,  provided  the 
expenses  have  been  tendered,  (r)     It  has  been  doubted  whether  Kxpenaeaneed 
in  all  cases,  as  well  as  in  those  within  the  last- mentioned  statute,  ^otboten- 
a  witness  may  not  lawfully  refuse  to  obey  a  subpoena  in  a  cri- 
minal prosecution,  as  well  as  a  civil  suit,  unless  he  has  a  tender 
of  his  reasonable  expenses ;  but  the  better  opinion  seems  to  be, 
that  witnesses  making  default  on  criminal  prosecutions  are  not 
exempted  from  attachment,  on  the  ground  that  their  expenses 
were  not  tendered  at  the  time  of  the  service  of  the  subpoena ; 
although  the  Court  would  have  good  reason  to  excuse  them  for 
not  obeying  the  summons,  if  in  fact  they  had  not  the  means  of 
defraying  the  necessaiy  expenses  of  the  journey,  (a) 

As  to  payment  of  witnesses'  expenses  and  compensating  them 
for  loss  of  time,  see  vol.  1,  p.  86. 

A  person  subpoenaed  as  a  witness,  or  bound  over  by  recogni-  Protection  of 
zance,  either  to  prosecute  or  give  evidence,  or  attending  voluntarily  *'^'^** 
for  the  bond  fide  purpose  of  giving  evidence,  is  privileged  from 
arrest  during  the  necessary  time  occupied  in  going  to  the  place 
where  his  attendance  is  required,  in  staying  there  for  the  purpose 
of  such  attendance,  and  in  retui-ning  from  that  place,  (t)  And  in 
allowing  witnesses  time  sufficient  for  these  purposes,  the  courts  are 


(?)  Bex  V.  Ring,  8  T.  R.  585.  And  a 
witness  who  refuses,    after  being  sab* 

JKcnaed,  to  attend  to  give  evidence  for  a 
lefendant,  is  liable  to  an  attackinent  as 
in  the  case  of  being  subpoenaed  by  a  pro- 
secutor.    1  Stark.  Ev.  86. 

(r)  43  Geo.  3,  c.  92,  ss.  3,  4.  1  Chit. 
Cr.  L.  614.  It  is  said  to  be  doubtful 
whether  the  justices  at  sessions,  &c.»  have 
authority  to  issue  an  attachment,  and 
that  the  only  mode  of  proceeding  against 
a  witness  in  such  a  case  is  by  indictment. 
Archb.  Cr.  L.  248. 

(»)  2  Phill.  Ev.  383;  but  see  1  Chit. 
Cr.  L.  613.  At  York  Summer  Assizes, 
1820,  Bayley,  J.,  ruled  that  an  unwilling 
witness,  who  required  to  be  paid  before 
he  gave  evidence,  could  not  demand  it. 
He  said,  *  I  fear  I  have  not  the  power  to 
order  you  your  expenses.'  And  on  asking 
the  bar  if  any  one  recollected  an  instance, 
Scarlett  answered,  'It  is  not  done  in 
criminal  cases.'  MS.  1  Chetw.  Bum. 
1001.  In  Reg.  v.  Cousens,  Gloucester 
Spr.  Ass.  1843,  Wightmui,  J.,  directed 
an  officer  of  the  Eccksiastical  Court,  who 
had  brought  a  will  from  London  under  a 
subposna  duces  tecum,  to  go  before  the 


grand  iury,  althoiigh  he  objected  on  the 
ground  that  his  expenses  nad  not  been 
paid.  In  Rex  v.  Cooke,  1  C.  At  P.  321, 
an  indictment  for  a  conspiracy  removed 
into  the  King's  Bench  by  ceriiorariy  a 
witness  called  by  the  defendant  stated 
before  he  was  examined,  that  at  the  time 
he  was  served  with  a  subpoena,  no  money 
was  paid  him ;  he  therefore  asked  that 
tie  judge  would  order  the  defendant  to 
pay  him  his  expenses  before  he  was  ex- 
amined. Pcirk,  J.  A.  J.,  having  con- 
sulted with  Garrow,  B.,  sjiid  they  were  of 
opinion  that  the  judge  had  no  power  in 
a  criminal  case  to  order  a  defendant  to 
pay  a  witness  his  expenses,  although  sub- 
poenaed, and  though  the  indictment  came 
to  be  tried  as  a  civil  record.  See  also 
Pell  V.  Daubeny,  5  Exch.  R.  955. 

(0  Meekins  v.  Smith,  1  H.  Bl.  636. 
Liglitfoot  17.  Cameron,  2  Bl.  1113.  Chil- 
dcrston  v.  Barrett,  11  East,  439.  Arding 
V.  Flower,  8  T.  R.536.  But  this  privilege 
does  not  extend  to  arrests  bv  his  bail,  for 
the  purpose  of  being  surrenaered  ;  for  he 
is  supposed  to  be  m  their  custody  even 
while  attending  as  a  witness.  Ex  parte 
Lyne^  8  SUrk.  N.  P.  C.  182. 
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witnesses  resi* 
dent  abroad. 


always  disposed  to  be  liberal,  (u)  If  a  witness  under  these  circum- 
stances be  arrested,  the  court  out  of  which  the  subpoena  issued,  or 
the  judge  of  the  court  in  which  the  cause  has  been  or  is  to  be  tried, 
will,  upon  application,  order  him  to  be  discharged,  (y) 

When  any  oflfence  has  arisen  in  India,  which  is  tried  in  this 
country,  the  evidence  of  witnesses  resident  in  India  may  be  ob- 
tained in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  13  Geo.  3,  c.  63,  ss.  40, 
44?.  (w)  And  in  case  of  a  prosecution  for  any  offence  committed 
abroad  by  any  person  employed  in  the  public  service,  the  evidence 
of  witnesses  resident  abroad  may  be  obtained  in  the  mode  pointed 
out  by  the  42  Geo.  3,  c.  85. 


Sec.  VI. 

Of  Accomplices,  (x) 

ApproTcment.        The  practice  of  admitting  the  testimony  of  accomplices  and  the 

promise  of  pardon,  express  or  implied,  under  which  they  usually 
give  their  evidence,  were  introduced  instead  of  the  ancient  system 
of  approvement,  which  Lord  Hale,  in  his  pleas  of  the  Crown, 
speaks  of  as  having  been  already  long  disused,  (y)  Approvement 
was  when  a  prisoner,  arraigned  for  treason  or  felony,  confessed  the 
fact  before  plea  pleaded,  and  appealed  or  accused  others  his  accom- 
plices of  the  same  crime,  in  order  to  obtain  his  pardon,  (z)  He 
was  also  bound  to  discover  on  oath,  not  only  the  particular  crime 
charged  upon  him,  but  all  treasons  and  felonies  of  which  he  could 
give  any  information,  (a)  It  was  purely  in  the  discretion  of  the 
court  to  permit  the  approvement  or  not ;  if  they  allowed  it,  the 
party  accused  was  put  on  his  trial :  whereon,  if  he  was  convicted, 
the  approver  had  his  pardon  ex  debito  justitice :  (6)  if  he  was 
acquitted,  the  approver  received  judgment  of  death  upon  his  own 
confession  of  the  indictment,  (c) 

ticeM*t?^."  -^^  ^^^  8^^^  ^^^^  ^^^^^  ^®  expected  from  this  method  of  ap- 
mitting  acoom-  provement  is  now  more  fully  provided  for  and  secured  by  one  of 
plices  as  the  following  methods :  1st,  By  special  proclamation  in  the  Gazette 

or  otherwise,  pardon  is  sometimes  promised  upon  certain  conditions. 

Accomplices  within  this  class  have  a  right  to  pardon,  {d)     2ndly, 


witnesses. 


(u)  1  Phill.  Ev,  4. 

{v)  Archb.  Cr.  PI.  248. 

(w)  See  ante,  p.  635,  as  to  intciTOga- 
torics  by  consent. 

(jc)  Before  the  recent  Act,  by  which  a 
person  convicted  of  a  crime  is  not  incom- 
petent as  a  witness  on  that  acco\int,  an 
accomplice  was  a  competent  witness  be- 
fore conviction  and  judgment.  Hex  p. 
Castell  Careinion,  8  East,  R.  77.  2  Hawk. 
P.  C.  c  46,  ss.  94,  95.  Tong's  case, 
Kel.  17,  18.  1  Hale,  P.  C.  303,  304. 
1  Phill.  Ev.  28.  Rex  v.  Westbeer,  1 
Leach,  12.  Rex  v.  Russell,  R.  &  M. 
C.  C.  R.  356.  And  this  was  so,  though 
he  was  indicted,  if  not  put  on  his  trial  at 
the  same  time  with  the  prisoner  against 
whom  he  gave  evidence.     Bilmorc's  case, 

1  Hale,  805.     Rex  v,  Clark,  ibid.  note. 

2  Stark.  Ev.  12.  And  see  Reg.  v.  Lyons, 
9  C.  &  P.  556,  post,  p.  619.  Sir  Percy 
Cresby's  case,  1  Hale,  P.  C.  803.  1  PhiU. 


Ev.  28.  Ko  promise  of  pardon  or  reward 
rendered  a  witness  incompetent  2  Hale, 
P.  C.  280.  Tong's  case,  Kel.  17.  Laj'er^s 
case,  6  St.  Tr.  259.  2  Hawk.  P.  G.  c.  46, 
8. 135.  1  Hale,  P.  C.  304.  1  PhUl.  Ev. 
27. 

(y)  2  Hale,  226. 

(3)  4  Black.  Com.  330. 

{a)  2  Hale,  P.  C.  227. 

(b)  4  Black.  Com.  330. 

(c)  Ibid. 

(rf)  Rex  V.  Rudd,  Cowp.  334,  by  Lord 
Mansfield,  in  giving  judgment,  S.  P.  S. 
C.  1  Leach,  118,  4tli  ed.  But  the 
promise  of  a  pardon  by  proclamation  in 
the  Gazette  does  not  give  the  party  a  leg;«] 
right  to  exemption  from  punishment. 
Rex  V,  Garside,  2  Ad.  &  E.  266.  He 
should  apply  to  the  judge  to  postpone  the 
execution,  in  order  that  an  application 
may  be  made  to  the  secretary  of  state  for 
a  pardon. 
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By  the  practice  most  usually  adopted  accomplices  are  admitted  to 
give  evidence  for  the  Crown,  under  an  implied  promise  of  pardon, 
on  condition  of  their  making  a  fuU  and  fair  confession  of  the  truth,  (e) 
On  a  strict  and  ample  performance  of  this  condition,  to  the  satis- 
faction of  the  judge  presiding  at  the  trial  (although  they  are  not  of 
right  entitled  to  pardon),  they  have  an  equitable  title  to  a  recom- 
mendation for  the  Queen's  mercy.  (/)  They  cannot  plead  this  in 
bar  to  an  indictment  against  them,  nor  can  they  avail  themselves 
of  it  as  a  defence  on  their  trial,  though  it  may  be  made  the  ground 
of  a  motion  for  putting  off  the  trial,  in  order  to  give  the  prisoner 
time  for  an  application  in  another  quarter,  (g)  And  if  an  accom- 
plice, after  being  received  as  a  witness  against  his  companions, 
breaks  the  condition  on  which  he  is  admitted,  and  refuses  to  give 
full  and  fair  information,  he  will  be  sent  to  trial  to  answer  for  his 
share  of  guilt  in  the  transaction,  (h)  It  is  not  a  matter  of  course  to 
admit  an  offender  as  witness  on  the  trial  of  his  associates,  not  even 


(e)  Rex  V,  Rudd,  supra. 

if)  Ibid.  The  equitable  claim  to  par- 
don doefi  not  protect  an  accomplice  from 
prosecutions  for  other  offences,  in  which 
ne  was  not  concerned  with  the  prisoner, 
but  it  is  entirely  in  the  discretion  of  the 
judge  whether  he  will  recommend  the 
prisoner  to  mercy.  Rex  v.  Lee,  R.  &  R. 
861.  Rex  r.  Bmnton,  ibid.  454.  S.  C. 
MS.  Burn's  Just  by  Ghetwynd,  tit.  j4p- 
2>rover.  With  respect  to  such  ofTeuces, 
therefore,  he  is  not  bound  to  answer  on 
his  cross-examination.  West's  case,  MS. 
1  Phill.  Ev.  28.  Where  an  accomplice 
made  a  disclosure  of  property,  which  was 
the  subject-matter  of  a  different  robbery 
by  the  same  parties,  under  the  impression 
that  by  the  information  he  had  previously 
given  as  to  the  robbery  of  other  property 
lie  had  delivered  himself  from  the  conse- 
quences of  having  the  property  he  so 
disclosed  in  his  possession  ;  Coleridge, 
J.,  recommended  the  counsel  for  the 
prosecution  not  to  proceed  a^inst  the 
accomplice  for  feloniously  receiving  such 
property.  Garside's  case,  2  Lew.  88. 
It  has  been  held  in  America  that  if 
an  accomplice  appears  to  have  been  the 
principal  offender,  he  will  be  rejected. 
The  Teople  v.  Whipple,  9  Cowen,  707, 
Greeul.  hv.  426  ;  but  in  England  princi- 
pals have  frequently  been  allowed  to  be- 
come witnesses  agaiust  accessories.  See 
Wild*s  case,  1  Leach,  17,  note  (a).  And 
cases  frequently  occur  where  the  accessory 
is  far  the  more  guilty  party ;  as  where 
young  persons  have  been  inauced  to  com- 
mit cnraes  by  the  procurement  of  old 
offenders  :  ana  in  such  ca.<;es  the  young 
persons  are  not  nnfrefjuently  admitted  as 
witnesses  for  the  Cro^Ti. 

ig)  1  PhiU.  Ev.  28. 

(h)  Ibid.  Moore's  case,  2  Lew.  37.  In 
one  instance  a  prisonor,  who  had  made  a 
confession  after  a  representation  made  to 
him  by  a  constable  in  gaol,  that  his  ac- 
complices had  been  taiken  into  custody, 
which  was  not  the  fact,  and  who,  after 
having  been  admitted  as  a  witness  against 


his  associates,  on  a  charge  of  maliciously 
killing  sheep,  upon  the  tiial  denied  all 
knowledge  of  the  subject,  was  afterwards 
tried  and  convicted  upon  his  confession. 
Rex  V.  Burley,  cor,  Garrow,  B.,  Leices- 
ter Lent  Assizes,  1818.  And  the  con- 
viction was  afterwards  approved  of  by  all 
the  judges.  MS.  2  Stark.  Ev.  13.  So 
where  an  accomplice  when  swoni  pre- 
tended that  he  knew  nothing  of  the  steal- 
ing of  a  sheep,  Coleridge,  J.,  committed 
him  for  trial  at  the  next  assizes,  when 
he  was  convicted  and  transported,  upon 
proof  of  his  statement  made  to  a  police- 
man before  he  was  called  as  a  witness. 
Rex  «.  Smith,  Gloucester  Spr.  and  Sum. 
Ass.  1841.  So  where  an  accomplice,  who 
was  called  as  a  witness  against  several 
prisoners,  gave  evidence  which  showed 
that  all,  except  one,  who  was  apparently 
the  leader  of  the  gang,  were  present  at 
a  robbery,  but  refused  to  give  any  evi- 
dence as  to  that  one  being  present,  and 
the  jury  found  all  the  prisoners  guilty ; 
Parke,  B.,  thinking  that  the  accomplice 
had  refused  to  state  that  the  particular 

Erisoner  was  present  in  order  to  screen 
im,  ordered  tnc  accomplice  to  be  kept 
in  custody  till  the  next  assizes,  and  then 
tried  for  the  robbery.  Rex  v.  Stokes  and 
othera,  Stafford  Spr.  Ass.  1837.  It  has 
been  held  in  America,  that  if  an  accom- 
plice, having  made  a  private  confession, 
upon  a  promise  of  pardon  made  by  the 
attorney-general,  should  afterwards  refuse 
to  testify,  he  may  be  convicted  upon  the 
evidence  of  that  confession.  Common- 
wealth r.  Knapp,  10  Pick.  477,  as  cited 
Greenl.  Ev.  426.  And  where  an  accom- 
plice, who  had  made  a  full  disclosure  of 
the  facts  attending  the  commission  of  a 
burglary  when  before  the  committing 
magistrate,  refused  before  the  grand  jury 
to  give  any  evidence  at  all ;  Wightman, 
J.,  ordered  his  name  to  be  inserted  in  the 
bill  of  indictment,  and  he  was  convicted 
on  his  own  confession.  Reg.  v,  Holtham 
and  five  others,  Stafford  Spr.  Ass.  1843. 
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after  he  has  been  so  allowed  by  the  committing  magistrate.  The 
practice  is  (where  the  accomplice  is  in  custody)  for  the  counsel 
for  the  prosecution  to  move  that  the  accomplice  be  allowed  to  go 
before  the  grand  jury,  pledging  his  own  opimon,  after  a  perusal  of 
the  facts  of  the  case,  that  his  testimony  is  essential,  (t)  And  it  is 
in  the  discretion  of  the  Court,  uuder  all  the  circumstances  of  the 
case,  whether  the  application  be  granted  or  refused,  (j)  And  where 
one  prisoner  pleaded  guilty,  and  an  application  was  made  to  admit 
him  as  a  witness  against  the  other ;  Hill,  J.,  directed  the  witnesses, 
who  were  relied  upon  to  corroborate  him,  to  be  called  first,  and,  if 
their  evidence  was  sufficiently  strong,  then  the  accomplice  might 
be  examined  as  a  witness,  (fc) 

This  application  is  usually  made  befoi'e  the  bill  is  taken  before 
the  grand  jury,  and  if  the  application  is  granted,  the  accomplice 
is  not  included  in  the  indictment,  (i)  Upon  an  indictment  for 
conspiracy  the  court  allowed  an  acquittal  to  be  taken  against  some 
of  the  defendants  in  order  that  they  might  be  called  as  witnesses 
for  the  prosecution,  (tji)  And  the  same  course  may  be  adopted, 
with  the  permission  of  the  court,  in  a  case  of  felony,  (n)  Upon  an 
indictment  for  rape,  as  soon  as  the  jury  were  sworn,  it  was  pro- 
posed, on  the  part  of  the  prosecution,  that  one  of  the  prisonera 
should  be  acquitted  before  the  case  was  gone  into,  as  he  was  in- 
tended to  be  called  as  a  witness  against  the  other  prisoners,  and 
upon  this  being  objected  to,  on  behalf  of  the  other  prisoners ; 
Williams,  J.  (having  conferred  with  Alderson,  B.)  said,  '  I  had  little 
doubt  as  to  the  course  I  ought  to  take,  and  my  learned  brother 
entirely  agrees  with  me  that  this  is  a  matter  very  much  of  ordinary 
occurrence.  In  cases  of  this  kind  the  court,  if  it  sees  no  cause  to 
the  contrary,  is  in  the  habit  of  relying  on  the  discretion  of  the 
counsel  who  conduct  the  prosecution.  I  shall,  therefore,  in  this 
case,  intrust  it  to  the  discretion  of  the  counsel  whether  he  will  have 


i 


(i)  2  Stark.  Ev.  2.  If,  however,  tlie 
accomplice  be  taken  before  the  grand 
jury,  by  means  of  a  surreptitious  and  il- 
legal order,  the  indictment  so  found  is 
food.  Doctor  Dodd's  case,  1 1/cach,  155. 
t  is  not  usual  to  admit  more  than  one 
accomplice.  Barnsley  Rioters*  case,  1 
LewinS,  Parke,  J.  But  under  peculiar 
circumstances  three  have  been  admitted. 
Scott's  case,  2  Lew.  86,  Lord  Denman, 
C.  J.  In  tills  case  the  accomplices  spoke 
to  different  facts,  and  no  one  could  prove 
the  whole.  See  Hex  t'.  Noakes,  5  C.  &  P. 

326. 

(j)  1  Phill.  Ev.  29.  Tlic  court  usually 
considers  not  only  whether  the  prisoners 
can  be  convicted  mthout  the  evidence  of 
the  accomplice,  but  also  whether  they 
can  be  convicted  with  his  evidence.  II, 
therefore,  there  be  sufficient  evidence  to 
convict  without  his  testimony,  the  court 
will  refuse  to  allow  him  to  be  admitted 
as  a  witness.  So  if  there  be  no  reasonable 
probability  of  a  conviction  even  with 
his  evidence,  the  court  will  refuse  to 
admit  him  as  a  witness.  Thus  where 
several  prisoners  were  committed  as  prin- 
cipals, and  several  as  receivers,  but  no 
corroboration  could  l^e  given  as  to  the 
receivers,  against  whom  the  evidence  of 


the  accomplice  was  requu*ed  ;  Gumey,  B., 
refused  to  permit  one  of  the  principals  to 
become  a  witness.  Rex  v.  Mellor  and 
others,  Stafford  Sum.  Ass.  1833.  So  in 
Reg.  i\  Saundera  and  others,  Worcester 
Spr.  Assizes,  1842,  on  a  motion  to  admit 
an  accomplice,  Patteson,  J.,  said,  '1  doubt 
whether  1  shall  allow  him  to  be  a  wit- 
ness ;  if  you  want  him  for  the  puri)ose  of 
identification,  and  there  is  no  corrobo- 
ration, that  will  not  do.'  And  in  Reg.  v. 
Salt  and  others,  Staffoi-d  Spr.  Ass.  1843, 
where  there  was  no  con*oboration  of  an 
ac(3omplice,  Wightman,  J.,  refused  to  al- 
low him  to  become  a  witness. 

{k)  Reg.  r.  Smrks,  1  F.  &  F.  388. 

(Z)  1  PhUl.  Ev.  29. 

[in)  Rex  V.  Rowland,  R,  &M.  N.  P.  R. 
401.  So  formerly  if  an  accomplice  jointly 
indicted  with  otners  pleaded  guilty,  and 
was  fined  by  the  court,  and  paid  the  fine 
(in  a  case  where  such  fine  might  be  im- 
posed by  way  of  punishment,  and  whore 
the  suffering  the  punishment  restored 
the  competency),  he  might  be  called  as  a 
witness  by  the  other  prisoners.  Rex  r. 
Fletcher,  1  Str.  633.  See  also  Rex  r. 
Sherman,  C.  T.  H.  303. 

(?i)  1  Phill.  Ev.  29. 
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the  prisoner  acquitted  before  the  case  is  gone  into  or  not.     I  think 
it  almost  of  course/  (o) 

On  an  indictment  for  murder  against  two  prisoners,  one  of  them, 
without  being  convicted  or  acquitted,  was  called  as  a  witness  against 
the  other,  who  alone  was  put  on  her  trial,  it  was  held  that  this 
might  be  done  ;  but  'per  Cockburn,  C.  J. :  *  I  felt  the  force  of  what 
was  said  about  the  fellow  prisoner  coming  forward  to  give  evidence 
without  having  been  first  acquitted,  or  convicted  and  sentence 
passed.  I  think  that  was  much  to  be  lamented.  In  all  such  oases, 
where  two  persons  are  joined  in  the  same  indictment,  and  it  is 
thought  desirable  to  separate  them  in  their  trials  in  order  that  the 
evidence  of  the  one  may  be  taken  against  the  other,  in  order  to  in- 
sure the  greatest  possible  amount  of  truthfulness  on  the  part  of  the 
person  who  is  giving  evidence  under  such  remarkable  circumstances, 
I  think  it  would  be  far  better  that  a  verdict  of  not  guilty  should  be 
taken  first,  or  if  the  plea  of  not  guilty  be  withdrawn,  and  a  plea  of 
guilty  received,  that  sentence  should  be  passed,  in  order  that  the 
mind  of  the  witness  may  be  free  from  all  corrupt  influences  which 
the  fear  of  impending  punishment  and  the  desire  to  obtain  immu- 
nity at  the  expense  of  the  piisoner  might  be  otherwise  liable  to 
produce,  {p) 

It  being  established  that  an  accomplice  is  a  competent  witness,  Accomplice's 
the   consequence   is   inevitable,  that   if  credit   be  given   to  his  g^cientfn'^^ 
evidence,  it  requires   no   confirmation   from   another  witness,  {q)  point  of  law, 
And  therefore,  in  strictness,  if  the  jury  believe  the  evidence  of  an  ^y^  i^i  p«w5- 
accomplice,  they  may  legally  convict  a  prisoner  upon  it,  though  ation^iTalways 
it  stands  totally  uncorroborated,  {r)     But  from   a  considei^ation  deemed  essen- 
of  the  situation  of  an  accomplice,  this  doctrine  has  been  greatly  *>»!• 
modified  in  practice  ;  and  it  has  long  been  considered  as  a  general 
rule  of  practice  that  the  testimony  of  an   accomplice   ought   to 
receive  confirmation,  and  that,  unless  it  be  corroborated  in  some 
material  part  by  unimpeachable   endence,  the   presiding  judge 
ought  to  advise  the  jury  to  acquit  the  prisoner.  («)     It  has  been 
laid  down  that  this  practice  of  requiring  some  confirmation  of  an 
accomplice's  evidence  must  be  considered  in  strictness  as  resting 
only  upon  the   discretion   of  the  judge,  (f)      And   this,   indeed, 
appears  to  be  the  only  mode  in  which  it  can  be  made  reconcileable 
with  the  doctrine  already  stated,  that  a  legal  conviction  may  take 
place  upon  the  unsupported  evidence  of  an  accomplice.     But   it 
may  be  observed  that  the  practice  in  question  has   obtained   so 
much  sanction  from   legal   authority,   that   it  'deserves  all   the 
reverence  of  law,'  {u)  and  a  deviation  from  it  in  any  particular 


((?)  Reff.  V.  Owen,  9  C.  &  P.  83.  At 
the  conclusioii  of  the  opening,  the  pri- 
soner was  asked  whether  he  would  give 
evidence,  and  refused,  and  the  case  pro- 
ceeded against  all  the  prisoners.  See  2 
Hawk.  P.  C.  c.  46,  s.  95. 

(p)  Winsor  v.  The  Queen,  35  L.  J.  M.  C. 
121. 

(5)  By  Lord  Ellenborough  in  Rex  v. 
Jones,  2  Campb.  133.  Rex  v,  Hastings, 
7  C.  &  P.  162,  Lord  Denman,  C.  J., 
Parke,  J.,  and  Alderson,  B. 

(r)  Rex  V,  Atwood,  1  Leach,  464,  also 
cited  by  Grose,  J.,  in  Jordaine  v.  Lash- 


brooke,  7  T.  R.  609.  Rex  v.  Durham, 
1  Leach,  478.  Reg.  v,  Andrews,  1  Cox, 
C.  C.  183.  Reg.  r.  Avery,  1  Cox,  C.  C. 
206.  Reg.  V.  Stubbs,  Dears.  C.  C.  555. 

(«)  1  PhiU.  Ev.  81.  Smith  and  Davis's 
case,  1  Leach,  479,  in  note  (a)  to  Dur- 
ham's case.  See  per  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B., 
in  Reg.  v.  Farler,  post,  p.  605,  and  Reg. 
V.  Dunne,  5  Cox,  C.  C.  507. 

(0  1  PhiU.  Ev.  82.  By  Lord  Ellen- 
borough,  Rex  V.  Jones,  2  Campb.  132. 
Rexv.  Durham,  sicpra. 

(w)  Per  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.,  in  Reg. 
V,  Farler,  post,  p.  605. 
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case   would  be  justly  considered    of  questionable  propriety,  (v) 
This  confirmation  need  not  extend  to  every  part  of  the  accom- 
plice's evidence,  for  there  would  be  no  occasion  to  use  him  at  ail 
as  a  witness,  if  his  narrative  could  be  completely  proved  by  other 
evidence,  free  from  suspicion.     But  the  question  is,  whether  he  is  to 
be  believed  upon  points  which  the  confirmation  does  not  reach. 
And  if  the  jury  find  some  part  of  his  evidence  satisfactorily  corro- 
borated, this  is  a  good  ground  for  them  to  believe  him  in  other 
parts  as  to  which  there  is  no  confirmation,  (w)     So  far  all  the 
authorities  agree ;  the   only  point   on   which   any  difierence   of 
opinion  has  been  supposed  to  exist,  relates  to  the  particular  part 
or  parts  of  the  accomplice's  testimony  which  ought  to  be   con- 
finned,  {x) 
Where  there  is       It  is  well  established  by  the  cun-ent  of  recent  authorities,  that  it 
one  prifloner      is  not  sufficient  to  coH'oborate  an  accomplice  as  to  the  facts  of  the 
wnfomSion^    case  generally,  but  that  he  must  be   coiToborated   as   to   some 
as  to  him,  and  material  fact  or  facts  which  go  to  prove  that  the  prisoner  was  con- 
where  there      nected  with  the  crime  charged.     And  where  several  prisoners  are 
tTeach!'*^'  *®  jointly  indicted,  and  the  accomplice  is  corroborated  as  to  some  of 
them,  although  the  jury  may  give  credit  to  him  as  to  those  to  whom 
the  corroboration  applies,  they  ought  to  be  directed  to  pay  no  at- 
tention to  the  evidence  of  the  accomplice  as  to  those  against  whom 
there  is  no  corroboration,  {y) 

Upon  an  indictment  for  breaking  into  a  warehouse  and  stealing 
a  quantity  of  cheese,  an  accomplice  proved  that  the  thieves  took  a 
ladder  from  certain  premises,  and  it  was  proved  by  a  witness  that 
the  ladder  was  so  taken  away,  and  it  was  proposed  to  call  other 
witnesses  to  confirm  the  accomplice  as  to  the  mode  in  which  the 
felony  was  committed.  Williams,  J.,  '  You  must  show  something 
that  goes  to  bring  home  the  matter  to  the  prisoners.  Proving  by 
other  witnesses  that  the  robbery  was  committed  in  the  way 
described  by  the  accomplice,  is  not  such  confirmation  as  will  entitle 
his  evidence  to  credit,  so  as  to  affect  other  persons.  Indeed,  I  think 
it  is  really  no  confirmation  at  all,  as  every  one  will  give  credit  to  a 
man  who  avows  himself  a  principal  felon,  for,  at  least,  knowing  how 
the  felony  was  committed.  It  has  been  always  my  opinion  that 
confirmation  of  this  kind  is  of  no  use  whatever.'  {z)  So  where  the 
prisoner  was  indicted  for  stealing  a  lamb,  and  an  accomplice  proved 
that  he  assisted  the  prisoner  in  stealing  the  lamb,  but  the  only 
evidence  to  confirm  liLs  statement  was  that  of  a  witness,  who  found 
the  skin  of  the  lamb  in  the  field  where  the  lamb  had  been  kept ; 
it  was  held  that  the  confirmation  was  insufficient  j  and  upon  its 
being  submitted  that  there  was  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury,  and 
Rex  V.  Hastings  (a)  being  cited  as  showing  that  the  confirmation 
of  the  accomplice  need  not  be  as  to  the  party  accused  ;  Gurney,  B., 
said, '  Although  in  some  instances  it  has  been  so  held,  you  will  find 
that  in  the  majority  of  recent  cases  it  is  laid  down  that  the  confir- 
mation should  be  as  to  some  matter  which  goes  to  connect  the  pri- 

(r)  1  Phill.  Ev.  32.     Greenl.  Ev.  426.  York  in  1814,  cited  1  Phill.  Ev.  35.     1 

(M?)  1  Phill.  Ev.  34.     2  Stark.  Ev.  14.  Phill.  Ev.  37,  8th  cd.     Kex  r.  Hastings, 

(.t)  1  PhiU.  Ev.  34.  7  C.  k  P.  152. 

iy)  See  cases  to  the  contran',  Kcx  r.  (z)  Pcx  r.  Webb,  6  C.  &  P.  595.    The 

Dawber,  8  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  34.    2  Cnmpb,  prisoners  were  acquitted. 

133.    So  in  Birkctt's  case,  R.  &  R.  261.  (a)  Sujii-a, 
Beg.  f .   SwftUow,  report  of  the  trials  at 


CHAP.  V.  §  VI.] 


0/  Accomplices. 


605 


soner  with  the  charge.  I  thick  that  it  would  be  highly  dangerous  to 
convict  any  person  of  such  a  crime  on  the  evidence  of  an  accom- 
plice, unconfirmed  with  respect  to  the  party  accused.'  (6) 

The  corroboration  must  not  only  connect  the  prisoner  and  the  The  corrobor-. 
accomplice  together,  but  must  be  such  as  to  show  that  the  prisoner  jf?li*'*^i* 
was  engaged  in  the  transaction  which  forms  the  subject-matter  of  identity  of  the 
the  charge  under  investigation.  (cT)  party  accused, 

In  iJ.  V.  Wilkes,  7  C.  &  P.  272,  Alderson,  B.,  said  in  summing  ^^  ^J^jJ*^*^ 
up, '  The  confirmation  of  the  accomplice  as  to  the  commission  of  the  crime  charged, 
felony  is  really  no  confirmation  at  all,  because  it  would  be  a  confir- 
mation as  much  if  the  accusation  were  against  you  and  me  as  it 
would  be  as  to  those  prisoners  who  are  now  upon  their  trial.  The 
confirmation,  which  I  always  advise  juries  to  require,  is  a  confir- 
nncvtion  of  soTiie  fact  ivhich  goes  to  fix  the  guilt  upon  the  particidar 
person  charged.  You  may  legally  convict  on  the  evidence  of  an 
accomplice  only,  if  you  can  safely  rely  upon  his  testimony  ;  but  I 
advise  juries  never  to  act  on  the  evidence  of  an  accomplice  unless 
he  is  confirmed  as  to  the  particular  prisoner  who  is  charged  with 
the  ofifence. 

Upon  an  indictment  for  receiving  a  sheep  knowing  it  to  have  Finding  mat- 
been  stolen,  an  accomplice  proved  that  a  brother  of  the  prisoner  ^^  ™  *^® 
and  himself  had  stolen  two  sheep,  one  a  large,  the  other  a  small  house  con-e- 
one,  and  that  the  brother  gave  one  of  them  to  the  prisoner,  who  spending  in 
carried  it  into  the  house  in  which  the  prisoner  and  his  father  lived,  ^iae  with  that 
and  the  accomplice  stated  where  the  skins  were  hid  ;  on  the  houses  J^^  ^^ 
of  the  prisoner's  father  and'the  accomplice  being  searched,  a  quan- 
tity of  mutton  was  found  in  each,  which  had  formed  pai'ts  of  two 
sheep  corresponding  in  size  with  those  stolen  ;  and  the  skins  were 
found  in  the  place  named  by  the  accomplice.     Patteson,  J., '  If  the 
confirmation  had  merely  gone  to  the  extent  of  confirming  the  ac- 
complice as  to  matters  connected  with  himself  only,  it  would  not 
have  been  sufficient.     For  example,  the  finding  the  skins  at  the 
place  at  which  the  accomplice  said  they  were  would  have  been  no 
confirmation  of  the  evidence  against  the  prisoner,  because  the  ac- 
complice might  have  put  the  skins  there  himself.     But  here  we 
have  a  gi-eat  deal  more ;  we  have  a  quantity  of  mutton  found  in 
the  house  in  which  the  prisoner  resides,  and  that  I  think  is  such  a 
confirmation  of  the  accomplice's  evidence  as  I  must  leave  to  the 
jiiry.'(6)  ... 

Where  the  principal  witness  against  two  prisoners  was  an  ac-  Corrobora- 
complice  who  was  supported  by  other  evidence  in  his  -statement  ^^'^  ^  ^.  °?® 

^  JTJT  ./  prisoner  is  in- 


(6)  Re^.  V.  Dyke,  8  G.  &  P.  261. 

{d)  Reg.  r.  Farler,  MSS.  C.  S.  G.  8 
C.  &  P.  106,  et  per  Abinger,  C.  B., 
*Now,  in  my  opinion,  corroboration 
onght  to  consist  in  some  circumstance 
that  affects  the  identity  of  the  party 
accused.  A  man  who  has  been  goilty  of 
a  crime  himself  will  always  be  able  to  re- 
late the  facts  of  the  case,  and  if  the  con- 
firmation be  only  of  the  truth  of  that 
history,  without  identifying  the  persons, 
that  is  really  no  corroboration  at  all.  If 
a  man  were  to  break  open  a  house,  and 
put  a  knife  to  your  throat,  and  steal  your 
property,  it  would  be  no  corroboration 
that  he  had  stated  all  the  facts  correctly ; 


that  he  had  described  how  the  person 
did  put  the  knife  to  the  throat,  and  did 
steal  the  property ;  it  would  not  at  sJI 
tend  to  snow  that  the  party  accused 
XNirticipated  in  it.'  See  Rex  v.  Addis,  6 
O.  &  P.  888.  Kelsey's  case,  2  Lew.  45, 
Patteson,  J. 

(«)  Reg.  r.  Birkett,  8  C.  &  P.  732. 
The  prisoner  was  acquitted.  Assuming 
that  the  confirmation  in  this  case  showed 
the  prisoner  to  have  been  connected  with 
the  transaction,  the  fact  of  his  being 
the  receiver  and  not  the  principal  seems 
to  have  been  wholly  uncorroborated. 
C.  3.  G. 
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sufficient 
against  an* 
other. 


The  proper 
course  \('here 
there  is  only 
one  prisoner 
is  to  advise  the 
jury  not  to 
convict  him 
unless  the 
evidence  of  the 
accomplice  be 
confirmed,  not 
merely  as  to 
the  circnm- 
stances  of  the 
offence,  but 
also  as  to  the 
participation 
of  the  prisoner 
in  it ;  and 
where  there 
are  severaJ 
prisoners,  the 
proper  course 
is  to  advise 
the  jury  not 
to  convict  any 
one,  with  re- 
spect to  whom 
there  is  no 
such  corro- 
boration, al- 
thoagh  there 
may  be  such 
corroboration 
as  to  the 
others. 


against  one  of  the  prisoners,  but  not  against  the  other ;  Alderson, 
B.,  told  the  jury  that  '  where  there  is  one  witness  of  bad  character 
giving  evidence  against  both  prisoners,  a  confirmation  of  his  tes- 
timony with  regard  to  one  is  no  confirmation  of  his  testimony  as  to 
the  other.  If,  therefore,  you  find  there  is  a  corroboration  appli- 
cable to  one  prisoner,  take  it  as  against  him ;  but  unless  it  exists 
with  regard  to  both,  it  seems  to  me  that  it  would  be  unjust  to  give 
it  a  general  eflfect/  (/) 

Where  Stubbs,  Wardle,  '^and  Wraithman  were  indicted  for 
larceny  of  copper,  and  three  accomplices  were  examined,  but  their 
evidence  was  not  corroborated  as  to  Stubbs,  but  only  as  to  the 
other  prisoners,  it  was  urged  on  behalf  of  Stubbs  that  the  jury 
ought  to  be  directed  that  the  evidence  of  the  accomplices  ought  to 
have  been  corroborated  as  to  Stubbs  ;  but  the  chairman  directed  the 
jury  that  it  was  not  necessary  that  the  accomplices  should  be  cor- 
roborated as  to  each  individual  prisoner ;  that  their  being  corrobo- 
rated as  to  material  facts  tending  to  show  that  the  other  prisoners 
were  connected  with  the  larceny  was  sufficient  as  to  the  whole 
case,  but  that  the  jury  should  look  with  more  suspicion  at  the 
evidence  in  Stubbs'  case,  where  there  was  no  corroboration,  but 
that  it  was  a  question  for  the  jury  ;  and  upon  a  case  reserved  upon 
the  question  whether  this  direction  was  right,  Jervis,  C.  J.,  said, 
'  We  cannot  interfere  in  this  case,  although  we  may  regret  the  re- 
sult that  has  been  arrived  at.  It  is  not  a  rule  of  law  that  an  ac- 
complice must  be  confirmed  in  order  to  render  a  conviction  valid, 
and  it  is  the  duty  of  the  judge  to  tell  the  jury  that  they  may,  if  they 
please,  act  on  the  unconfirmed  testimony  of  an  accomplice.  It  is 
a  rule  of  pi-actice,  and  that  only,  and  it  is  usual  in  practice  for  the 
judge  to  advise  the  jury  not  to  convict  on  the  testimony  of  an  ac- 
complice alone,  and  juries  generally  attend  to  the  direction  of  the 
judge,  and  require  confirmation.  There  is  a  further  point  in  this 
case.  Where  an  accomplice  speaks  as  to  the  guilt  of  three  pri- 
soners, and  is  confirmed  as  to  two  of  them  only,  the  jury  may  no 
doubt,  if  they  please,  act  on  the  evidence  of  the  accomplice  alone 
as  to  the  third  prisoner ;  but  it  is  proper  for  the  judge  in  such  case 
to  advise  the  jury  that  it  is  safer  to  require  confirmation  as  to  the 
third  prisoner,  and  not  to  act  on  the  accomplice's  evidence  alone  ; 
for  nothing  is  so  easy  as  for  the  accomplice,  speaking  truly  as  to 
all  the  other  facts  of  the  case,  to  put  the  third  man  in  his  own 
place ;  but  a  jury  may,  if  they  choose,  act  on  the  unconfirmed  tes- 
timony of.  an  accomplice  :  in  this  case  they  have  acted  on  the  evi- 
dence before  them,  and  we  cannot  interfere.'  Parke,  B.,  *  During 
the  time  I  have  been  on  the  bench,  now  more  than  a  quarter  of  a 
century,  I  have  uniformly  laid  down  the  rule  of  practice  as  it  has 
been  stated  by  the  Lord  Chief  Justice.  I  have  told  the  jury  that 
it  was  competent  for  them  to  find  a  prisoner  guilty  upon  the  un- 
supported testimony  of  an  accomplice,  but  that  great  caution 
should  be  exercised,  and  I  have  advised  them,  and  juries  have  acted 
on  that  advice,  not  to  find  a  prisoner  guilty  on  such  testimony 
unless  it  was  confirmed.  There  has  been  a  difference  of  opinion  as 
to  what  corroboration  is  requisite,  but  ray  practice  has  always  beea 
to  direct  the  jury  not  to  convict  unless  the  evidence  of  the  accom- 


(/)  Reg.  1%  Jenkins,  1  Cox,  C.  C.  177.    11.  v.  Wilkes,  7  C.  &  P,  272. 
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plice  be  confirmed,  not  only  as  to  the  circumstances  of  the  crime, 
but  also  as  to  the  identity  of  the  prisoner.  An  accomplice  neces- 
sarily knows  all  the  facts  of  the  case,  and  his  story,  when  the  ques- 
tion of  identity  is  raised,  does  not  receive  any  support  from  its 
consistency  with  these  facts.  The  chairman  in  this  case  has  de- 
parted from  the  usual  practice,  but  the  jury  having  acted  upon  the 
evidence,  the  secretary  of  state  can  only  interfere/  Cresswell,  J., 
'  I  agree  in  the  view  of  the  question  taken  by  my  brother  Parke, 
and  have  always  acted  upon  it.  You  may  take  it  for  granted  that 
the  accomplice  was  present  when  the  oflFence  was  committed,  and 
there  may  therefore  be  no  difficulty  in  corroborating  him  as  to  the 
facts,  but  that  has  no  tendency  to  show  that  any  particular  person 
who  may  be  accused  was  there.'  {g) 

Where  on  an   information  for  bribery  which  contained  eight  C^rro^'***®'^ 
counts,  each  charging  a  distinct  act  of  bribing  different  voters,  it  Sibe^by  te- 
appeared  that  the  witnesses  went  successively  into  a  house,  and  yerai  penona 
into  a  back  room,  in  which  the  defendant  was  seated,  and  after  an  f^lJJS*®*^ 
interview  with  the  defendant  each  of  them  passed  into  another 
room  in  which  another  person  was  seated,  from  whom  each  re- 
ceived the  several  sums  mentioned  in  the  several  counts  of  the 
information,  and  then  passed  into  the  street  and  to  the  hustings  and 
voted  ;  it  was  objected  that  there  was  no  corroborative  evidence  of 
each  of  the  witnesses,  and  that  the  jury  ought  to  be  directed  not 
to  act  upon  the  evidence  of  each  of  the  witnesses,  but  to  acquit  the 
defendant.  Martin,  B.,  however,  left  the  case  to  the  jury  as  follows  : 
'  Assume,  for  the  purposes  of  the  present  discussion,  that  this  man 
was  speaking  the  truth.     Is  there  any  law  which  prohibits  a  jury 
from  believing  a  man  who  (it  must  be  assumed  for  the  sake  of  align- 
ment) spoke  the  truth,  simply  because  he  is  not  corrobomted  ?    I 
know  of  none.  I  know  of  no  rule  of  Iciw  myself,  but  there  is  a  rule 
of  practice  which  has  become  so  hallowed  as  to  be  deserving  of 
respect ;  I  believe  these  are  the  very  words  of  Lord  Abinger — it 
deserves  to  have  all  the  reverence  of  the  law.  (Ji)     This  case  is 
distinguishable  from  JReg,  v.  Stubbs,  for  they  were  there  accessories 
properly  so  called,  and  all  the  persons  were  concerned  in  the  same 
offence  in  which  they  came  to  give  evidence  ;  in  this  particular 
case  it  is  not  so,  because  all  of  these  cases  are  separately  gone  into, 
and  it  is  not  one  and  the  same  offence  ;  and  if  you  think  that  all 
these  witnesses  have  spoken  the  truth,  then  it  is  clear  that  each 
case  is  separate ;  each  person  giving  money  is  a  distinct  offence. 
I  own  I  think  also  that  this  is  a  very  important  point,  and  that  it 
may  be  very  doubtful  whether  or  not  the  evidence  in  this  case  will 
be  found  to  be  of  that  corroborative  character  which  the  law  re- 
quires.' (i)     The  jury  found  a  verdict  of  guilty  on  one  count  only  ; 
and  on  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  the  court  held  that  the  direction  to 
the  jury  was  right,  even  supposing  the  witnesses  could  be  consi- 
dered as  accomplices  of  the  defendant.     The  law  on  this  subject 
was  correctly  laid  down  in  Reg,  v.  Stuhba.     It  is  not  a  rule  of  law 
that  an  accomplice  must  be  corroborated  in  order  to  render  a  con- 
viction valid,  but  it  is  a  rule  of  general  and  usual  practice  to  advise 
juries  not  to  convict  on  the  evidence  of  an  accomplice  aloTie.    The 

(g)  Beg.  V,  Stubbs,  Dears.  C.  C.  555.         the  report  in  5  Law  T.  R.  147,  wbere  it 
{h)  See  Beg.  v,  Farlcr,  ante,  p.  605.  is  much  better  given  tban  in  the  report 

(0  This  summing  up  is  taken  from      in  1  B.  ft  S.  811* 
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Of  the  nature 
of  the  con- 
firmation. 


Confirmation 
by  the  wife  of 
an  accomplice. 


Confirmation 
as  to  principal, 
bat  none  as  to 
the  receiver. 

Confinnation 
aa  to  receirers, 
but  none  as  to 
principal. 


application  of  tbat  rule,  however,  is  matter  for  the  discretion  of  the 
judge  by  whom  the  case  is  tried.  Moreover,  in  this  case  the  court 
thought  there  was  coiToborative  evidence.  It  was  not  necessary 
that  there  should  be  corroborative  evidence  as  to  the  very  fact ;  it 
is  enough  if  there  be  such  as  to  confirm  the  jury  in  the  belief  that 
the  accomplice  is  speaking  the  truth,  (j) 

Where  it  was  strongly  contended  that  two  accomplices  had  not 
been  corroborated  ;  Maule,  J.,  said, '  Confinnation  does  not  mean 
that  there  should  be  independent  evidence  of  that  which  the 
accomplice  relates,  or  his  testimony  would  be  unnecessary.  If,  for 
instance,  a  burglary  had  been  committed,  and  an  accomplice  gave 
evidence  that  a  person  charged  was  present  when  it  was  eflTected  ; 
if  that  person  had  been  seen  hovering  about  the  premises  some 
time  before,  or  was  seen  in  possession  of  some  of  the  stolen  property 
shortly  after,  that  might  be  reasonable  confirmation  of  the  state- 
ment that  the  prisoner  helped  to  commit  the  crime.'  (k) 

Upon  an  indictment  for  stealing  a  sheet  it  appeared  that  the 
sheet  was  found  in  the  house  of  the  accomplice,  who  gave  evidence 
to  prove  that  the  prisoners  stole  the  sheet,  and  the  wife  of  the 
accomplice  was  the  only  person  to  confirm  the  accomplice's  state- 
ment ;  Park,  J.  A.  J., '  Confirmation  by  the  wife  is,  in  a  case  like 
this,  really  no  confirmation  at  all.  The  wife  and  the  accomplice 
must  be  taken  as  one  for  this  purpose.     The  prisoners  must  be 

acquitted.*  (l) 

Where  a  principal  and  receiver  are  jointly  indicted,  and  an 
accomplice  is  confirmed  as  against  the  principal,  but  not  as  against 
the  receiver,  this  is  not  sufficient  to  support  the  case  against  the 
receiver.' (m) 

One  prisoner  was  indicted  for  stealing,  and  two  other  prisoners 
for  receiving,  several  pairs  of  shoes,  knowing  them  to  have  been 
stolen,  and  the  only  witness  to  prove  the  felony  was  an  accom- 
plice, and  she  also  proved  the  case  against  the  receivers ;  she  was 
confirmed  as  to  the  latter,  but  there  was  no  confirmation  whatever 
as  to  her  testimony  against  the  principal ;  it  was  objected  that  even 
as  to  the  receivers  the  confirmation  was  not  sufficient  in  itself ;  but 
if  it  was,  it  would  still  be  necessaiy  to  confirm  the  witness  as 
against  the  principal ;  for  if  the  case  failed  against  her,  the 
receivers  would  be  entitled  to  an  acquittal.  Littledale,  J.,  *  The 
confirmation  as  to  the  receivers  is  slight ;  but  as  there  is  no  con- 


(j)  Reg.  V,  Boyes,  1  B.  &  S.  311.  As 
to  the  distinction  taken  between  Reg.  v. 
Stubbs  and  this  case,  it  seems  to  make  no 
diflference.  If  a  man  is  chai|red  with  se- 
veral offences  in  the  same  indictment,  tlie 
evidence  to  prove  each  ou^ht  to  be  the 
same  as  if  each  were  the  subject  of  a  se- 
parate indictment  In  this  case  each  act 
of  bribery  appears  to  have  been  proved 
by  the  party  bribed  alone ;  there,  there- 
fore, was  no  corroboration  at  all  as  to 
any  one  act  of  bribery.  Suppose  a  ser- 
vant were  indicted  for  three  larcenies 
from  his  master  within  six  months,  and 
three  receivers  gave  evidence  against 
him,  but  they  were  the  only  witnesses,  it 
seems  clear  the  case  ought  wholly  to  fail 
for  want  of  any  corroboration.    See  Reg. 


V,  l^tt,  4  F.  &  F.  315.    C.  S.  G. 

{k)  Reg.  V.  Mullins,  8  Cox,  C.  C.  526. 
Wightman,  J.,  was  present 

(?)  Rex  V.  Neal,  7  C.  &  P.  168.  Mr. 
Phillipps,  vol.  1,  p.  33,  observes,  that  in 
this  case  '  the  circumstances  of  the  case 
mi£[ht  have  been  such  as  to  warrant  this 
decision.  But  it  may  often  happen  that 
the  evidence  of  the  wife  is  so  free  from 
all  suspicion,  so  independent  of  the  evi- 
dence of  the  husband,  so  manifestly 
unconcerted  and  uncontrived,  and  so  un- 
designedly corroborative  of  his  evidence, 
that  it  might  be  proper  not  to  consider 
the  accomplice  and  his  wife  as  one,  but 
to  act  upon  her  evidence  as  sufficient 
confirmation.' 

(m)  Rex  V.  Moores,  7  C.  &  P.  270. 
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Armation  against  the  principal  felon,  I  think  the  case  fails  alto- 
gether ;  there  ought  to  be  confirmation  on  that  point  before  the 
jury  can  be  asked  to  believe  the  witness's  testimony/  (n) 

So  where  on  au  indictment  against   a  prisoner   for  receiving  The  thief  a 
stolen  oats,  a  quantity  of  oats  were  found  on  the  prisoner's  pre-  ^*???f  xu 
mises,  which  the  prosecutor  believed  to  be  his,  but  could  not  posi-  ^\ver. 
tively  identify  them,  as  they  were  mixed  with  peas,  and  the  only 
other  evidence  was  that  of  the  thief,  who  had  pleaded  guilty; 
Pollock,  C.  B.,  advised  the  jury  to  acquit  the  prisoner,  it  being 
periloas  to  convict  a  person  as  receiver  on  the  sole  evidence  of  the 
thief.     This  would  put  it  in  the  power  of  a  thief,  from  malice 
or  revenge,  to  lay  a  crime  on  any  one  against  whom  he  had  a 
grudge.    And  here  there  was  no  adequate  confirmation  of  the 
thief  s  evidenca  (o) 

The  practice  of  requiring  confirmation  where  the  case  for  the  Where  there 
prosecution    is    suppoii;ed   by  one    accomplice,  applies    equally  Meseireral 
when  two  or  more  accomplices   are  brougnt  forward  against   a  ^^^^^P^^'^ 
prisoner,  {p) 

A  married  woman  who  consents  to  her  husband  committing  an  Uniiataral 
unnatural  offence  with  her  is  an  accomplice  in  the  felony,  and  as  ^^^^* 
such  her  evidence  requires  confirmation,  (o)    And  the  same  would 
be  the  case  if  the  party  with  whom  the  offence  was  committed  was 
a  male,  and  consented,  (r) 

Although  all  persons  who  are  piresent  aiding  and  assisting  at  a  Cues  where 
prize  fight  are  in '  point  of  law  principals  in  the  second  degree  in  «>^fi™**i<>'* 
manslaughter  if  death  ensues,  yet  they  have  been  holden  not  to  be  qufred. 
such  accomplices  as  to  require  any  evidence  to  confirm  their  testi- 
mony. («) 

Where  upon  an  indictment  against  two  prisoners  for  mali- 
ciously shooting,  and  acainst  a  thim  as  an  accessory  after  the  fact, 
a  person  proved  that  he  had  been  employed  by  the  accessory  to 
remove  the  principals  out  of  the  way,  and  for  this  he  had  received 
money,  and  had  hidden  the  principals  in  an  outhouse,  and  there 
was  no  corroboration  by  any  other  witness  as  to  these  facts  ;  and 
it  was  contended  that  as  the  witness  was  an  accomplice  he  ought 
to  be  corroborated ;  Qumey,  B.,  observed,  in  summing  up,  that 
'  with  regard  to  the  necessity  of  confirming  an  accomplice  much 
might  depend  upon  the  nature  of  the  crime  in  question :  it  was  for 
the  jury  to  consider  whether  there  was  anything  in  the  witness's 
conduct  to  warrant  their  disbelieving  him.'  {f) 


(n)  Rez  V.  Wells,  M.  &  M.  826.  AU 
the  prisoners  were  acquitted.  It  is  not 
stated  what  the  form  of  the  indictment 
was,  bat  it  is  conceived  it  mnst  have 
idleged  the  receipt  to  be  of  the  shoes '  so 
stolen  as  i^oresaid,'  so  that  an  acquittal 
of  the  principal  necessarUy  caused  an 
acquittal  of  the  receivers.  See  Rex  v, 
Woolford,  1  M.  ft  Rob.  8S4,  vol.  2, 
p.  484.  If  there  had  been  counts  charg- 
ing the  receivers  with  a  substantive 
fe&ny,  there  seems  no  reason  why  the 
receivers  might  not  have  been  convicted, 
though  the  principal  was  acquitted.  See 
voL  2,  p.  4b7,  and  Rex  v.  Field,  past, 
p.  610.     C.  S.  6. 

(o)  Beg.  V.  Robinson,  4  F.  ft  F.  48. 

VOIn  III. 


R.  V.  Pratt,  4  F.  ft  F.  816. 

ip)  1  Phill.  Ev.  88.  Reg.  v,  Stubbs, 
Dears.  C.  C.  655,  owfe,  p.  607.  Rex  *. 
Noakes,  6  C.  ft  P.  826,  cor.  Littlediilc, 
J.,  Bolland,  B.,  and  Aideraon,  J. 

{q)  Reg.  V.  Jellyman,  8  C.  ft  P.  604. 

(r)  PerPatteson,  J.,  ibid. 

(s)  Rex  V.  Hargrave,  6  C.  ft  P.  170, 
Patteson,  J.  R.  r.  Young,  10  Cox,  C.  C. 
871,  a  case  of  a  sparring  match,  which 
Bramwell,  B.,  thought  was  not  illegaL 

(0  Rex  V.  Jarvis,  2  M.  ft  Rob.  40.  In 
Rex  «.  Durham,  1  Leach,  478,  where  a 
receiver  was  admitted  as  a  witness  against 
some  burglars,  and  was  uncorrobonited, 
the  court  observed  that  the  receiver  was 
to  be  considered  rather  as  an  accessory 
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The  jury  may 
convict  some 
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others  upon 
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of  the  same 
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Accomplice 
evideq^  for 
prisoner. 

Acquittal  to 
become  a 
witness. 


It  has  been  holden  that  the  fact  of  a  party  having  beea  sum- 
marily convicted  for  poaching  in  the  night  under  the  9  Geo.  4, 
c.  69,  s.  1,  does  not  dispense  with  the  necessity  of  producing  cjonfir- 
matoiy  evidence  of  his  testimony  when  produced  as  a  witness 
against  his  companions  upon  an  indictment,  under  the  9th  section 
of  the  same  statute,  founded  upon  the  same  transaction,  (u) 

Where  on  an  indictment  against  certain  Chartists  under  the 
11  &  12  Vict  c.  12,  two  witnesses  admitted  that  they  joined  the 
conspirators  simply  for  the  purpose  of  betraying  them,  and  each 
did  so  without  the  knowledge  of  the  other,  but  both  had  been 
as  active  as  any  of  the  conspirators,  endeavouring  to  persuade 
strangers  to  join  them,  and  urging  those  who  were  members  to 
deeds  of  violence  :  it  was  held  that  there  was  no  rule  of  law  which 
declared  that  their  evidence  required  confirmation,  nor  any 
rule  of  practice  which  said  that  juries  ought  not  to  believe  them. 
A  spy  may  be  an  honest  man  ;  he  may  think  that  the  course  he 
pursues  is  absolutely  essential  for  the  protection  of  hi3  own  in- 
terests and  those  of  society ;  and,  if  he  does  so,  if  he  believes  that 
there  is  no  other  method  of  counteracting  the  dangerous  designs 
of  wicked  men,  there  is  no  impropriety  in  his  taking  upon  himself 
the  character  of  informer.  The  government  are  justified  in  em- 
ploying spies,  and  a  person  so  employed  does  not  deserve  to  be 
blamed  if  he  instigates  offences  no  further  them  by  pretending  to 
concur  with  the  perpetrators.  Under  such  circumstances  they  are 
entirely  distinguished  in  feu^t  and  in  principle  from  accomplice&  {v) 

The  case  of  Reg.  v.  Farler  (w)  is  an  authority  that  the  practice 
requiring  confirmation  of  an  accomplice  extends  to  misdemeanors. 

Whether  the  evidence  brought  forward  to  confirm  the  accom- 
plice is  a  satisfactory  and  sufficient  confirmation  is  a  question  which 
the  jury  are  to  determine,  (x) 

In  a  case  of  great  importance  where  an  accomplice  swearing 
positively  to  several  prisoners  was  confirmed  as  to  some  and  not 
confirmed  as  to  others  ;  Yaughan,  B.,  recommended  the  jury  to 
acquit  the  latter,  and  they  were  accordingly  acquitted,  while  those 
as  to  whom  the  accomplice  was  confirmed  were  convicted  and 
executed,  (y) 

An  accomplice  is  a  competent  witness  for  his  associates  as  well 
as  against  them,  even  when  they  are  severally  indicted  for  the 
same  offence,  whether  he  is  convicted  or  not  (z)  Where  there  is 
not  any  or  very  slight  evidence  against  one  of  several  prisoners 
indicted  and  tried  together,  the  court  will  sometimes  direct  the  jury 
to  give  their  verdict  as  to  him,  and  upon  their  acquittal  of  him  admit 


after  the  &ct  than  as  an  accomplice  in 
the  facts ;  but  this  distinction  seems 
never  to  have  been  acted  upon  in  any  case, 
and  the  case  in  which  it  was  taken  was 
decided  on  the  authority  of  Rex  v.  At- 
wood,  ante,  p.  603,  on  the  ground  that 
the  circumstance  of  his  beinff  an  accom- 
plice went  to  his  credit  only,  and  that 
nis  evidence  might  be  left  to  the  jury, 
although  it  was  entirely  uncoiroborated. 
See  Reg.  v.  ^binson,  arUe,  p.  609,  note(o). 

(u)  Reg.  V,  Farler,  8  C.  &P.  106,  anU, 
p.  605. 

(v)  Reg.  V.  Mullins,  8  Cox,  C.  C.  626. 


Maule,  J.,  andWightman,  J. 

(w)  Supra,  note  (ft).  And  see  Reg.  v. 
Boyes,  1  B.  &  S.  811.  ArUe,  p.  608.  Bat 
see  per  Gibbs,  Attorney-General,  in  Rex 
V,  Jones,  81  How.  St.  Tr.  816. 

(x)  1  Phill.  Ev.  88. 

{y)  Rex  V,  Field,  Dick.  Q.  S.  520.  See 
per  Alderson,  B.,  in  Rex  v.  Wilkes,  7 
C.  &  P.  272. 

(a)  2  Stark.  Ev.  18.  2  Hale,  P.  C.  280, 
citing  the  case  of  Bilmore,  Gray,  and 
Harbin,  2  RoU.  Abr.  686,  pi.  8.  Bath 
and  Montague's  case,  cited  in  Lock  v. 
Hayton,  Fortesc.  246. 
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his  testimony  for  the  othei-s.  (a)  In  a  case  where  one  of  the  defend- 
ants on  an  indictment  for  an  assault  submitted  and  was  fined,  and 
paid  the  fine ;  Pratt,  C.  J.,  allowed  him  to  be  a  witness  for  the 
other,  considering  the  triaJ  at  an  end  with  respect  to  him.  (6) 
Where  one  of  two  prisoners  charged  with  housebreaking  pleaded 
guilty ;  Coltman,  J.,  held  that  this  prisoner  might  be  called  as  a 
witness  by  the  other  prisoner  to  prove  that  he  was  not  present  at 
the  committing  of  the  offence ;  (c)  and  in  another  case  Erie,  J., 
allowed  a  prisoner  who  pleaded  guilty  to  an  indictment  for  uttering 
a  forged  note,  and  against  whom  a  previous  conviction  was  proved, 
to  be  called  as  a  witness  for  another  prisoner ;  but  he  was  previously 
sentenced,  which  Erie,  J.,  considered  to  be  the  proper  courae.  (d) 


Sec.  VII. 
What  Witnesses  are  Competent 

By  the  competency  of  a  witness  is  meant  his  admissibility  to  give  Of  the  oompe- 
evidence  ;  if  he  is  incompetent  (of  which  the  court  is  to  judge)  (e)  tencyof 
he  is  to  be  totally  excluded  fi:om  giving  his  testimony ;  if  he  is  ^'^®"®*- 
competent,  it  will  then  be  for  the  jury  to  decide  whether  his  evi- 
dence, when  given,  is  entitled  to  credit. 

All  persons  are  admissible  witnesses  who  have  the  use  of  their 
reason,  and  such  religious  belief  as  to  feel  the  obligation  of  an 
oath,  and  who  are  not  disqualified  in  the  manner  hereafter  men- 
tioned. (/)  The  causes  of  incompetency,  therefore,  to  be  considered 
are — 1.  "Defect  of  understanding.  2.  Defect  of  religious  belief. 
3.  Disqualification  and  therewith  of  the  incompetency  of  husband 
and  wife. 

1.  Persons  incompetent  from  want  of  understanding.     Idiots  (g)  Want  of  un- 
are  not  admissible  to  give  evidence.    By  the  word  *  idiot  *  is  meant  dewtonding. 
a  fool  or  madman  from  his  nativity,  who  never  has  any  lucid  inter-  Idiota. 
vals.  (h)     A  person  deaf  and  dumb  from  his  nativity  (though  in  Deaf  and 
presumption  of  law  an  idiot),  (i)  if  he  is  capable  of  conversing  by  ^*™*'- 

Xs,  and  has  a  proper  sense  of  the  obligation  of  an  oath,  may  be 
itted  as  a  witness  and  examined  with  the  assistance  of  an  in- 
terpreter, (j)  But  however  intelligent  and  capable  of  communicat- 
ing and  receiving  information  by  signs  he  may  be,  he  cannot  be 
admitted  as  a  witness  if  it  does  not  appear  that  he  clearly  under- 
stands the  nature  of  an  oath,  (k)  So  lunatics  are  incompetent ; 
that  is,  persons  usually  mad,  but  if  they  have  intervals  of  reason  (I) 
thev  are  competent  during  those  times,  (m)  And  in  such  cases  it 
is  for  the  juage  to  determine  whether  the  insane  person  has  the 
sense  of  religion  in  his  mind,  and  whether  he  understands  the 

(a)  2  Hawk.  P.  C.  c.  46,  s.  &S.  Rezv.  (/)  Per  Lawrence,  J.,  in  Jordaine  v. 
Bedder,  1  Sid.  237.     2  Stark.  Ev.  13.  Lashbrooke,  7  T.  R.  610. 

(b)  Rex«.  Fletcher,  1  Str.  638.     Rex  (g)  Com.  Dig.  Testmoign,^.  1. 
«.  Sherman,  Cas.  temp.  Hardw.  303.     1  (h)  See  vol.  1,  p.  113. 

Phill.  Ev.  68.  (i)  Ibid. 

(c)  Reg.  V,  George,  C.  k  M.  111.     See  (j)  Rnston's  case,  1  Leach,  C.  C.  408. 
Rez  V.  Lafone  and  others,  6  Esp.  N.  P.  C.  {k)  Reg.  o.  O'Brien,  1  Cox,  C.  C.  185, 
165.    1  PhilL  Ev.  68.  Jackson,  J. 

id)  Reg.   r.  Jackson,   6    Cox,   C.   C.  (l)  Vol.  1,  p.  114. 

525.     Bee  post,  p.  620.  (m)  Com.  Dig.  Testmoign,  A.  1. 

(e)  2  Hale,  P.  C.  277. 
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nature  and  the  sanction  of  an  oath,  and  then  the  jury  are  to  decide 
on  the  credibility  and  the  weight  of  his  evidence,  {n) 

With  respect  to  children,  the  rule  now  seems  to  be  that  their 
competency  does  not  depend  on  their  age,  but  that  a  child  of  any 
age  may  be  examined,  if  capable  of  distinguishing  between  good 
and  evil ;  (o)  but  whatever  be  its  age,  it  cannot  be  examined  with- 
out being  sworn,  (p)  Whether  the  infant  be  competent  or  not  is  a 
question  for  the  discretion  of  the  court,  (q)  Before  a  child  is  ex- 
amined the  judge  must  be  satisfied  that  the  child  feels  the  binding 
obligation  of  an  oath  from  the  general  course  of  its  religious  educa- 
tion. The  eflTect  of  the  oath  upon  the  conscience  of  the  child 
should  arise  from  religious  feeling  of  a  permanent  nature,  and  not 
mei*ely  from  instructions,  confined  to  the  nature  of  an  oath,  recently 
communicated  to  it  for  the  purposes  of  a  trial.  Where,  therefore, 
on  an  indictment  for  murder  it  appeared  that,  previous  to  the  hap- 
pening of  the  circumstances,  to  which  a  child  came  to  speak,  she 
had  had  no  religious  education  whatever,  and  had  never  heard  of  a 
future  state,  and  she  had  been  twice  visited  by  a  clergyman  who 
had  given  her  some  instruction  as  to  the  nature  and  obligation  of 
an  oath,  but  she  had  no  intelligence  as  to  religion  or  a  future  state 
at  the  time  of  trial ;  her  testimony  was  rejected,  (r)  There  is  no 
difference  in  respect  of  the  competency  of  children  between  capital 
cases  and  misdemeanors.  (77*) 

Where  the  child  has  appeared  not  su£Sciently  to  understand  the 
nature  and  obligation  of  an  oath,  judges  have  often  thought  it 
necessaiy  for  the  purposes  of  justice  to  put  off  the  trial  of  a  prisoner, 
directing  that  the  child  in  the  meantime  should  be  properly  in- 
structed, (a) 

Where  a  criminal  prosecution  was  coming  on  to  be  tried,  and  the 
learned  Judge  found  that  the  principal  witness  was  a  female  infant, 
wholly  incompetent  to  take  an  oath,  he  postponed  the  trial  till  the 
following  assizes ;  and  ordered  the  child  to  be  instructed  in  the 
meantime,  by  a  clergyman,  in  the  principles  of  her  duty,  and  the 
nature  and  obligation  of  an  oath,  (t)    And  at  the  next  assizes  the 


in)  Reg.  V.  HiU,  2  Den.  C.  C.  254. 
S<9e  this  case,  poatf  p.  629. 

(0)  By  such  capaoility  must  be  under- 
stood a  Delief  in  Uod,  or  in  a  future  state 
of  rewards  and  punishments  ;  from  which 
the  court  ma^y  be  satisfied  that  the  wit- 
ness entertains  a  proper  sense  of  the 
danger  and  impiety  of  falsehood,  ibid. 
See  White's  case,  1  Leach,  430,  431. 
'  It  certainly  is  not  law  that  a  chUd 
under  seven  cannot  be  examined  as  a 
witness.  If  he  shows  sufficient  capacity 
on  examination,  a  judge  would  aUow  him 
to  be  sworn.'  Per  Alaerson,  B.,  Reg.  v. 
Perkins,  2  Moo.  0.  C.  R.  135.  As  to 
the  rule  in  former  times,  see  R.  v. 
Travers,  1  Str.  700.  R.  v,  Dunnel,  1 
East,  P.  C.  c.  10,  s.  5,  pp.  448,  444 ; 
1  Hale,  302  ;  2  Hale,  278. 

(p)  Brazier's  case,  Reading  Spring 
Ass.  1779.  1  East,  P.  G.  c  10,  s.  5,  pp. 
448,  444.  1  Leach,  199,  a  0.  Poweirs 
case,  1  Leach,  110.     Bull.  N.  P.  298. 

{q)  1  Stark.  Ey.  94. 

(r)  Rex  V,  WOliams,  7  C.  &  P.   821, 


Patteaon,  J.  In  Reg.  v.  Holmes,  2 
F.  &  F.  788,  Wightman,  J.,  seems  to 
have  thought  it  sufficient  to  allow  a  child 
of  six  years  old  to  be  sworn,  that  to  the 
question,  '  Is  it  a  good  or  bad  thing  to 
teU  a  lie  ? '  the  child  answered,  '  A  oad 
thing.'  But  the  following  questions  and 
answers  were  also  put  and  given  :  '  Do 
.  you  say  your  prayers  ? '  *  Yea.'  '  What 
becomes  of  a  person  who  tells  lies  f '  'If 
he  tells  lies  he  will  go  to  the  wicked 
fire ; '  and  the  child  was  then  sworn. 
And  Wightman,  J.,  admitted  a  child  of 
about  toe  same  age,  who  answered  the 
question,  'Is  it  a  good  or  bad  thing  to 
tell  a  lie  ? '  by  saying  it  was  a  bad  thmg. 
Anonymous  in  the  note,  ibid. 

{rr)  Rex  v.  Travers,  2  Stra.  700. 

(8)  1  Phill.  £v.  5.  But  this  must  not  be 
done  in  order  that  an  adult  may  become 
capable,  ibid.,  post,  p.  616. 

{t)  Anon.  car.  Rooke,  J.,  at  Gloucester, 
Mr.  J.  Rooke  mentioned  the  case  on  a 
trial  at  the  Old  Bailey,  in  1795  ;  and 
added,  that  upon  a  conference  with  the 
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prisoner  was  put  upon  his  trial,  and  the  infant,  being  found  by  the 
Court  on  examination  to  have  a  proper  sense  of  the  nature  of  an 
oath,  was  sworn  ;  and  the  prisoner  was  convicted  upon  her  testi- 
mony, and  executed,  (u)  And  where  a  bill  was  preferred  against 
a  prisoner  for  carnally  knowing  a  girl  under  ten  years  of  age,  and 
the  girl,  being  examined  by  Erie,  J.,  before  going  before  the  grand 
jury,  appeared  to  have  no  notion  of  religious  or  moral  duties,  and 
therefore  was  not  sworn,  and  the  bill  was  ignored  in  consequence ; 
Erie,  J.,  on  the  authority  of  the  preceding  case,  directed  the  pri- 
soner to  be  detained  till  the  next  assizes,  and  that  the  girl  in  the 
meantime  should  be  duly  instructed,  (y) 

It  is  entirely  in  the  discretion  of  the  court  whether  the  trial 
should  be  postponed  for  this  purpose  or  not :  and  where  the  want 
of  understandmg  the  nature  and  obligation  of  an  oath  arose  from 
no  neglect,  but  from  the  child  being  only  six  years  old,  and  there- 
fore being  too  young  to  have  been  taught ;  Pollock,  C.  B.,  refused 
to  postpone  the  trial,  as  he  doubted  whether  the  loss  in  point  of 
memory  would  not  more  than  countervail  the  gain  in  point  of 
religious  education,  (w)  But  an  application  to  postpone  the  trial 
on  this  ground  ought  properly  to  be  made  before  the  child  is  exa- 
mined by  the  grand  jury,  or,  at  all  events,  before  the  trial  has 
commenced ;  for  if  the  jury  are  sworn,  and  the  prisoner  is  put  upon 
his  trial  before  the  incompetency  of  the  witness  is  discovered,  the 
judge  cannot  discharge  the  jury,  but  should,  if  there  is  no  other 
evidence  of  the  ofiPence  having  been  committed,  direct  an  ac- 
quittal, (x) 

When  the  child  is  incompetent  to  be  swoni,  the  account  which 
it  has  given  of  the  transaction  to  others  is  inadmissible,  (y) 

2.  Of  incompetency  from  defect  of  religious  belief.  The  rule  as  p©/^*  of  fo- 
now  settled  appears  to  be,  that  as  fai*  as  regards  this  kind  of  in-  ^^^ 
competency,  infidels  of  this  and  all  other  countries,  who  yet  believe 
in  a  God,  the  avenger  of  falsehood,  are  admissible  as  witnesses, 
and  the  only  persons  incompetent  are  those  who  do  not  believe  in 
a  Qod,  the  dispenser  of  future  rewards  and  punishments ;  (z)  and 
it  should  seem  that  it  makes  no  difference  whether  the  belief  is 
that  such  dispensation  is  to  take  place  in  a  present  or  in  a  future 
state  of  existenca     '  Such  infidels,'  says  Lonl  C.  J.  Willes,  in  the 

other  Jadgos,  on  his  rettmi  from  tho  cir-  this  triaL' 

cait,  they  unanimonsly  approved  of  what  (to)  Reg.  v.  Nicholas,  2  C.  ft  K.  2^. 

he  had  aone.     See  note  (a)  to  White's  Pollock,  C.  B.,  observed  that  he  could 

case,  1  Leach,  480 ;  and  2  Bac  Abr.  677,  easily  conceive  that  there  miffht  be  cases 

in  the  notes.  where  the  intellect  of  the  child  was  much 

(u)  Id.  ibid.  more  ripen^  as  in  the  cases  of  children 

(v)  Reff.  V.  Baylis,  4  Coz,  C.  C.  23.  In  of  nine,  ten,  or  twelve  years  old«  where 

Rex  V,  Williams,  7  C.  &  P.  820,  where  on  their  education  had  been  so  utterly  nej<- 

a  trial  for  mnrder,  a  child  of  eight  years  lected  that  they  were  wholly  ignorant 

of  age  had  been  visited  twice  by  a  dei^-  on  religious  subjects  ;  and  in  these  case-H 

man,  who  had  given  her  some  instruction  a  postponement  of  the  trial  might  be  very 

as  to  the  nature  of  an  oath ;  Patteson,  J. ,  proper. 

said,  <  I  must  be  satisfied  that  this  child  {x)  1  Phill.  Ev.  5,  citing  Rex  v.  Wade, 

feels  the  binding  obligation  of  an  oath  pok,  p.  616. 

from  the  general  course  of  her  religious  (y)  Reg.  v.  Nicholas,  2  G.  &  K.  246. 

education.     The  effect  of  the  oath  upon  1  Phill.  Ev.  5. 

the  conscience  of  the  child  should  arise  {z\  I  Phill.  Ev.  10.     As  to  a  person 

from  religious  feelinss  of  a  permanent  objected  to  as  incompetent  to  take  an 

nature,  and  not  merely  from  instructions,  oath  making  a  promise  and  declaration, 

confined  to  the  nature  of  an  oath,  and  see  82  &  83  Vict,  c  48»  s.  4,  anUf  p.  27. 
communicated  to  her  for  the  purposes  of 
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case  of  Omichund  and  Barker,  (a)  '  who  either  do  not  believe  a  God, 
or,  if  they  do,  do  not  think  that  He  will  either  reward  or  punish 
them  in  this  world  or  in  the  next,  cannot  be  witnesses  in  any  case, 
nor  under  any  circumstances — for  this  plain  reason,  because  an 
oath  cannot  possibly  be  any  tie  or  obligation  to  them.' 

Where  a  plaintiff  being  called  as  a  witness  was  sworn  on  the 
voire  dire,  and  was  questioned  and  answered  as  follows : — '  Do  you 
believe  in  a  God  ? ' — *  I  do  not.*  *  Do  you  believe  in  the  obligation 
of  an  oath  ? ' — '  I  believe  my  word  is  my  bond.*  *  Do  you  believe 
that  there  is  an  obligation  attached  to  the  oath  ?  * — '  I  do  not  be- 
lieve in  an  obligation  of  an  oath  any  more  than  on  that  of  my  word.* 
'  Do  you  believe  in  a  future  state  of  rewards  and  punishments  V — 
*  I  do  not.*  *  Do  you  believe  that  you  are  bound  to  speak  the 
truth  ?  * — '  I  do.*  '  Do  you  believe  you  are  responsible  if  you  tell  a 
falsehood  ?  ' — '  I  do,  to  my  fellow  men  and  to  my  own  conscience.' 
'  Do  you  believe  in  a  moral  obligation  to  speak  the  truth  ? ' — *  I 
do.*  *  Do  you  believe  that  you  are  morally  bound  to  speak  the 
truth  by  the  solemn  declaration  you  have  taken  ?  * — '  I  do.*  It 
was  held  that  the  judge  rightly  refused  to  permit  her  to  be  exa- 
mined. (6) 

The  proper  method,  however,  of  administering  the  oath  must 
vary  according  to  that  which  the  proposed  witness  himself  consideis 
most  obligatoiy  ;  (c)  for,  'as  the  purpose  is  to  bind  his  conscience, 
every  man  of  every  religion  should  be  bound  by  that  form  which 
he  himself  thinks  will  bind  his  own  conscience  most'  {d)  There- 
fore, a  Mahometan  should  be  sworn  on  the  Alcoran ;  (e)  a  Jew  on 
the  Pentateuch,  with  his  head  covered  (/)  a  Gen  too  according  to 
his  peculiar  forms,  (jg)  So  a  witness  professing  Christianity,  but 
declining  to  swear  on  the  New  Testament,  was  allowed  to  be  sworn 
on  the  Old  Testament,  upon  stating  that  he  should  consider  such 
oath  binding  on  his  conscience.  Qi)  By  the  law  of  Denmark  an 
oath  is  taken  in  all  judicial  proceedings  by  holding  up  three  fingers 
of  the  right  band,  to  indicate  the  three  persons  of  the  Holy  Trinity, 
and  promising  to  speak  the  truth,  {i)      But  although  it  is  highly 


(a)  Willes's  Rep.  549. 
(6)  Madaii  v.  Catanach,    7  H.   &  N. 
860. 

(c)  WiUes's  Rep.  549. 

(d)  By  Lord  Mansfield  in  Atcheson  v, 
Everitt,  Cowp.  889.  And  see  Miller  v. 
Salomons,  7  £xch.  R.  475. 

(«)  Morgan's  case,  1  Leach,  54. 

(/)  Omichund  v.  Barker,  Willes,  548. 
1  PhiU.  Ev.  9. 

ig)  1  PhilL  Ev.  9.  1  Chit.  Grim.  L. 
591. 

(A)  Edmonds  v.  Rowe,  R.  &  M.  N.  P.  R. 
77,  Bosanquet,  Serjt. 

{%)  Boelen  v,  Melladew,  10  0.  &  B. 
898.  The  first  instance  in  which  an  oath 
is  mentioned  in  the  Bible  is  Gen.  14,  v. 
22,  which  ouffht  to  be  translated,  *  I  have 
lifted  np  my  hand  to  Jehovah  ; '  but  the 
like  expi*ession  occurs  frequently  after- 
wards m  the  original,  though  sometimes 
it  is  otherwise  translated  in  our  version. 
Mr.  Greaves,  in  the  4th  edition  of  this 
work,  remarks  that  *  A  very  remarkable 
distinction  exists  between  the  manner  in 
which  English  and  South  Welsh  witnesses 


now-a-days  take  the  book  at  the  time 
when  they  ore  sworn.  An  English  wit- 
ness always  places  his  fingers]  under, 
and  his  thumb  at  the  top  of  the  book. 
A  Welsh  witness,  on  the  contrary,  places 
his  three  lingers  at  the  top,  ana  his 
thumb  under  the  l)ook,  whilst  his  little 
finger  does  not  touch  the  book  at  all. 
And  I  have  often  observed  witnesses  in  the 
box  let  the  book  remain  on  tiio  top  of  the 
box  with  their  three  finders  upon  the 
book  until  the  time  to  kiss  it  arrived, 
when  they  raised  it  from  the  box  to  their 
lips.  Now  no  doubt  this  practice  ori- 
gmated  from  the  ancient  form  of  taking 
the  oath  with  the  hand  raised  in  the 
manner  above  described,  and  which,  in 

1)roce8S  of  time,  was  changed  first  to 
aying  the  three  fingers  upon  the  book, 
and  so  taking  the  oath,  ana  afterwards  to 
raising  the  book  and  kissing  it.  There 
is  no  doubt  that  ori^nally  an  oath  was 
taken  without  touching  anvthing;  and 
Selden,  vol.  2,  p.  1467,  plainly  shows 
that  such  was  the  custom  among  the 
early  Christians,  but  he  also  shows  that 
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desirable  that  a  witness  should  be  sworn  according  to  the  form 
which  he  considers  *mo8t  binding  on  himself,  yet,  if  he  has  taken 
the  oath  in  the  usual  form  administered  in  our  courts  of  law,  with- 
out objecting  to  it,  and  upon  being  questioned  whether  he  consi- 
ders the  oath  he  has  taken  as  binding  on  his  conscience,  he  answers 
in  the  affirmative,  he  cannot  then  be  further  asked  whether  there 
be  any  other  mode  of  swearing  more  binding  on  his  conscience  than 
that  he  has  already  used,  {j)  For  if  the  witness  says  he  considers 
the  oath  as  binding  on  his  conscience,  he  does,  in  effect,  affirm  that 
in  taking  that  oath  he  has  called  his  Qod  to  witness  that  what  he 
shall  say  will  be  the  truth,  and  that  he  has  imprecated  the  Divine 
vengeance  on  his  head  if  what  he  shall  afterwards  say  is  false,  and, 
having  done  that,  it  is  perfectly  unnecessary  and  irrelevant  to  ask 
any  further  questiona  (k)  And  so  where  a  negro,  who  was  called 
as  a  witness,  stated  before  he  was  sworn  that  he  was  a  Christian 
and  had  been  baptized,  it  was  held  that  he  ought  to  be  sworn  with- 
out any  other  question  being  asked.  (J) 

The  intercourse  of  nations  must  frequently  give  rise  to  the  neces-  Judicial  oaths 
sity  of  the  sanction  of  an  oath  in  matters  that  concern  both;  ^tf^7aw^ 
sometimes  with  reference  to  treaties  into  which  they  may  enter,  nations,  oaths 
sometimes  with  reference  to  the  administration  of  criminal  or  civil  ©^  offico  05  of 
justice  :  the  sanction  of  an  oath,  if  valid  at  the  place  where  taken,  S^the^iS- 
ought  to  be  considered  valid  everywhere ;  just  as  marriage  valid  at  cipal  law. 
the  place  where  celebrated  is  (generally  speaking)  valid  everywhere 
else ;  and  as  an  oath  is  the  personal  act  of  the  party  taking  it,  if  a 
witness  be  in  a  foreign  land,  his  oath  ought  to  be  received  as  it  . 
would  be  received  in  his  own  country.     In  fact,  a  judicial  oath  (for 
justice  is  of  all  countries  and  climes)  is  governed  by  the  law  of 
nations ;  but  an  oath  of  office  or  of  qualification  is  governed  by  the 
municipal  laws  of  the  state  which  requires  it  to  be  taken,  and  by 
those  laws  alone,  (m)  And  in  the  case  of  oaths  of  office  or  of  c]^uali- 
fication,  where  the  very  form  of  the  oath  as  well  as  the  oath  itself 
is  prescribed  by  the  legislature,  there  the  directions  of  the  legisla- 
ture must  be  Hterally  followed,  and  the  oath  must,  and  can  only 
lawfully,  be  taken  in  the  prescribed  form,  until  that  form  be  altered 
by  the  same  authority  which  appointed  it.  {n) 

The  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  105,  enacts,  that  '  in  all  cases  in  which  an  a  person 
oath  may  lawfully  be  and  shall  have  been  administered  to  any  bound  by  an 
pei-son,  either  as  a  juryman  or  a  witness,  or  a  deponent  in  any  Xi^n^X 
proceeding,  civil  or  criminal,  in  any  court  of  law  or  equity  in  the  form  as  he 
United  Kingdom,  or  on  appointment  to  any  office  or  employment,  may  declare  to 
or  on  any  occasion  whatever,  such  person  is  bound  by  the  oath        ^  ^^^' 


the  custom  of  touching  the  book  was  de* 
riyed  from  the  Pagans.'  See  8  Inst.  165. 
Jacob's  Law  D.  (Oath).  2  Hale,  P.  C. 
279.  Colt  V.  Dntton,  2  Sid.  R.  6.  More 
information  on  the  snbjeot  of  oaths  may 
be  found  in  Notes  and  Q^eries^  vol.  8,  p. 
864,  471,  606  ;  vol.  9,  p.  45,  61,  403 ; 
▼ol.  10,  p.  271 ;  vol.  11,  p.  282  (Irt 
Ser.) ;  and  voL  2,  p.  293  (8rd  Ser.). 

ij)  The  Queen*8  caae,  2  B.  ft  B.  285. 

(k)  Ibid.  See  also  Sells  v.  H<Mre,  8 
B.  &  B.  282,  where,  on  an  application 
for  a  new  trial,  it  appeared  that  a  wit- 
ness who  had  been  sworn  as  a  Christian^ 


on  the  Gospels,  was  a  Jew ;  and  the  court 
refused  to  ^ptmt  a  rule,  being  unani- 
mously of  opmion  that  the  oath  as  taken 
was  binding  on  the  witness  both  as  a 
moral  and  religious  obligation :  and 
Richardson,  J.,  observed,  tluit  if  the  wit- 
ness had  sworn  falsely,  he  might  be 
conyicted  of  perjury  under  the  oath  he 
had  taken. 

(0  Reg.  V.  Serya,  2  C.  &  K.  58. 
PlatLB. 

(m)  Per  Pollock,  C.  B.  Miller  v.  Salq* 
mons,  7  Exch.  R.  475. 

(n)  Per  Alderson,  B,     Ibic), 
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Proper  mode 
of  examination 
to  try  "wit- 
ness's compe- 
tency. 


Trial  cannot 
be  postponed 
until  an  adult 
is  instructed* 


Quakers  and 
MorayianB. 


8  ft  4  WiU.  4, 
c  82. 
Separatists, 


administered  :  provided  the  same  shall  have  been  administered  in 
such  form  and  with  such  ceremonies  as  such  person  may  declare 
to  be  binding;  and  every  such  person,  in  case  of  wilful  false 
sweaiing,  may  be  convicted  of  the  crime  of  perjury,  in  the  same 
manner  as  if  the  oath  bad  been  administered  in  the  form  and  with 
the  ceremonies  most  commonly  adopted.' 

The  proper  method  of  examining  a  witness,  if  the  examination 
tends  merely  to  try  his  competency  in  respect  to  religious  principle, 
is  not  to  question  him  as  to  his  particular  opinions  (as  whether  he 
believes  in  Jesu^  Christ),  but  to  inquire  whether  he  believes  in 
the  existence  of  a  Ood,  the  obligation  of  an  oath,  and  a  future  state 
of  rewards  and  punishments :  (o)  but  if  the  examination  be  pre- 
vious to  swearing  the  witness,  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  what 
form  of  administering  the  oath  will  be  most  proper,  as  most  bind- 
ing on  the  witness's  conscience,  it  is  said  to  be  not  irregular  to  ex- 
amine him  as  to  his  opinions ;  as  whether  he  believes  in  the  Gospels 
on  which  he  is  about  to  be  sworn,  {p)  If  a  material  witness,  who 
is  an  adult,  and  of  sufficient  intellect,  has  no  idea  of  a  future  state 
of  rewards  and  punishments,  it  is  not  proper  to  dischai^e  the  jury, 
and  postpone  the  trial,  in  oider  that  the  witness  may  have  an  op- 
portunity of  being  instructed  upon  that  subject  before  the  next 
assizes,  as  may  be  done  in  the  case  of  a  child,  (q) 

Quakers  were  formerly  excluded  from  giving  evidence,  not  in- 
deed from  defect  of  religious  principle,  but  owing  to  their  refusal, 
upon  religious  scruples,  to  taKe  any  oath  at  all.  (r)  But  this  dis- 
ability is  now  entirely  removed.  The  statutes  upon  this  subject 
are  noticed  ante,  p.  26. 

The  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  82,  reciting,  that  '  there  are  in  various 
places  in  Ireland,  and  in  some  parts  of  England  and  elsewhere, 
certain  dissenters  from  the  United  Church  of  England  and  Ireland, 
and  from  the  Church  of  Scotland,  commonly  called  Separatists,' 
enacts,  that '  every  person  for  the  time  being  belonging  to  the  said 
sect  called  Separatists,  who  shall  be  required  upon  any  lawful  oc- 
casion to  take  an  oath  in  any  case  where  by  law  an  oath  is  or  may 
be  required,  shall,  instead  of  the  usual  form,  be  permitted  to  make 
his  or  her  solemn  affirmation  or  declaration  in  these  words  follow- 
ing, viz : — '  I,  A.  B.,  do,  in  the  presence  of  Almighty  God,  solenmly, 
sincerely,  and  truly  affirm  and  declare  that  I  am  a  member  of 
the  religious  sect  called  Separatists,  and  that  the  taking  of  any 
oath  is  contrary  to  my  religious  belief,  as  well  as  essentially 
opposed  to  the  tenets  of  that  sect ;  and  I  do  also  in  the  same 
solemn  manner  affirm  and  declare.'  Which  said  solemn  affirmation 


(o)  Rex  V.  Taylor,  Peake,  N.  P.  C.  11, 
by  finller,  J.,  1  Phill.  £y.  11 ;  and  ac- 
cording to  the  judgment  of  Willes,  C.  J., 
in  Omichnnd  v.  Barker,  Willes,  641,  ante, 
p.  614,  it  seems  sufficient  if  the  witness 
oelieyes  in  such  a  state  either  in  this 
world  or  the  next. 

{p)  1  PhiU.  Ev.  11. 

iq)  Rex  V.  Wade,  R.  ft  M.  C.  C.  R. 
86.  R.  V.  Whitehead,  10  Cox,  C.  C. 
234. 

(r)  Their  solemn  affimation,  by  the 
7  ft  8  Will  8,  c.  84,  8  Geo.  1,  c.  6,  and 
26  Geo.  2,  c.  46,  s.  86,  was  admitted  in 
courts  of  justice  to  imve  the  same  effect 


as  an  oath  in  all  civil,  but  not  in  criminal 
cases.  It  was,  however,  receivable  in 
cases  which  are  only  technically  crimi- 
nal, as  in  penal  actions,  Atcheson  v.  Eve- 
rett, Cowp.  882,  but  excluded  in  all 
proceedings  substantially  criminal,  as  on 
a  motion  for  an  information  for  a  misde- 
meanor. Rex  V.  Wych,  2  Str.  872.  Bex 
V.  Gardner,  2  Burr.  1117.  But  where 
the  application  to  the  court  was  against 
a  Quaker,  his  affirmation  might  be  re- 
ceived in  his  own  defence,  tnongh  tiie 
proceedings  were  of  a  criminal  nature. 
Bex  V.  Qmner,  supra. 
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or  declaration  shall  be  adjudged  and  taken,  and  is  hereby  enacted 
and  declared  to  be  of  the  same  force  and  eflfect,  to  all  intents  and 
purposes,  in  all  courts  of  justice  and  other  places  whatsoever,  where 
by  law  an  oath  is  or  may  be  required,  as  if  such  Separatists  had 
taken  an  oath  in  the  usual  form.' 

As  to  persons  refusing  from  conscientious  motives  to  be  sworn,  or 
being  incompetent  to  take  an  oath,  being  allowed  to  affirm  or 
declare,  see  24  &  25  Vict.  c.  06,  s.  1,  {t)  and  32  &  33  Vict  c.  68,  p.  4, 
ante,  p.  27. 

By  the  14  &  15  Vict.  c.  99,  s.  16,  'every  court,  judge,  justice,  Court,  Ac., 
officer,  commissioner,  arbitrator,  or  other  person,  now  or  hereafter  JJ^^^j^^'""" 
having  by  law  or  by  consent  of  parties  authority  to  hear,  receive, 
and  examine  evidence,  is  hereby  empowered  to  administer  an  oath 
to  all  such  witnesses  as  ai'e  legally  called  before  them  respectively/ 

By  the  13  &  14  Vict.  c.  21,  s.  4.  in  all  Acts  of  Parliament '  the  ^"^  '^^^^^^ 
words  "  oath,"  "  swear,"  and  "  affidavit,"  shall  include  affirmation,  •^"^^^o''- 
declaration,  affirming  and  declaiing,  in  the  case  of  persons  by  law 
allowed  to  affirm  instead  of  swearing.' 

Where  an  oath  is  administered  before  a  court,  judge,  or  magis-  ^^^"'ST 
trate,  by  a  crier,  clerk,  or  other  person,  the  oath  is  in  point  of  proeence^of 
law  administered  by  the  courts  judge,  or  magistrate  :  for  the  person   the  court. 
who  actually  administers  the  oath  is  the  agent  of  the  court,  judge, 
or  magistrate,  and  when  he  administers  the  oath,  the  court,  judge, 
or  magistrate  administers  it.  (u) 

A  witness  who  is  subpoenaed  cannot  object  to  be  sworn  on  the  ^  witness 
ground  that  any  questions  which  may  be  put  to  him  would  tend  to  ^^g^^,* 
criminate  him ;  but  he  must  be  sworn,  and  must  either  answer  becaaso  anj 
the  questions,  or  object  to  answer  them,  if  he  insists  on  any  privi-  questions  may 
lege  In  that  respect,  {y)  ^"'"*"***  ^*°'' 

3.  Disqualification,  &c.     Previous  to  the  53  Qeo.  3,  c.  127,  there  Exoommmii- 
was  great  doubt  whether  persons  excommunicated  by  the  ecclesi-  ca*«i  peiwms. 
astical  courts  were  competent  witnesses ;  (tw)  but  by  that  statute 
excommunication  is  not  to  be  pronounced  except  in  certain  cases ; 


(0  By  30  k  81  Vict.  c.  85,  s.  8,  and 
wliereas  relief  has  been  given  by  the  sta- 
tute 24 k  25  Vict.  c.  66,  to  'persons  refus- 
ing, from  alle^^  conscientious  motives,  to 
be  sworn  as  witnesses  in  criminal  proceed- 
ings, and  it  is  expedient  to  extend  that 
reuef  to  persons  ie(}nired  to  serve  aa 
jurors : '  Therefore,  if  any  person  sum- 
moned or  required  to  serve  as  a  juror  in 
any  civil  or  criminal  proceeding,  shall  re- 
fuse or  be  unwilling,  from  alleged  con- 
scientious motives,  to  be  sworn,  it  shall 
be  lawful  for  the  court  or  judge  or  other 
presiding  officer  or  person  qualified  to 
administer  an  oath  to  a  juror,  upon  being 
satisfied  of  the  sincerity  of  such  objection, 
to  permit  such  person,  instead  of  being 
sworn,  to  make  nis  or  her  solemn  affir- 
mation or  declaration  in  the  words  fol- 
lowing : 

'  I,  A.  B. ,  do  solemnly,  sincerely,  and 
truly  affirm  and  declare,  that  the  taking 
of  an^  oath  is,  according  to  my  religious 
belief  unlawful ;  and  1  do  also  solemnly, 
sincerelv,  and  truly  affirm  and  declare,* 
ftc.    'Wnich  solemn  affirmation  and  de- 


claration shall  be  of  the  same  force  and 
effect,  and  if  untrue  shall  entail  all  the 
same  .consequences,  as  if  such  person  had 
taken  an  oath  in  the  usual  form  ;  and 
whenever  in  any  legal  proceedings  it  is 
necessary  or  usual  to  state  or  allege  that 
jurors  have  been  sworn,  it  shall  not  be 
necessary  to  specify  that  any  particular 
juror  has  made  affirmation  or  declaration 
instead  of  oath,  but  it  shall  be  sufficient 
to  state  or  allege  that  the  jurors  have 
been  *'  sworn  or  affirmed." 

(u)  Reg.  V.  Tew,  Dears.  C.  C.  429, 
where  an  objection  that  the  oath  was  ad- 
ministered to  the  witnesses  going  before 
the  grand  jury  by  the  crier  in  open  court, 
whereas  it  ought  to  have  been  adminis- 
tered by  the  Clerk  of  the  Peace,  was  held 
to  be  unfounded,  frivolous,  and  dis- 
creditable. See  the  19  k  20  Vict  c. 
54,  as  to  the  grand  jury  swearing  the 
witnesses. 

(v)  Boyle  v.  Wiseman,  10  Exch.  R. 
647. 

(11^)  Oilb.  £t.  180. 
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6  &  7  Vict, 
c  85.     Wit- 
nesses not  to 
be  excluded 
from  giving 
evidence  by 
incapacity 
from  crime  or 
interest. 


and  by  sea  3,  In  those  cases,  parties  excommunicated  shall  incur 
no  civil  disabilities. 

The  6  &  7  Vict  c.  85,  s.  1,  reciting  that '  the  inquiry  after  truth 
in  courts  of  justice  is  often  obstructed  by  incapacities  created 
by  the  present  law,  and  it  is  desirable  that  full  information  as  to 
the  facts  in  issue,  both  in  criminal  and  in  civil  cases,  should  be 
laid  before  the  persons  who  are  appointed  to  decide  upon  them, 
and  that  such  persons  should  exercise  their  judgment  on  the 
credit  of  the  witnesses  adduced  and  on  the  truth  of  their  testi- 
mony,' enacts  '  that  no  person  offered  as  a  witness  shall  hereafter 
be  excluded  hy  reason  of  incapacity  frow,  crime  (x)  or  interest  (y) 
from  giving  evidence,  either  in  person  or  by  deposition,  according 
to  the  practice  of  the  Court,  on  the  trial  of  any  issue  joined,  or 
of  any  matter  or  question,  or  on  any  inquiry  arising  in  any  suit, 
action  or  proceeding,  civil  or  criminal,  in  any  court  or  before  any 
judge,  jury,  sheriff,  coroner,  magistrate,  officer,  or  person  having 
by  law  or  by  consent  of  parties  authority  to  hear,  receive,  and 
examine  evidence;  but  that  every  person  so  offered  may  and 
shall  be  admitted  to  give  evidence  on  oath  or  solemn  affirmation 
in  those  cases  wherein  affirmation  is  by  law  receivable,  notwith- 
standing that  such  person  may  or  shall  have  an  interest  in  the 
matter  in  question,  or  in  the  event  of  the  trial  of  any  issue,  matter, 
question,  or  injury,  (z)  or  of  the  suit,  action,  or  proceeding  in  which 
he  is  offered  as  a  witness,  and  notwithstanding  that  such  person 
offered  as  a  witness  may  have  been  previously  convicted  of  any 
crime  or  offence/  (a) 

In  one  case  since  this  Act  Mr.  Justice  Lush  said  he  considered  a 
person  under  sentence  of  death  was  not  a  competent  witness,  but^ 
if  it  became  necessary,  he  would  reserve  the  point.  (6) 

Where  upon  an  indictment  for  felony  two  prisoners,  who  had 
pleaded  guilty  to  the  same  indictment,  were  called  as  witnesses 
on  the  part  of  the  Crown,  and  they  had  been  previously  convicted 
and  sentenced  for  another  and  different  offence ;  it  was  urged 
that  they  were  incompetent,  as  they  were  incapable,  as  attainted 
felons,  of  being  witnesses  at  common  law,  and  as  they  were  '  in- 
dividually named   upon   the   record*  their  competency  was  not 


(x)  Before  this  Act  if  a  person  had  been 
convicted  of  certain  offences,  he  was  in- 
competent to  give  evidence.  But  in 
order  to  exclude  a  person  from  being  a 
witness  on  this  account,  it  was  necessary 
to  produce  the  record,  not  only  of  his 
conviction,  but  of  the  judgment  thereon. 
Gilb.  Ev.  128.  Com.  Dig.  Testm.  A.  6. 
Outlawry  in  a  personal  action  did  not 
make  a  person  incompetent  as  a  witness. 
Co.  Litt  6  b.  ;  Com.  Dig.  Testm.  A.  5. 

{y)  Before  this  Act  persons  having  an 
interest  in  the  event  of  a  suit,  were  ex- 
cluded from  beinc  witnesses  in  favour  of 
that  partv  to  which  their  interest  inclined 
them.  As  to  the  nature  of  the  interest 
that  excluded,  see  1  Phill.  £v.  1  Stark. 
Ev.  Smith  v.  Prager,  7  T.  R.  60.  But 
no  relationship,  except  that  of  hnsband 
and  wife,  created  a  disqualifying  interest. 

(z)  Sic — plainly  a  mistake  for  'in- 
quiry.* 

(a)  The  clause  then  proceeded,  '  Pro* 


▼ided  that  this  Act  shall  not  render  com- 
petent any  party  to  any  suit,  action,  or 
proceeding  individually  named  in  the  re- 
cord, or  any  lessor  of  the  plaintitfor  tenant 
of  premises  sought  to  be  recovered  in 
ejectment)  or  the  landlord  or  other  person 
in  whose  right  any  defendant  in  replevin 
may  make  coc^izance,  or  any  person  in 
whose  immediate  and  individual  behalf 
any  action  may  be  brought  or  defended, 
either  wholly  or  in  part,  or  the  husband 
or  wife  of  such  persons  respectively.'  But 
the  whole  of  this  proviso,  except  so  much 
as  relates  to  husbands  and  wives,  was  re- 
pealed by  the  14  &  15  Vict  c.  99,  a.  1, 
and  the  remainder  by  the  16  &  17  Vict, 
c.  88,  s.  4.  The  section  also  contains  a 
proviso  that  it  shall  not  repeal  any  pro- 
vision in  the  Wills  Act,  7  WUL  4  A  1 
Vict.  c.  26,  and  a  proviso  as  to  the 
examination  of  defendants  in  courts  of 
equity. 
{b)  R.  V.  Webb,  11  Cox,  0.  C.  183. 
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restored  by  Lord  Deaman's  Act  (6  &  7  Vict  c.  85)  ;  but  Rolfe,  B., 
held  that  they  were  admissible.  They  could  not  be  either  gainers 
or  losers  by  the  event  of  the  trial  then  proceeding,  and  they 
could  not  be  considered  as  parties  to  the  proceeding  then  before 
the  Court,  (c) 

The  14  &  15  Vict.  c.  99,  s.  2,  enacts  'that  on  the  trial  of  any  14  k  15  Vict, 
issue  joined,  or  of  any  matter  or  question,  or  on  any  inquiry  ••  ^»  s.  2. 

•.•'•'  '^         L'  i.1-  J'         •  \l     c  Parties  to  bo 

arising  m  any  suit,  action,  or  other  proceedmg  m  any  court  of  admLwibie 
justice,  or  before  any  person  havingby  law,  or  by  consent  of  parties,  witnesses, 
authority  to  hear,  receive,  and  examine  evidence,  the  paHies 
thereto,  and  tJte  persons  in  whose  behalf  any  such  suit,  ccction,  <w 
other  proceeding  may  be  brought  or  defended,  shall,  except  as 
hereinafter  excepted,  be  competent  and  compellable  to  give  evidence, 
either  vivd  voce  or  by  deposition,  according  to  the  practice  of  the 
court,  on  behalf  of  either  or  any  of  the  parties  to  the  said  suit, 
action,  or  other  proceeding.'  (d) 

Sec.  3.  'But  nothing  herein  contained  shall  render  any  person  Nothing  herein 
who  in  any  criminxil  proceeding  is  charged  with  the  corrmiiasion  ^  ""^^^--c^i 
of  any  indictable  offence,  or  any  offence  punishable  on  summary  JJSI^any  inT*^ 
conviction,  competent  or  compellable  to  give  evide'nce  for  or  against  dictabie 
himself  or  herself,  or  shall  render  any  person  compellable  to  answer  offo»^«^*c., 
any  question  tending  to  criminate  himself  or  herself,  or  shall  in  any  MmpelUAle^to 
criminal  proceeding  render  any  husband  competent  or  compellable  give  evidence 
to  give  evidence  for  or  against  his  wife,  or  any  wife  competent  or  v°L^iJ^^^!^ 
compellable  to  give  evidence  for  or  against  her  husband,  (e)  *  *    * 

In  any  criminal  proceeding  defendants  jointly  indicted  for  or 
charged  with  the  commission  of  any  offence,  and  on  their  trial, 
cannot  be  called  as  witnesses  for  or  against  themselves  or  each 
other,  notwithstanding  anything  contained  in  the  14  &  15  Vict  c.  99, 
ss.  2  and  3.  Four  j)risoners  were  jointly  indicted  for  night  poach- 
ing, and  during  theii*  trial,  and  at  the  close  of  the  case  mr  the 
prosecution,  it  was  proposed  to  call  one  of  the  prisoners  to  prove 
an  alibi  for  another  of  them.  The  proposed  witness  had  been 
examined  before  the  justices  on  the  committal  of  the  other  three 
prisoners,  and  had  given  evidence  of  an  alihi,  and  had  been  bound 
over,  by  recognisance,  by  the  justices  to  give  evidence  on  the  trial 
under  30  &  31  Vict.  c.  35,  s.  3,  but  had  been  afterwards  taken 
into  custody,  and  committed,  and  was  indicted  jointly  with  the 
others.  No  nolle  prosequi  was  entered  for  him,  nor  did  he  plead 
guilty,  and  no  application  had  been  made  for  a  separate  trial.  The 
evidence  was  rejected.  Held,  that  the  evidence  was  properly 
rejected,  and  that  the  conviction  was  right.  (/)  If  two  prisoners 
be  jointly  indicted,  and  one  alone  be  given  in   charge  to  the 


(c)  Reg.  V.  Drury,  8  C.  &  K.  190.  It 
will  be  observed  uiat  it  was  not  even 
contended  in  this  case  that  the  prisoners 
were  incompetent,  excepting  by  reason  of 
the  proviso,  and  that  proviso  is  now  re- 
pealed. 

{d)  The  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  122,  s.  15, 
enacts  that  this  section  'shall  not  be 
deemed  to  apply  to  an^  prosecution,  suit, 
or  other  proceeding  m  respect  of  any 
offence,  or  for  the  recovery  of  any  penalty 
or  forfeiture,  under  any  law  now  in  force, 
or  hereafter  to  be  made  relating  to  the 
customs  or  inland  revenue.'    See  89  ft  40 


Yict.  c.  36,  in  the  Appendix. 

(e)  Sec.  4  provides  that  nothing  in  this 
Act  shall  apply  to  proceedings  in  conse- 
quence of  adulteiT,  or  breach  of  promise 
of  marriage  ;  and  sec.  6,  that  the  Act 
shall  not  repeal  any  provision  in  the  Wills 
Act,  7  Will.  4  ft  1  Vict.  c.  26. 

(/)  R.  V,  Payne,  41  L.  J.  M.  C.  65. 
Before  this  case  there  was  some  doubt 
about  this.  See  1  Hale,  805  ;  2  Stark. 
Ev.  11.  See  Percy  Cresby's  case,  Noy, 
154,  cited  2  Hale,  284.  R  v.  Lyons,  9 
C.  ft  P.  555.  R.  V.  Dceley,  11  Cox,  C.  C. 
607. 
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A  prisoner 
who  is  ac- 
quitted is 
competent. 

A  prisoner  * 
who  has 
pleaded  guilty 
but  is  not 
sentenced,  is  a 
competent 
witness  for  an- 
other prisoner. 

Or  against 
another  pri- 
soner. 


Hushands  and 
wives  of 
parties  to  be 
admissible 
witnesses. 


Bxcept  in 
criminal 
cases  and  in 


jury,  the  other  is  an  admissible  witness  (though  neither  acquitted 
nor  convicted,  and  though  a  7U>Ue  prosequi  is  not  entered)  upon 
the  trial  of  the  prisoner  with  whom  the  jury  are  charged,  (g) 

Where  one  of  several  prisoners  jointly  indicted  is  acquitted,  he 
is  a  competent  witness  against  the  others  ;  (h)  and  it  is  equally 
clear  that  he  is  a  competent  witness  for  the  others. 

Where,  before  the  14  &  15  Vict.  c.  99,  George  and  Foi-d  were 
jointly  indicted  for  housebreaking,  and  George  pleaded  guilty,  but 
was  not  sentenced  ;  Coltman,  J.,  held  that  he  might  be  called  as  a 
witness  for  Ford,  (i) 

So  where  Hinks  and  Way  wood  were  jointly  indicted  for  larceny, 
and  Waywood  pleaded  guilty,  but  judgment  was  respited  in  his 
case,  and  the  trial  proceeded  against  Hinks,  and  Waywood  was  ad- 
mitted as  a  witness  for  the  prosecution  ;  it  was  held,  upon  a  case 
reserved  upon  the  question  whether  he  was  a  competent  witness 
under  the  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  85,  s.  1,  that  he  was  admissible  at  common 
law.  (j) 

Where  Jackson  and  Cracknell  were  jointly  indicted  for  forgery, 
and  Jackson,  who  was  also  charged  with  having  been  previously 
convicted  of  felony,  pleaded  guilty  to  the  chaise  of  forgery,  but 
denied  his  previous  conviction,  and  the  juiy  found  that  he  had 
been  previously  convicted  ;  Erie,  J.,  was  of  opinion  that  the  proper 
course  was  to  pass  sentence  upon  him,  and  so  put  an  end  to  the 
whole  matter  as  regarded  him,  before  he  allowed  him  to  give 
evidence  for  the  other  prisoner ;  and  this  course  was  adopted.  (%) 

Wherever  it  has  been  intended  to  call  a  prisoner  as  a  witness 
against  those  jointly  indicted  with  him,  the  practice  has  been  to 
obtain  the  leave  of  the  court  to  offer  no  evidence  against  the 
particular  prisoner,  and  to  take  an  acquittal  of  him  before 
examining  him  as  a  witness.  (Q 

The  16  &  17  Vict.  c.  83,  a  1,  enacts  that '  on  the  trial  of  any 
issue  joined,  or  of  any  matter  or  question,  or  on  any  inquiry  arising 
in  any  suit,  action,  or  other  proceeding  in  any  court  of  justice,  or 
before  any  person  having  by  law  or  by  consent  of  parties  authority 
to  hear,  receive,  and  examine  evidence,  the  husbands  and  wives  of 
the  parties  thereto,  and  of  the  persons  in  whose  behalf,  any  such 
suit,  action,  or  other  proceeding  may  be  brought  or  instituted  or 
opposed  or  defended,  shall,  except  as  hereinafter  excepted,  be 
competent  and  compellable  to  give  evidence,  either  vivd  voce  or  by 
deposition,  according  to  the  practice  of  the  court,  on  behalf  of 
either  or  any  of  the  parties  to  the  said  suit,  action,  or  other  pro- 
ceeding.' 

Sea  2.  '  Nothing  herein  shall  render  any  husband  competent  or 
compellable  to  give  evidence  for  or  against  bis  wife,  or  any  wife 


{(ji)  Winsor  v.  The  Queen,  85  L.  J. 
M.  C.  161  ;  see  this  case  ante,  p.  608.  See 
R.  V.  Gallagher,  18  Ck)x,  C.  C.  61. 

(A)  R  V,  O'Doxmell,  7  Cox,  C.  C.  887, 
five  judges  on  a  case  reserved  in  Ire- 
land. 

{%)  Reg.  V.  George,  CAM.  111.  Reg. 
9.  King,  1  Cox,  C.  C.  232,  Piatt,  B., 
after  consnlting  Erie,  J.  Reg.  v.  Arundel, 
4  Cox,  C.  C.  260,  Patteson,  J. 

(J)  Reg.  V,  Hinks,  1  Den.  C.  C.  84.  2 
C.  k  K.  462.  S.  C.  as  Reg.  v.  Williams, 


1  Cox,  C.  C.  289.  The  only  obeenration 
as  to  the  6  ft  7  Vict  c  85,  was  made 
by  Alderson,  B.,  in  answer  to  the  state- 
ment that  Wa^ood  was  a  party  indivi* 
dually  named  m  the  record,  who  said  that 
he  was  not  a  party  to  the  issue.  Hawkes* 
worth  V,  Showier,  12  M.  &  W.  45. 

(il*)  Reg.  V,  Jackson,  6  Cox,  C.  C. 
525. 

(I)  Rex  V.  Rowknd,  R.  ft  M.  N.  P.  R. 
401.  Reg.  «k  Owen,  9  C.  ft  P.  83 ;  arUe^ 
p.  608. 
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competeDt  or  compellable  to  give  evidence  for  or  against  her  hus-  cases  of  adai- 
band,  in  any  criminal  proceeding,  or  in  any  proceeding  instituted  in  ^^' 
consequence  of  adultery.'  (m) 

Sea  3.  '  No  husband  shall  be  compellable  to  disclose  any  com-  Huabands  and 
munication  made  to  him  by  his  wife  during  the  marriage,  and  no  ^^^^^  ^ 
wife  shall  be  compellable  to  disclose  any  communication  made  to  disclose  com- 
her  by  her  husband  during  marriage.'  (n)  munications. 

With  the  exceptions  hereafter  pointed  out,  husband  and  wife 
have  always  been  incompetent  to  give  any  evidence  for  or  against 
each  other  in  criminal  cases  ;  (o)  therefore  the  wife  of  a  prisoner 
cannot  give  evidence  for  him. 

And  they  cannot  be  witnesses  against  each  other,  bv  reason  of  Against  Aach 
the  dissensions  and  distrusts  that  it  would  occasion,  inconsistent  ***  ^' 
with  the  happiness  of  married  life  and  the  peace  of  families  ;  {p) 
and  therefore,  on  an  indictment  for  bigamy,  the  first  and  true  wife 
cannot  be  admitted  to  give  evidence  against  her  husband ;  (9) 
but,  after  proof  of  the  first  marriage,  the  second  wife  may  be  a 
witness,  (r)  And  where  an  offence  can  only  be  committed  by 
several  joining  in  it,  as  conspiracy  or  riot,  the  husband  or  wife  of 
one  of  those  who  are  jointly  indicted  has  always  been  an  incom- 
petent witness  for  or  against  any  of  the  others ;  for  the  acquittal  or 
conviction  of  such  other  would  directly  tend  to  the  acquittal  or 
conviction  of  the  wife  or  husband,  as  the  case  might  be.  Thus  on 
a  prosecution  against  several  persons  for  a  conspiracy,  the  wife  of 
one  of  the  defendants  was  held  not  to  be  a  competent  witness  for 
the  others,  a  joint  offence  being  charged,  and  an  acquittal  of  all 
the  other  defendants  being  a  ground  of  discharge  jfor  her  hus- 
band. («)  And  wherever  the  acquittal  of  the  principal  would  enure 
to  the  accessory's  discharge,  it  may  well  be  doubted  whether  the 
wife  or  husband  of  the  accessory  would  have  been  a  competent 
witness  for  the  principal. 

On  an  indictment  for  conspiracy  against  Hamp  and  others,  Mi*s. 
Broome  was  examined  for  the  prosecution,  and  it  appeared  that 
her  husband  had  been  bound  by  recognizances  to  appear  and  take 
his  trial  for  cheating  at  play  at  a  previous  assize,  but  that  he  did 
not  appeat,  and  had  not  returned  home  since,  and  the  wife  being 
asked  whether  she  had  not  seen  her  husband  in  Birmingham  a  few 
days  before,  said,  '  I  decline  to  answer  the  question,  because  my, 
husband  did  not  appear  to  his  recognizance;'  Lord  Campbell, 
C.  J.,  'I  think  on  that  the  question  ought  not  to  be  proposed.'  (t) 

The  wife  of  one  of  several  prisoners  on  their  trial  at  the  same  Wife  of  one 
time  on  a  joint  indictment  cannot  ba  called  as  a  witness  for  or  pnaonerin- 
against  any  of  the  prisoners,  notwithstanding  that  the  indictment  ^^  ^ 
contains  more  counts   than  one  respectively   charging    distinct  another  pri- 


soner. 


(m)  So  mnclL  of  this  section  as  is 
contained  in  the  words  '  or  in  any  pro- 
ceeding institnted  in  consequence  of 
adultery '  are  repealed  by  82  &  88  Yict 
c.  68,  s.  1. 

(n)  Sec.  4  repeals  so  much  of  sec.  1  of 
the  6  ft  7  Vict  c  85,  as  provides  that  the 
Act  shall  not  render  competent  the  hus- 
bands and  wires  of  the  parties  therein 
enumerated. 

{0)  Gilb.  Ev.  119.     2  Hawk.  P.  C.  c. 


46,  8.  70. 

(p)  Mb.  Ev.  119.  2  Hawk.  P.  C.  c. 
46,  s.  70.  Barker  v.  Dixie,  Cas.  temp. 
Hardw.  264. 

(q)  Ante,  p.  815. 

(r)  Wells  V.  Fisher,  1  M.  ft  Rob.  99. 

(«)  AnU,ja,  148.  R.  v.  Frederick,  2 
Str.  1095.  R.  V.  Smith,  R.  ft  M.  C.  C.  R. 
289.     See  Rudd*s  case,  1  Leach,  127. 

(Q  Reg.  V.  Hamp,  6  Cox,  C.  C.  167. 


C22 


Of  Evidence. 


[book  VI. 


Not  compe- 
tent, eyen  by 
consent. 


Collatenl 


offeDces.  (u)  And  where  upon  an  indictment  against  Webb  and 
three  other  prisoners  for  sheep-stealing  the  counsel  for  the  prose- 
cution proposed  to  call  the  wife  of  Webb  to  prove  facts  against  the 
other  prisoners,  and  urged  that  it  was  only  in  cases  where  the 
acquittal  or  conviction  of  one  prisoner  had  a  direct  tendency  to 
cause  the  acquittal  or  conviction  of  the  other  prisoners  that  the 
wife  of  one  prisoner  was  incompetent  to  give  evidence  for  or  against 
the  other  prisoners ;  but  Bolland,  B.,  held  that  the  witness  was  in- 
competent, (v) 

In  a  civil  case  Lord  Hardwicke  would  not  suflFer  a  wife  to  give 
e\adence  for  her  husband,  even  by  consent  of  the  other  party,  (w) 
And  even  after  a  divorce  by  Act  of  Parliament,  the  wife  is  not  com- 
petent in  an  action  against  her  husband  to  give  evidence  of  any- 
thing that  happened  during  coverture,  (x)  on  the  gi-ound  that  the 
confidence  which  subsisted  between  them  at  the  time  shall  not  be 
violated  in  consequence  of  any  future  separation  (y)  The  rule,  how- 
ever, must  be  understood  as  applying  to  cases  where  the  husband  or 
wife  are  directly  accused  of  a  crime,  and  not  as  extending  in  the 
same  degree  to  collateral  suits  or  proceedings  between  third  persons. 
It  was,  indeed,  once  held,  in  Rex  v.  Clivigei%  {z)  that  husband  and 
wife  in  collateral  cases  are  not  to  be  permitted  to  give  any 
evidence  that  might  even  tend  to  criminate  each  other ;  for  though 
the  evidence  of  the  one  could  not  be  used  against  the  other  on  a 
subsequent  trial  for  the  offence,  yet  it  might  lead  to  a  criminal 
charge,  and  cause  the  other  to  be  apprehended.  And  the  principle 
of  that  decision  would  extend  to  prevent  the  one  fi'om  being  called  to 
contradict  the  other  ;  for  the  tendency  of  the  evidence  of  the  latter 
witness  would  be  to  prove  the  former  guilty  of  perjury,  (a)  But 
the  rule  laid  down  in  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Ctiviger  was  much  dis- 
cussed in  the  case  of  Rex  v.  All  Saints,  Worcester*,  (6)  in  which 
the  Court  of  King's  Bench  was  of  opinion  that  it  had  been  ex- 
pressed in  terms  too  large  and  general ;  and  held,  that  where  the 
evidence  of  the  wife  did  not  directly  criminate  the  husband  (as  in 
a  proceeding  relating  to  other  matters,  and  not  to  any  criminal 
charge  against  him),  and  never  could  be  used  against  him,  nor 
could  he  ever  be  affected  by  the  judgment  of  the  Court  founded 
upon  such  evidence,  she  was  a  competent  witness. 

So  where  upon  the  trial  of  an  appeal  a  pauper  proved  his 
marriage  with  £.,  and  M.  B.  was  then  called  by  the  other  side  to 
prove  that  she  had  previously  been  married  to  the  pauper ;  it 
was  held  that  she  was  competent  for  this  purpose  ;  as  nothing 
that  was  said  by  her  in  this  case,  nor  any  decision  of  the  Court 
of  Sessions  founded  upon  her  testimony,   could   afterwards    be 


(tt)  R.  V.  Thompson,  41  L.  J.  M.  C. 
112  ;  12  Cox,  C.  C.  202.  Before  this 
case  there  was  some  doubt  about  this. 
See  R  V,  Payne,  ante,  p.  619.  R^.  v. 
SiUs,  1  C.  &  K.  494,  July,  1844.  Reg.  v. 
Moore,  1  Cox,  C.  C.  69,  August,  1848. 
Reg.  V,  Bartlett,  1  Cox,  C.  C.  105,  April 
1844.  Reg.  V.  Denslow,  2  Coz,  G.  C. 
230,  A.D.  1847. 

(v)  Rex  V.  Webb,  Bushell,  J.,  and  T. 
Croome,  Gloucester  Spr.  Ass.  1880.  MSS. 
C.  S.  O.  ;  and  see  Dalt.  c,  164,  p.  540, 
cited  1  Hale,  801. 

{w)  Gas.  temp.  Hardw.  264. 


(x)  Monroe  v,  Twisleton,  Peake  Sr. 
Appendix.  So  a  widow  cannot  be  called 
by  the  defendant  to  disclose  conversatioiis 
between  herself  and  her  late  husband,  in 
an  action  by  his  executors.  Doker  v. 
Hasler,  R.  &  M.  N.  P.  R.  198,  ruled  by 
Best,  C.  J.  But  see  Beveridge  v,  Minter, 
1  Carr.  &  P.  864. 

(y)  By  Lord  Ellenborough,  in  Aveson 
V.  Kinnaird,  6  East,  192. 

(z)  2  T.  R  263. 

(a)  2  T.  R.  268. 

(b)  6  M.  &  a  194. 
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received  in  evidence  to  support  an  indictment  against  her  husband 
for  bigamy,  (c) 

But  where  on  an  indictment  for  stealing  wheat,  Eliza  Ellis  was    ^  ^*^®  "  '^o* 
called  on  the  part  of  the  Crown  to  prove  that  her  husband,  who   ^^^Ih^t  Jl" 
had  absconded,  had  been  present  when  the  wheat  was   stolen,   priaonercom- 
and  that  she  saw  him  deliver  it  to  the  prisoner;  Taunton,  J.,   fitted  a  felony 
doubted   whether  she    could   be   so   examined,  as   her  evidence  ^t^™w  Hm- 
might  be  used  as  a  ground  of  convicting  her  husband  by  causing   band   '  "*" 
a  charge  to  be  made  against  him.     The  two  preceding  cases  were 
then  cited.     Taunton,  J., '  I  am  against  breaking  down  the  rules 
of  law.     My  opinion  is  to  adhere  to  the  rule  laid  down  by  Lord 
Hale,  (d)     In  Bex  v.  All  Saints,   Worcester,  at  the  time  when 
the  witness  was  examined,  there  was   nothing  in  her  evidence 
to  criminate  her  husband.    Here  it  is  sought  to  make  the  woman  • 

charge  her  husband,  not  obliquely,  but  directly  and  immediately.' 
Having  consulted  Littledale,  J.,  the  learned  judge  added,  'We 
both  agree  in  opinion  that  the  witness  is  incompetent.  We  think 
Rex  v.  AU  SaiTits,  Worcester,  very  distinguishable.  There  at 
the  time  when  the  wife  was  examined  there  was  nothing  in  her 
evidence  to  criminate  her  husband.  Here  the  evidence  would 
directly  charge  the  husband  with  being  a  principal ;  and  although 
there  is  no  prosecution  pending,  her  evidence  cannot  but  facilitate 
an  accusation  against  her  husband.  Now,  the  law  does  not  allow 
the  wife  to  give  evidence  against  her  husband,  and  it  is  quite 
consistent  with  that  principle  that  this  evidence  should  not  be 
received.'  (e) 

But  where  the  first  count  charged  Halliday  with  obtaining  The  evidence 
money  by  falsely  pretending  that  a  document  produced  to  a  bank  °'  *  hoflband 
by  Eliza,  the  wife  of  D.  Thomas,  had  been  filled  up  by  his  autho-  JS^jfc^n  ^ 
rity ;  the  second  count  was  similar  as  to  another  document ;  and  tenda  to  in- 
the  third  count  charged  Halliday  and  Eliza  Thomas  with  a  con-  ^}?^  ^^ 
spiracy  to  cheat  the  bank ;  but  she  was  not  tried  with  Halliday.   j^me  di^Sje 
The  evidence  of  D.  Thomas  was  essential  to  prove  that  he  had  with  the 
given  no  authoritv  to  fill  up  the  documents ;  but  it  was  objected,  P™o»«r 
on  the  authority  of  the  preceding  case,  that  he  was  incompetent  to  tS^^dlJ^ifl 
prove  his  wife  guilty  of  a  conspiracy,  or  even  to  prove  the  counts  given, 
lor  false  pretences ;  but  Byles,  J.,  thought  his  evidence  admissible 
on  all  the  counts ;  and  the  jury  found  the  prisoner  guilty  on  the 
first  count  only ;  and,  on  a  case  reserved,  it  was  held  that  the 
evidence  of  the  husband  was  admissible  in  support  of  the  fii-st  count. 
His  evidence  no  doubt  tended  to  show  that  his  wife  had  acted 
criminally,  but  that  count  contained  no  charge  against  her.  (/) 

Where,  however,  the  husband  has  either   been  convicted  or  where  hus- 
acquitted  of  the  same  felony,  respecting  which  the  wife  is  called  band  has 

been  convicted 
(c)  Rex  V,  Bathwick,  2  B.  &  Ad.  639.  {/)  Reg.  v.  Halliday,  Bell,  C.  C.  257.    ^^  acquitted 
The  Court  doubted  whether  the  comiw-  The  Court  seem  to  have  considered  the 
tency  of  a  witness  could  depend  upon  the  wife  competent  on  all  the  counts,  as  Pol- 
marshalling  the  evidence,  or  the  sta^  of  lock,   C.  B.,  added,  *  Indeed,  in  this  in- 
the  cause  at  which  the  witness  was  called.  dictment  she  was  not   charged  at  aU 
See  Peat's  case,  arUe,  p.  816.  although  she  was  involved  in  the  con- 
{d}  I   am  not   aware  of  the  passage  spiracy  chai^  in  the  third  count :  but 
referred  to  by  the  learned  judge,   but  that  did  not  prevent  the  husband's  evi- 
see  2  Hale,  P.  C.  279,  1  Hale,  P.  C.  801.  dence  from  being  admissible.*    This  case 
C.  S.  O.  was  not  signed,  and  no  previous  decision 

(e)  Rex  V.  Qeoige  Gleed,  Gloucester  referred  to  when  it  was  decided. 
Lent  Ass.  1682.     MSS.  C.  S.  0. 
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of  a  felony,  as  a  Witness,  she  is  competent  to  be  examined.  Thus,  on  an  in- 
wife  may  be  dictment  for  sheep-stealing,  the  wife  of  a  person,  who  had  been 
puro^^cnw*"  previously  convicted  of  stealing  the  same  sheep,  was  held  a  com- 
against  another  potent  witness  for  the  prosecution.  (.^)  So  where  one  prisoner 
prisoner.  pleaded  guilty,  it  was  held  that  his  wife  was  a  competent  witness 

against  the  other  prisoner  jointly  indicted  with  him,  as  on  the 
issue  to  be  tried  her  husband  was  no  longer  interested.  (A)  So 
where  a  wife  and  her  paramour  were  jointly  indicted  for  stealing 
the  goods  of  the  husband,  it  was  held  that  the  husband  was  a 
competent  witness  against  the  paramour;  for  the  wife  was  en- 
titled to  be  acquitted,  as  she  could  not  be  guilty  of  stealing  her 
husband's  gooas.  (i)  And  in  Thurtell'a  case  Mrs.  Probert  was 
examined  as  a  witness  against  Thurtell  after  her  husband  was  ac- 
quitted, (j)  In  the  same  manner  if  Probert  had  not  been  appre- 
hended, and  Thurtell  only  had  been  on  trial  at  the  time,  the  wife 
of  Probert  would  have  been  capable  of  being  examined ;  because 
the  question  would  have  been  whether  Thurtell  was  guilty,  and 
not  whether  Thurtell  and  Probert  were  guilty.  (A;) 

And  the  reasoning  upon  which  the  decision  in  Rex  y.  All 
Saints,  Worcester,  was  founded,  is  equally  strong  to  show  that 
one  may  be  called  as  a  witness  to  disprove  what  has  been  stated 
by  the  other,  and  that  either  the  partv  who  has  called  the  one,  or 
the  opposing  party,  may  call  the  other  for  the  purpose  of  con- 
tradicting (t) 

Upon  an  indictment  for  forcible  abduction  and  marriage  of  a 
woman,  she  may  be  a  witness  for  the  Crown,  (n)  or  the  pri- 
soner ;  (o)  but  this  is  rather  a  case  which  does  not  fall  within 
the  general  rule  than  an  exception  to  it ;  for  she  is  not  legally 
his  wife,  a  contract  obtained  by  force  having  no  obligation  in 
law.  ( p)  Indeed,  if  the  actual  man-iage  is  valid  (as  where  the 
woman  after  abduction  consents  to  the  marriage  voluntarily,  and 
not  induced  by  any  precedent  menace),  or  if  the  marriage  has 
been  ratified  by  subsequent  voluntary  cohabitation,  it  has  been 
said  she  is  not  competent  for  or  against  the  prisoner,  (q)  But 
there  are  very  considerable  authorities  to  the  contrary,  (r)  And 
in  one  case,  where  the  defendants  were  indicted  for  a  misde- 
meanor, in  conspiring  to  carry  away  a  young  lady  under  the  age 
of  sixteen,  from  the  custody  appointed  by  her  father,  and  to  cause 
her  to  marry  one  of  the  defendants ;  and,  in  another  count,  for 
conspiring  to  take  her  away  by  force,  being  an  heiress,  and  to 
marry  her  to  one  of  the  defendants  ;  Hullock,  B.,  was  of  opinion 
that,  even  assuming  the  young  lady  to  be  at  the  time  of  the  trial 
the  lawful  wife  of  one  of  the  defendants,  she  was  a  competent 


Indictment  for 
alxluction. 


ig)  Keg.  V,  Williams,  8  CAP.  284. 
Alderson,  B. 

{h)  E^.  V,  Thompeon,  8  F.  &  F.  824, 
Keating,  J. 

(t)  Reg.  V,  Glasnie,  7  Cox,  C.  C.  1. 
Jjefroy,  C.  J.,  and  Monabaii,  C.  J. 

(J)  Per  Alderson,  R,  Reg.  v.  Williams, 
gupra, 

{k)  Per  Alderson,  B.  Hawkesworth  v. 
Showier,  12  M.  &  W.  46. 

(l)  1  Phill.  Ev.  80,  7th  ed. 

(n)  Gilb.  Ev.  120.  1  Hale,  P.  C.  801, 
802.     2  Hawk.  c.  46,  &  78.      Fulwood*s 


case,  Cro.  Car.  488«  Brown's  case,  1 
Ventr.  248.  Swendsen's  case,  5  St 
Trials,  456. 

(o)  Rex  V.  Pernr,  at  Bristol,  1794,  dted 
by  Abbott,  C.  J.,  in  Rex  v.  Serjeant, 
R.  fc  M.  N.  P.  C.  854.  1  Hawk.  P.  C.  c. 
41,  s.  18. 

(p)  Gilb.  Ev.  120.  1  Hale,  P.  C.  802, 
660,  661.     Bull.  N.  P.  286. 

(g)  1  Hale,  P.  C.  802,  661.  1  Phill. 
Ev.  84,  7th  ed.    2  Stark.  Ev.  558. 

(r)  4  Blac.  Com.  209.     1  East,  P.  C 
c.  11,  s.  5,  p.  454. 
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witness  for  the  prosecution,  although  there  was  no  evidence  to  sup- 
port that  part  of  the  indictment  which  charged  force,  (s) 

The  wife  is  also  admitted  as  a  witness  against  her  husband,  ex  ludicttnent 
necessitate^  in  a  prosecution  of  him  for  offences  against  her  per-  ^or  peraoiial 
son.  (f)  So  her  dying  declarations  are  admissible  against  him  in  the  ^^^®"<^ 
c«ise  of  murder,  (u)  In  an  indictment  of  William  Whitehouse,  (y) 
at  Stafford,  upon  Lord  EUenborough's  Act,  for  shooting  at  his 
wife,  she  was  admitted  as  a  witness  for  the  prosecution  by  Gar- 
row,  B.,  after  consulting  Holroyd,  J.,  upon  the  ground  of  the 
necessity  of  the  case ;  and  Holroyd,  J.,  sent  Garrow,  B.,  the  case 
of  Rex  V.  Jagger,  Yorkshire  Assizes,  1797,  where  the  husband 
had  attempted  to  poison  his  wife  with  a  cake  in  which  arsenic 
was  introduced,  and  the  wife  was  admitted  to  prove  the  fact  of 
the  cake  having  been  given  her  by  her  husband;  and  Eooke,  J., 
afterwards  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  twelve  judges  that  the 
evidence  had  been  rightly  admitted  Holroyd,  J.,  however,  said 
he  thought  the  wife  could  only  be  admitted  to  prove  facts  which 
could  not  be  proved  by  any  other  witness,  {w)  So  on  an  indict- 
ment against  a  man  for  beating  his  wife,  she  was  held  compe- 
tent, (a;)  And  the  wife  is  always  permitted  to  swear  the  peace 
against  her  husband,  {y)  And  her  affidavit  has  been  permitted 
to  be  read  on  an  application  to  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  for  an 
information  against  the  husband  for  an  attempt  to  take  her  away 
by  force  after  articles  of  separation ;  and  it  would  be  strange  to 
permit  her  to  be  a  witness  to  ground  a  prosecution,  and  not  after- 
wards to  be  a  witness  at  the  trial  {z)  And  it  seems  to  be  now 
settled,  that  in  all  cases  of  personal  injuries  committed  by  the  ' 
husband  and  wife  against  each  other,  the  injured  party  is  an 
admissible  witness  against  the  other,  (a) 

But  this  rule  seems  to  be  confined  to  cases  where  the  charge  affects  Not  compe- 
the  liberty  or  the  person  of  the  wife.     Thus  it  has  been  decided  tcDt  in  caaes 
that  in  an  indictment  for  a  conspiracy  in  procuring  a  lady,  then  a 
ward  in  chancery,  to  marry,  the  wife  was  not  a  good  witness  for  ^^^\ 
one  of  the  co-defendants,  if  her  evidence  might  enure  to  the  ac- 
quittal of  her  husband  ;  (6)  and  since  she  could  not  be  admitted  in 
favour  of  her  husband,  it  follows  necessarily  that  she  could  not  be 
a  witness  against  him.  (c)     So  on  an  indictment  against  the  wife 


where  there  Is 
no  personal 


(«)  Rex  Tv.  Waekfield,  sec  the  trial, 
published  by  Murray,  p.  267.  2  Lewin, 
1  k  279.  In  Perry's  case,  aupra^  no  force 
was  used.  See  per  Hullock,  B.,  in  R.  v. 
Wakefield.  In  tnis  case  it  was  contended 
that  the  wife's  incompetency  might  be 
shown  either  by  examining  her  on  the 
vdre  dire,  or  by  other  witnesses,  and  for 
the  defendant  it  was  proposed  to  show 
her  incompetency  by  other  witnesses. 
Hullock,  i.j  ruled  that  as  this  was  a 
point  of  practice,  and  he  saw  some  in- 
convenience in  not  calling  her,  which 
would  not  exist  if  she  were  called,  she 
should  be  caUed. 

it)  Lord  Audley's  case,  1  St.  Tr.  393. 
This  case  has  been  denied  to  be  law,  but 
is  now  established  by  the  highest  autho- 
rities. 1  Hale,  P.  C.  801.  2  Hawk.  P. 
a  c.  46,  s.  77.  Bull,  N.  P.  287.  Rex  r. 
Serjeant,  R.  k  M.  354.      Reg.  v,  Jelly- 
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man,  8  C.  &  P.  604.     1  East,  P.  C.  c. 
11,  s.  5,  p.  455. 

{u)  Woodcock's  case,  1  Leach,  500. 
John*8  case,  ibid.  504,  n.  (a). 

(r)  MSS.  Russell,  Serjt. 

(w)  See  Reg.  v.  Pearce,  9  C.  &  P.  667. 
S.  P. 

(x)  By  Lord  Raymond  on  the  authority 
of  Lord  Audley's  case,  Rex  v.  Azire,  1 
Stra.  633.    Bull.  N.  P.  287. 

iy)  BulL  N.  P.  287. 

{z)  Lady  Lawley's  case.     Ibid. 

(a)  1  East,  P.  C.  c.  11,  s.  5,  p.  456. 
In  the  Wakefields*  case,  p.  257,  Hullock, 
B.,  said,  '  I  take  it,  it  is  quite  clear  now 
that  a  wife  is  a  competent  witness  asainst 
her  husband  in  respect  of  any  charge 
which  affects  her  liberty  and  person.' 

(6)  Rex  V,  Locker,  5  Esp.  107. 

(c)  Rex  V.  Seijeant,  R.  <b  M.  364. 
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of  W.  S.  and  othera,  for  a  conspiracy  in  procuring  W.  S.  to  many, 
Abbott,  C.  J.,  refused  to  admit  W.  S.  as  a  witness  in  support  of 
the  prosecution,  (d)  So  a  wife  is  not  admissible  as  a  witness 
against  her  husband  on  a  charge  of  deserting  her  and  her  children 
against  the  5  Gfeo.  4,  c.  83.  {e) 

In  the  case  of  high  treason  it  has  been  said  that  a  wife  shall  be 
admitted  against  her  husband,  because  the  tie  of  allegiance  is  more 
obligatory  than  any  other ;(/)  but  there  are  high  authorities  to 
the  contrary,  {g) 

Whether  a  woman  who  has  cohabited  with  a  man  as  his  wife, 
but  who  is  ready  to  swear  she  isnotmamed  to  him,  will  be  allowed 
to  give  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  man,  has  been  considered  a 
doubtful  question.  Qi)  But  it  seems  now  to  be  settled  that  the 
rule  relates  to  persons  who  have  entered  into  the  relation  of 
husband  and  wife ;  and  does  not  extend  to  those  who,  not  being 
married,  have  lived  together  and  cohabited  as  man  and  wife,  (i) 
Thus  where  a  woman  had  been  married  to  a  man  whom  she 
had  not  seen  for  thirty  years,  and  then  married  again,  bat 
afterwards  found  that  the  man  she  had  first  married  was  alive  ; 
as  the  second  marriage  was  a  mere  nullity,  she  was  held  competent 
to  give  evidence  of  statements  made  by  her  second  husband  during 
the  time  they  cohabited,  {j)  So  where  the  prisoner  had  married 
his  deceased  wife's  sister,  Erie,  J.,  held  that  the  wife  was  a  com- 
petent witness  against  him,  as  the  marriage  was  void,  and  that 
the  wife  might  prove  her  relationship  to  the  former  wife  on  the 
voire  dire.  (^)  So  a  kept  mistress,  who  has  passed  by  the  name 
and  appeared  in  the  world  as  the  wife  of  her  protector,  has  been 
held  to  be  a  competent  witness  for  him.  (J) 

In  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Perry,  Gibbs,  C.  J.,  stated  that  he  could 
see  no  distinction  between  admitting  a  wife  for  and  against  her 
husband.  *  The  King  v.  Perry'  said  Abbott,  C.  J.,  in  Rex  v. 
Serjeant,  (m)  '  was  much  talked  about  at  the  time,  and  C.  J.  Gibbs 
expressed  his  surprise  that  any  doubt  should  have  been  enter- 
tained that  a  wife  was  in  all  cases  a  competent  witness  for  her 
husband  when  admissible  against  him.' 

♦  Anciently  the  rule  was,  that  if  there  were  any  objection  to  the 
competency  of  a  witness,  he  should  be  examined  on  the  voire 
dire,  (n)  and  it  was  too  late  after  he  was  sworn  in  chief,  (o)  But 
for  the  convenience  of  the  court,  and  the  furtherance  of  justice 


{(C)  Rex  V.  Serjeant,  R.  &  M.  N.  P.  R. 
852.  But  it  is  not  necessaiy,  it  should 
seem,  that  there  should  he  force  employed 
in  order  to  make  the  husband  or  wife  com- 
petent. In  the  case  of  the  Wakefields 
fcefore  mentioned  for  abduction,  Hullock, 
B.,  was  of  that  opinion,  and  he  mentioned 
that  he  had  seen  a  report  of  the  case  of 
Rex  V.  Perry,  tried  before  Gibbs,  C.  J., 
as  Recorder  of  Bristol,  where  the  "R-ife 
was  held  competent,  and  that  no  force 
was  used  in  the  abduction  in  that  case. 

(e)  Reeve  v.  Wood,  10  Cox,  G.  C.  58. 

(/)  Bull  N.  P.  286.     Gilb.  Ev.  120. 

{g)  1  Hale,  P.  C.  301.     1  Brown,  47. 

\h)  Campbell  v.  Twemlow,  1  Price,  81. 
Per  Richards,  B.,  1  Price,  83. 

(i)  1  Phill.  Ev.  69. 

0' )  "Wells  V.  Fletcher,  6  C.  &  P.  12. 


S.  C.  as  Wells  v.  Fisher,   1  M.  ft  Bob. 
99. 

(k)  Reg.  V.  Young,  6  Cox,  C.  C.  296. 
See  Reg.  v.  Chadwick,  11  Q.  B.  173, 
ante,  p.  270.     Reg.  v.  Blackburn,  6  Cox, 

{I)  Batthews  v.  Galiudo,  4  Bingh.  R, 
610.  Reg.  V.  Young,  2  Cox,  C.  C.  291, 
Erie,  J.  S.  P. 

(771)  R.  &  M.  N.  P.  R,  354. 

(n)  The  voire  dire  is,  when  it  is  prayed 
upon  a  trial  at  law  that  a  witness  may 
(previously  to  his  giving  evidence  in  the 
cause)  be  sworn  to  speak  the  truth  (in  old 
French  voire  dire)  whether  he  shall  lose 
by  the  matter  in  controversy.  Blount's 
Law  Dictionary. 

(0)  Turner  r.  Pearte,  1  T.  R.  719. 
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(as  the  incompetency  may  not  at  first  be  suspected),  the  rule  is 
now  so  far  relaxed  that  if  it  is  discovered  during  any  pai*t  of  the 
witness's  examination,  or  even  after  his  cross-examination,  that  he 
is  incompetent,  the  objection  may  be  taken,  and  his  evidence  will 
be  struck  out.  {p)  But  it  seems  that  the  objection  comes  too  late 
after  the  witness  has  left  the  box  ;  {q)  and  it  has  been  held  that 
after  a  witness  has  been  dismissed  without  any  objection  to  his 
competency,  it  is  not  allowable  to  call  a  witness  to  prove  his 
incompetency,  (r)  With  respect,  however,  to  the  power  of  question- 
ing a  witness  for  the  purpose  of  discovering  his  incompetency,  there 
is  still  a  material  difference,  which  will  presently  be  pointed  out, 
between  an  examination  on  the  voire  dire  and  one  after  the  witness 
has  been  sworn  in  chief. 

The  party  against  whom  a  witness  is  called  may  examine  him  ^"^  *^ 
respecting  his  competency  on  the  voire  dire,  or  may  call  another  ^^^^ 
witness  and  produce  other  evidence  in  support  of  the  objection,  (s) 
The  old  rule  is  said  to  have  been,  (Q  that  if  the  witness  were  ex- 
amined by  the  opposite  party  as  to  the  fact  of  the  objection,  and 
denied  it  upon  his  oath,  the  party  would  not  be  at  libei*ty  to  call 
afterwards  another  witness  to  prove  it,  in  order  to  repel  him  from 
giving  evidence,  unless  the  other  side  acquiesced.  But  the 
'modern  and  more  convenient  practice  seems  to  be,  that  if  the  fact 
of  incompetency  is  satisfactorily  proved,  the  witness  will  be  in- 
competent, although  he  may  have  ventured  to  deny  it  on  the  voire 
dire,  {u) 

It  is  now,  however,  clearly  settled  that,  where  a  question  arises  Where  a  ques- 

tion  is  raised 


(;;)  Jacobs  V.  Leyboum,  11  M.  &  W. 
685.  1  PhilL  Ev.  153.  Turner  v.  Pearte, 
1  T.  R.  720.  Howell  v.  Lock,  2  Campb. 
15.  Stone  v.  Blackburn,  1  Esp.  37.  re- 
rigal  V,  Nicholson,  Wightw.  64.  But 
where  upon  a  trial  for  high  treason  it 
appeared,  after  a  witness  had  been  exa- 
mined for  the  Crown,  without  obiection 
on  the  part  of  the  prisoner,  that  ne  had 
been  misdescribed  in  the  list  of  witnesses, 
which  is  required  by  the  7  Ann.  c.  21, 
8.  14,  to  be  given  to  the  prisoner  previous 
to  his  trial,  the  Court  would  not  permit 
the  evidence  of  the  witness  to  be  struck 
out ;  but  said,  the  objection  ought  to 
have  been  taken  in  the  first  instance ; 
otherwise  a  party  might  take  the  chance 
of  getting  evidence  which  he  liked,  or, 
if  he  disliked  the  testimony,  he  might 
then  get  rid  of  it  on  the  ground  of  mis- 
description. Rex  9.  Watson,  2  Stark. 
K.  P.  C.  158.  And  upon  this  ground, 
Mr.  Starkie  expressed  his  opinion  that  a 
party  who  was  cognizant  of  the  interest  of 
a  witness  at  the  time  he  was  called,  was 
bound  to  make  hia  objection  in  the  first 
instance.  1  Stark.  £v.  137  ;  and  see  1 
Phill.  £v.  154,  note  (3),  and  Hartshome 
r.  Watson,  5  Bing.  N.  C.  477. 

(q)  1   Phill.    &.  153.      Beeching    v. 
Gower,  Holt,  N.  P.  R.  814. 

(r)  Dewdney  r.  Palmer,  4  M.  &  W. 
664. 

(8)  Per  Hullock,  B.,  Wakefields'  case, 
p.  157.     2  Lew.  279. 

(t)  By  LordHardwicke  in  Lord  Lovat's 


case,  9  St.  Tr.  647.  See  also  the  obser- 
vations of  Parker,  C.  J. ,  in  Rex  v.  Mus- 
cot,  10  Mod.  193,  in  which  case  it  was 
held  that  in  criminal  cases  there  could  be 
an  examination  on  the  vdre  dire. 

{u)  1  Phill.  £v.  154.  In  several  cases 
it  seems  to  have  been  considered  that  it 
is  in  the  discretion  of  the  judge  whether 
other  evidence  should  be  called  to  support 
the  objection  before  the  witness  is  ex- 
amined. And  if  the  judge  refuse  to  allow 
it  to  be  then  given,  it  seems  that  it  may 
be  given  as  part  of  the  case  of  the  party 
raising  the  objection,  and  if  it  support  the 
objection,  then  the  evidence  of  the  witness 
objected  to  may  be  struck  out  of  the  notes. 
Rex  V.  Wakefield,  note  (a),  M.  k  Malk. 
197.  Jones  v.  Fort,  M.  &  Malk.  196.  In 
this  case  the  question  was  whether  the 
defendant's  examination  taken  under  a 
commission  of  bankrupt  was  admissible, 
and  Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.,  refused  to 
allow  evidence  to  be  given  tending  to 
show  that  from  the  mode  of  taking  it, 
and  the  state  of  the  defendant's  health,  it 
was  inadmissible  before  the  examination 
was  read,  but  held  that  it  might  be  re- 
ceived in  the  defendant's  case,  and 
if  the  objection  was  supported,  the  evi- 
dence might  be  struck  out.  It  certainly, 
however,  is  much  the  more  convenient 
course,  as  well  for  the  purpose  of  saving 
time,  as  to  prevent  the  jury  from  being 
influenced  by  inadmissible  evidence,  to 
receive  the  evidence  before  the  examina- 
tion of  the  witness.    C.  S.  G. 
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both  sides 
should  be 
heard  at  once 
by  the  court. 
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as  to  the  com-  as  to  the  competency  of  a  witness  before  he  is  sworn,  the  proper 
potency  of  a  course  is  to  receive  all  the  evidence  upon  the  question,  both  to  im- 
witne8s,aUthe  p^^ch  the  competency  of  the  witness  and  in  support  of  it,  before 
evi  ence  on       ^^  .^  allowed  to  give  any  evidence.     Thus  in  a  case  at  York, 

where  a  witness  was  objected  to  by  a  prisoner  as  incompetent  on 
the  ground  that  he  was  insane,  and  the  question  arose  as  to  the 
mode  to  be  adopted  under  such  circumstances ;  Parke,  B.,  con- 
sulted the  judges  upon  it  before  he  went  the  circuit,  and  they 
were  of  opinion  that  it  ought  to  be  tried  on  the  voire  dire,  and 
evidence  admitted  both  on  the  part  of  the  prisoner  and  on  the  part 
of  the  prosecution  to  impeach  the  competency  of  the  witness,  and 
in  support  of  it ;  (v)  and  it  has  since  been  held  that  where  an 
objection  is  raised  to  the  competency  of  a  witness  on  the  ground 
that  he  is  insane,  it  is  for  the  court  to  decide  whether  such  person 
has  the  sense  of  religion  on  his  mind,  and  whether  he  understands 
the  nature  and  sanction  of  an  oath  ;  and,  in  order  to  determine 
these  questions,  he  may  be  examined  and  cross-examined,  and 
witnesses  on  both  sides  may  be  examined,  in  order  to  found  and 
to  meet  the  objection  to  his  competency  before  he  himself  is 
sworn,  {w)  If  the  court  decides  that  he  is  a  competent  vritness, 
'  then  the  jury  are  to  decide  on  the  credibility  and  weight  of  his 
evidence.'  {x) 

In   one   case,  however,  it  has  been  intimated  that  in   every 
qnestionariscs  case  where  any  question  is  raised  about  the  competency  of  a  wit- 
after  a  part       ness  after  he  has  been  sworn  and  partly  examined,  there  ought 
of  t^e'witnesB    Properly  to  be  an  inquiry  made  of  the  witness,  who  should  be 
sworn  '  to  make  true  answer  to  all  such  questions  as  the  court 
should  demand  of  him ; '  in  other  words,  that  an  examination  on 
the  voire  dire  may  be  instituted  at  any  period  of  the  examina- 
tion, {y) 


Where  the 


\v)  Anonymous,  stated  by  Parke,  B., 
in  Attorney-General  v.  Hitchcock,  1 
£xch.  R.  91,  and  also  in  Bartlett  v. 
Smith,  11  M.  k  W.  483. 

{w)  Reg.  V,  Hill,  2  Den.  C.  C.  254. 

\x)  Per  Lord  Campbell,  ibid. 

(y)  Per  Lord  Aoinger,  C.  B.,  and 
Kolfe,  B.  Jacobs  v.  Ley  bourn,  11  M.  & 
W.  686.  In  Cleave  v.  Jones,  Hereford 
Slim.  Ass.  1849,  MSS.  C.  S.  G.,  the 
plaintiffs  counsel,  in  order  to  take  the 
c&se  out  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations, 
tendered  an  account  in  the  defendant's 
handwriting;  and  Rolfe,  B.,  held  that 
the  defendant's  counsel  might  at  once 
put  in  two  letters  written  by  the  plain- 
tiff to  the  defendant,  in  order  to  show 
that  the  account  was  a  confidential  com- 
munication by  the  defendant  to  the  plain- 
tiff as  her  attorney.  So  on  a  subsequent 
trial  of  the  same  cause,  when  the  same 
account  was  tendered  in  evidence,  the 
counsel  for  the  defendant  claimed  the  right 
to  interpose,  and  put  in  a  letter  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  to  call  a  witness  to  show  that 
the  account  was  written  out  and  sent  by  the 
defendant  to  the  plaintiff  in  consequence 
of  such  letter ;  and  Erie,  J. ,  held  that  this 
might  be  done  ;  and  upon  the  defendant's 
counsel  insisting  that  the  witness  ought 
to  be  sworn  on  the  voire  dire,  £jle,  J., 


held  that  that  was  the  proper  course,  as 
the  question  whether  the  account  was  a 
privileged  communication  was  to  be  de- 
termined by  himself;  and  the  letter  and 
evidence   of  the  witness  were  received, 
and  the  account  rejected  as  a  privileged 
communication.  Cleave  v.  Jones,  Hereford 
Sum.  Ass.  1851  ;  and  the  Court  of  Ex- 
chequer held  that  this  ruling  was  correct. 
7  £xch.  R.  421.     In  an  action  b^  the 
payee  against  the  maker  of  a  promissory 
note,    payable  two  months    after  date,^ 
with  a  plea  that  the  defendant  did  not 
make  the  note,  the  defendant's  signature 
to  the  note  was  proved ;   but  the  word 
*  tvH)  *  was  evidently  written  on  an  era- 
sure.   Erie,  J. ,  said  that  it  was  incumbent 
on  the  plaintiff  to  explain  this,  and  a  wit- 
ness was  called  for  the  plaintiff  to  prove 
that  the  note  was  in  the  same  state  when 
it  was  signed  by  the  defendant.      Before 
the  note  was  read,  it  was  proposed,  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant,  to  call  witnesses  to 
prove  that,  when  the  note  was  signed  by 
the  defendant,  it   was   x>t^yable  '  three  ' 
months  after  date  ;  it  was  objected  that 
this  evidence    should  be  given  as  part 
of  the  defendant's  case  ;  but  Erie,  J.,  at 
once  received  the  evidence  of  two  wit- 
nesses for  the  defendant,  and  upon  their 
evidence    decided   that    the    alteratioii 
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On  a  prosecution  for  rape  it  appeared  that  the  prosecutrix  wad 
deaf  and  dumb  ;  and  her  father,  who  was  sworn  to  interpret  her 
evidence,  said  that  he  believed  her  to  be  ignorant  of  the  nature  of 
an  oath.  An  expert,  however,  came,  and  from  his  report  to  the 
court  the  prosecutrix  was  sworn,  and  her  evidence  taken  down  as 
interpreted  by  the  expert.  In  the  course  of  her  examination  it 
became  apparent  that  she  did  not  understand  the  questions,  and 
that  her  answers  could  not  be  relied  upon.  The  judge  directed  her 
to  stand  down,  and  struck  out  her  evidence  from  the  case :  Held, 
that  although  the  prosecutrix  had  been  'sworn,  the  judge  acted 
rightlv  in  striking  out  and  withdrawing  her  evidence  from  the 
jury,  (z) 

Every  question  respecting  the  competency  of  a  witness  is  to  be  Th«  question 
determined  by  the  court  and  not  by  the  jury,  (a)  S)urt.*^* 

An  examination  on  the  voire  dire  is  allowed  to  be  conducted  „  ,  . 
without  strict  regard  to  the  general  rule  of  evidence,  which  requires  ainii»tion  on 
the  best  possible  proof  of  a  fact,  and  admits  no  other.  Thus  a  wit-  vwrt  dire. 
ness  may  be  examined  as  to  the  contents  of  a  written  document 
without  a  notice  to  produce  ;  (6)  for  the  party  objecting  could  not 
know  previously  that  the  witness  would  be  called,  and  consequently 
might  not  be  prepared  with  the  best  evidence  to  establish  his 
objection,  (c)  And  the  same  relaxation  is  allowed  in  removing 
an  objection  of  incompetency  as  in  raising  it.  Thus  where  in 
an  action  brought  by  a  chartered  company,  a  witness  for  the 
plaintiflFs  admitted  on  the  voire  dire  that  he  had  been  a  freeman 
of  the  company,  but  added  that  he  was  then  disfranchised  ;  Lord 
Kenyon  ruled  that  it  was  not  necessaiy  to  prove  the  disfranchise- 
ment by  the  regular  entry  in  the  company's  books,  and  that  the 
witness  was  competent,  (d)  So  where,  before  the  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  85, 
a  witness  was   objected  to  as  next  of  kin  in  an  action  by  an 


was  not  acconnted  for  to  liis  satisfaction. 
Painter  v.  Hill,  2  C.  &  K.  924,  note. 
And  where  a  witness  for  a  plaintiff, 
being  about  to  state  the  contents  of  a 
letter,  a  letter  was  put  in  his  hands  by  the 
defendant's  counsel,  and  he  did  not  admit 
it  to  be  the  same;  and  the  judge  held  that 
the  defendant  could  not  at  that  stage  of 
the  cause  give  evidence  that  it  was  the 
original ;  the  Court  held  that  this  was  er- 
roneous, and  that  tiie  judge  was  bound  at 
once  to  hear  the  evidence  on  both  sides, 
and  decide  whether  the  document  was 
the  original ;  and  Parke,  B.,  said,  *  It  is 
now  well  settled  that  all  these  preliminary 
questions,  on  which  the  reception  of  evi- 
dence depends,  ought  not  to  be  submitted 


ante,  p.  858. 
iz)  K.   r. 


Whitehead,  10  Cox,  C.  C. 


234. 

(a)  Reg.  V.  Hill,  2  Den.  C.  C.  264,  and 
see  supra,  note  (y). 

{b)  Howell  V.  Locke,  2  Campb.  15. 

(c)  See  Butler  v.  Carver,  2  Stark.  R. 
434.  On  the  passage  in  the  text  being 
cited  in  Macdonnell  v.  Evans,  11  C.  B. 
937,  Moole,  J.,  said,  '  In  many  cases  wit- 


nesses are  called  whom  the  opposite  party 
has  no  reason  to  expect  to  sec  ;  the  reason, 
therefore,  given  in  that  book  ianoia.  good 
one.  An  examination  on  the  voire  dire 
is  for  the  purpose  of  establi^ing  some- 
thing of  wiiicn  the  court  is  to  be  the 
judge  and  not  the  jury.  It  may  well  be, 
therefore,  that  the  rule  there  is  not  so 
exclusive  as  in  the  case  of  an  examina- 
tion goin^  to  a  jury.*  Either  the  *  no  * 
or  '  not '  in  italics  seems  inserted  by  mis- 
take in  the  report. 

(rf)  Butchers*  Company  r.  Jones,  1  Esp. 
162.  See  also  Bothamv.  Swingler,  1  Esp. 
164.  S.  C.  Peake,  N.  P.  C.  219,  where 
before  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  85,  the  witness  was 
allowed  to  remove  an  objection  of  interest 
raised  on  the  voire  dire  oy  his  own  state- 
ment that  he  had  become  a  bankrupt, 
and  his  estate  had  been  assigned.  See 
also  Rex  v.  Gisbum,  15  East,  57.  So 
where  a  bankrupt,  before  the  above  Act, 
called  as  a  witness,  stated  on  the  voire 
dire  that  he  had  obtained  his  certificate 
and  released  his  assignees  ;  Park,  J.  A« 
J.,  held  him  competent,  without  produc- 
tion of  the  release.  Carlisle  v.  Eady,  1 
C.  &  P.  234.  See  also  Bunter  v,  Warre, 
1  B.  &  C.  689. 
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administrator,  but  on  re-examination  answered  that  he  had  released 
all  his  interest,  this  was  held  by  Lord  Ellenborough  to  remove  the 
objection,  (e) 

But  it  is  only  on  the  voire  di/rethekt  the  general  rules  of  evidence 
are  thus  relaxed  ;  for  although  objections  to  the  competency  of  a 
witness  may  now  be  made  at  any  stage  of  the  trial,  yet  they  are 
not  to  be  attended  with  the  privileges  of  an  examination  upon 
the  voire  di/re.  (/)  So  where  a  party,  who  calls  a  witness,  attempts 
to  remove  the  objection  by  other  independent  proof,  and  not  on 
the  voire  dire,  he  will  then  be  subject  to  all  the  general  rules  of 
evidence,  (g)  So  where  the  objection  is  not  raised  on  the  voire 
dire,  but  appears  in  evidence  in  any  other  manner,  the  other  party 
in  answering  it  is  bound  by  the  usual  rules  of  evidence.  (A) 
Judge  or  jury  It  is  no  exception  against  a  person  giving  evidence  for  or  against 
competent.  ^  prisoner,  that  he  is  one  of  the  judges  or  jurors  who  is  to  try 
him.  (i)  And  in  the  case  of  Hacker,  two  of  the  persons  in  the 
commission  for  the  trial  came  off  from  the  bench,  and  were  sworn, 
and  gave  evidence,  and  did  not  go  up  to  the  bench  again  during 
his  trial,  (j) 

(«)  Ingram  v.  Dade,  MS.    1  Phill.  Ev.  {g)  Corking  v.  Jarrard,  1  Campb.  37. 

156.     Lunnissv.  Row,  10  A.   &  E.  606,  (A)  Botham  r.  Swingler,  1  Esp.  N.  P. 

overraling  Goodhay  v.   Hendry,    M.   &  C.  165,  by  Lord  Kenyon  ;  bnt  see  Cleave 

Malk.  819,  and  a  case  in  a  note,  ibid.  v.  Jones,  ante,  p.  628,  note  (y). 

321.     See  1  PhiU.  Ev.  156.  (t)  2  Hawk.  P.  C.  c.  46,  s.  83. 

(/)  HoweU  V.  Lock,  2  Campb.  14.  {j)  Ibid. 
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The  22  &  23  Vict.  c.  17,  s.  1,  does  not  apply  to  the  offence  of  'at-  Page  3. 
tempting  to  obtain  money  or  other  property  by  false  pretences.'     B,  v. 
£urton,  13  Cox,  C.  C.  71. 

On  the  trial  of  an  indictment  for  robbery  at  the  Kent  assizes,  the  Page  5. 
oifence  appeared  to  have  been  committed  in  Surrey,  at  a  distance  of  about 
320  yards  from  the  boundaiy  of  Kent  and  Surrey,  as  measured  by  a 
direct  line,  but  at  considerably  more  than  500  yards  by  the  nearest  road  ; 
and  Parke,  B.,  held  that  the  distance  must  be  measured  in  the  direct  line, 
and  therefore  the  prisoner  was  triable  in  Kent.  Me^.  v.  Wood,  5  Jurist, 
225  ;  see  Moujlet  v.  Cole,  42  L.  J.  Ex.  8. 

A  hulk  retaining  the  general  appointments  of  a  ship,  registered  as  a  Page  17. 
British  ship,  and  hoisting  the  British  ensign,  although  only  used,  as  a 
floating  warehouse,  ia  primd  facie  sufficiently  a  British  ship  to  be  within 
the  17  <k  18  Vict.  c.  267,  and  a  crime  committed  thereon  is  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Admiralty.  B,  v.  ArmstroTi^,  13  Cox,  C.  C.  184, 
Archibald,  J. 

The  37  &  38  Vict.  c.  96  (the  Statute  Law  Revision  Act,  1874),  repeals  Page  31. 
3  <&  4  Vict.  c.  Ill,  s.  2,  in  part,  i,e,,  from  'shall  steal '  to  'corporation 
or.'  See  31  &  32  Vict.  c.  116,  s.  1,  vol.  2,  Larceny. 

The  Consolidation  Acts  as  to  punishment  of  principals  in  the  second  Page  81. 
degree  and  accessories  are  more  correctly  and  at  greater  length  set  out, 
vol.  1,  p.  185. 

Add  to  note  (b) — Trover  for  conversion  of  goods  supplied  by  the  plain-  Page  83. 
tifls  to  one  Blenkam.  Blenkam  had  taken  premises  at  37,  Wood  Street, 
and  in  ordering  the  goods  had  signed  his  name  in  such  a  way  as  to  induce 
the  plaintiffs  to  believe  that  he  was  a  member  of  the  well-known  firm  of 
Blenkiron  and  Co.,  Wood  Street.  For  this  fraud  he  was  afterwards  tried 
and  convicted  of  obtaining  goods  by  false  pretences.  Before  his  convic- 
tion, however,  the  defendants  had  honestly  bought  the  goods  in  question 
from  him,  and  had  sold  them  again  : — Held,  that  the  defendants  were 
entitled  to  judgment.  The  contract  of  the  plaintiffs  was  with  Blenkam, 
and  their  intention  being  to  part  with  the  goods  to  their  correspondent 
at  37,  Wood  Street,  the  property  passed  under  it  to  him.  Such  con- 
tract, though  voidable  so  long  as  the  goods  were  in  his  hands,  could  not 
be  avoided  after  the  goods  had  been  sold  to  2khondfde  purchaser  for 
value,  so  as  to  entitle  the  plaintiffs  to  recover  them  from  such  purchaser. 
By  virtue  of  24  <b  25  Vict.  c.  96,  s.  100,  on  the  conviction  of  Blenkam, 
the  property  in  the  goods  or  proceeds  revested  in  the  plaintiffs,-  but  such 
revesting  did  not  relate  back  to  the  period  previous  to  the  conviction, 
when  the  goods  were  in  the  defendants'  possession,  and  therefore  the 
good  title  which  they  had  acquired  was  not  divested  by  the  subsequent 
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conviction,  so  as  to  make  them  liable  to  be  sued  by  the  plaintiffs  for  the 
goods.  The  interpretation  clause  as  to  '  property '  in  sect.  1  of  24  <fe  25 
Vict.  c.  96,  is  not  to  be  read  into  sect.  100,  so  as  to  render  the  defendants 
liable  to  restore  to  the  plaintiffs  the  proceeds  of  their  sale  of  the  goods. 
Lindsay  v.  Cundy,  45  L.  J.  Q.  B.  381. 

Page  90.  By  24  &  25  Vict.  c.  97,  s.  77  (Malicious  Injuries  to  Proper ty^ct), the  Court 

before  which  any  indictable  misdemeanor  against  this  Act  shall  be  prose- 
cuted or  tried  may  allow  the  costs  of  the  prosecution  in  the  same  manner 
as  in  cases  of  felony,  and  every  order  for  the  payment  of  such  costs  shall 
be  made  out,  and  the  sum  of  money  mentioned  therein  paid  and  repaid, 
upon  the  same  terms  and  in  the  same  manner  in  all  respects  as  in  cases 
of  felony. 

Pago  136.  A  person  deaf  and  dumb  from  four  years  of  age  was  indicted  for  lar- 

ceny from  the  person,  and  not  answering  when  called  upon  to  plead,  the 
jury  found  the  prisoner  •  mute  by  the  visitation  of  God.'  The  Court  then 
ordered  a  plea  of  ^  not  guilty  *  to  be  entered,  and  the  trial  to  proceed.  A 
relation  of  the  person,  who  could  in  some  degree  communicate  with  the 
prisoner  by  means  of  signs,  was  sworn  to  interpret  the  nature  of  the  pro- 
ceedings and  the  evidence,  and  the  Court  assigned  counsel  to  the  pri- 
soner. At  the  conclusion  of  the  case,  after  the  summmg  up  of  the  pre- 
siding judge,  the  jury  found  the  prisoner  guilty,  but  in  answer  to  a  question 
left  to  them  in  the  summing  up  found  that  the  prisoner  '  was  not  capable 
of  understanding,  and,  as  a  fact,  had  not  understood  the  nature  of  the 
proceedings ' : — Held,  that  the  above  finding  shewed  that  the  prisoner 
was  at  the  time  of  the  trial  of  non-sane  mind  ;  therefore,  that  the  Court 
were  wrong  in  entering  a  plea  of  not  guilty,  and  in  allowing  the  trial  to 
proceed.  That  they  ought  to  have  discharged  the  jury,  and  ordered  the 
prisoner  to  be  detained  during  Her  Majesty's  pleasure,  under  39  <k  40 
Geo.  3,  c.  94,  8.  2 ;  and  the  conviction  was  quashed.  H,  v.  Berry,  45  L. 
J.  M.  C.  123. 

Page  270,  et  The  16  &  17  Vict.  o.  107,  except  certain  sections,  is  repealed  by  the 

teq,  39  &  40  Vict.  c.  36.     See  s.  288  of  this  Act,  post,  p.  701. 

Page  819.  ^^^  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  102,  so  far  as  i^is  not  repealed,  and  certain  en- 

actments amending  the  same,  are  continued  until  the  31st  December, 
1877,  by  the  39  k  40  Vict.  c.  69. 

Page  830.  ^^  ^^^  ^^  ^^  ^^  indictment  for  fraudulently  placing  ballot  papers  in 

a  ballot  box  at  a  municipal  election  contrary  to  35  <k  36  Vict.  c.  33,  s.  3, 
a  sealed  packet  was  produced  under  the  oider  of  a  county  court  judge, 
obtained  under  35  k  36  Vict,  c  33,  sched.  1,  rules  40,  41,  part  ii.,  r.  64, 
and  the  counterfoils  and  marked  register  and  voting  papers  produced 
there&om  were  given  in  evidence,  and  the  face  of  the  voting  papers 
inspected  :  Held,  that  the  evidence  was  properly  admitted.  R,  v. 
Beardsall,  45  L.  J.  M.  C,  157. 

Page  405.  -^*  '^^^  mortgagee  in  fee  of  a  dwelling  house,  the  possession  being  left 

in  the  mortgagor.  The  mortgagor  while  in  possession  let  the  house  to 
T.  for  a  goods  store.  It  was  otherwise  unoccupied.  Early  one  morning, 
during  the  continuance  of  T.'s  tenancy,  L.,  without  giving  any  notice  to 
the  mortgagor  or  to  T.,  went  to  the  house,  in  company  with  a  carpenter 
and  another  man.  The  carpenter  opened  the  front  door,  and  the  other 
man  entered  the  house.  L.  and  the  carpenter  remained  onlthe  doorstep, 
the  latter  being  employed  in  putting  on  a  new  lock.  "While  this  was 
happening,  T.,  and  his  brother-in-law,  W.,  with  several  other  persons  came 
up,  and  T.  and  W.  climbed  into  the  house  through  a  window,  and  after 
a  slight  struggle  expelled  L.  and  his  men  from  the  premises.  L.  indicted 
T.  and  W.  and  others  for  a  forcible  entry,  riot,  aifray,  and  assault.  T. 
and  W.  were  tried  and  acquitted.  They  defended  themselves  by  the  same 
solicitor,  and  incurred  joint  costs.  T.  k  W.  then  brought  an  action 
against  L.  for  malicious  prosecution,  and  obtained  a  verdict,  subject  to 
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leave  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  L.,  upon  the  grounds,  first,  that  there 
was  no  reasonable  and  probable  cause  for  the  prosecution  ;  second,  that 
there  was  no  evidence  of  malice ;  third,  that  there  was  no  joint  cause  of 
action.  The  Court  of  Exchequer  having  set  aside  the  verdict,  and 
entered  a  verdict  for  L.,  andj  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  having 
reversed  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  : — Held,  reversing  the  de- 
cision of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber,  that  there  was  reasonable  and 
probable  cause  for  the  prosecution,  inasmuch  as  the  facts  shewed  that  T. 
and  W.  were,  at  the  time  of  the  expulsion  of  L.,  disturbing  a  possession 
which  had  been  lawfully  acquired  by  him.  Lows  v.  Telford,  45  L.  J.  Ex. 
613. 

As  to  a  body  in  whom  the  guardianship  of  the  highway  is  vested  having  Page  439. 
the  right  of  removing  obstructions  in  the  highway,  see  BaysJiaw  v.  Ttie 
Boston  Local  Board  of  Health,  45  L.  J.  Chano.  260. 

A.  let  to  B.  a  field  for  the  purpose  of  its  being  worked  as  a  lime  quarry.   Page  HI, 
The  ordinary  way  of  getting  the  limestone  was  by  means  of  blasting,  and 

A.  authorised  the  quarrying  of  the  stone  and  the  erection  of  lime  kilns 
in  the  field.  A  nuisance  was  caused  to  the  adjoining  occupier  by  the 
blasting  and  by  the  smoke  from  the  kilns,  and  he  brought  an  action 
against  both  A.  and  B.  On  demurrer  by  A. : — Held,  that  he,  the  landlord, 
was  liable,  although  the  nuisance  was  actually  created  by  the  act  of  his 
tenant,  because  the  terms  of  the  demise  were  an  authority  from  him  to 

B.  to  create  the  nuisance,  which  was,  therefore,  the  necessary  consequence 
of  the  mode  of  occupation  contemplated  in  the  demise.  If  arris  v.  James, 
46  L.  J.  Q.  B.  645.;  et  per  Blackburn,  J.  : — *In  the  present  case,  as  I  under- 
stand the  averments,  the  field  was  let  for  the  very  purpose  and  object  of 
being  worked  as  a  lime  quarry,  and  for  erecting  lime  kilns  and  burning 
lime.  When,  then,  it  is  stated  as  a  fact  that  the  injury  complained  of 
arose  from  the  natural  and^  necessary  consequence  of  carrying  out  this 
object,  and  as  the  result  of  lime  getting  and  lime  burning,  then  I  think 
we  must  say  that  the  landlord  authorised  the  lime  burning  and  the  nuis- 
ance arising  from  it  as  being  the  necessary  consequence  of  letting  the 
field  in  the  manner  and  with  the  objects  described.  In  Bich  v.  Basterfleld, 
4  C.  B.  483,  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  came  to  a  conclusion  of  fact  which 
authorised  their  conclusion  upon  the  case.  There,  a  former  occupier  of 
the  premises  where  the  chimney  was  used  to  bum  coke  in  the  fire,  and 
caused  no  smoke  which  could  be  at  all  injurious  to  the  plaintifi^ ;  and  the 
judgment  proceeded  on  that  ground,  as  is  evident  from  the  following  pas- 
sage : — '  It  being  therefore  quite  possible  for  the  tenant  to  occupy  the 
shop  without  making  fires,  and  quite  optional  on  his  part  to  make  them 
or  not,  or  to  make  them  with  certain  times  excepted,  so  as  not  to  annoy 
the  plaintifi;  or  in  such  a  manner  as  not  to  create  any  quantity  of  smoke 
that  could  be  deemed  a  nuisance,  it  seems  impossible  to  say  that  the 
tenant  was  in  any  sense  the  servant  or  agent  of  the  defendant,  in  doing 
the  acts  complained  of.  The  utmost  that  can  be  imputed  to  the  defen- 
dant is,  that  he  enabled  the  tenant  to  make  fires  if  he  pleased."  Assuming 
that  the  evidence  really  did  establish  the  &cts  which  the  Common  Pleas 
thought  it  did,  and  if  it  was  not  the  necessary  consequence  of  burning  fires 
in  the  chinmey  that  there  should  be  smoke,  I  have  no  fault  to  find  with 
the  decision ;  but  then,  this  case  is  not  the  same,  because  the  fifth  para- 
graph finds  that  the  injury  arising  from  the  smoke  and  vapour  is  the 
natural  and  necessary  consequence  of  the  use  of  the  land,  and  the 
plaintiff  must  therefore  have  judgment  upon  the  demurrer  to  that  para- 
graph.' 

A  public  highway  ran  along  the  slope  of  a  hill,  beneath  which  was  a  Page  459. 
valley,  the  slope  being  at  right  angles  to  the  valley,  and  very  precipitous. 
A  landslip  of  considerable  magnitude  occurred  on  the  slope,  and  about 
252  yards  of  the  highway  were  carried  off  into  the  valley  below,  and  its 
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place  being  filled  up  with  stones  and  other  debris,  no  trace  of  the  old 
metalled  road  remained,  but  the  line  of  it  was  known  and  admitted.  An 
engineer,  who  had  inspected  the  locus  in  quo,  reported  that  it  was  prac- 
ticable to  form  a  permanent  and  passable  road  along  the  whole  track, 
and  of  a  similar  character,  at  a  moderate  outlay.    The  Court  had  power 

Page  474.  to  draw  inferences  of  fact : — Held,  that  there  was  no  such  total  destruc- 

tion of  the  road  as  would  relieve  the  parish  from  liability  to  repair.  The 
Queen  v.  Hornsea  (23  L.  J.  R.  M.  C.  59),  distinguished.  72.  v.  Greenhow, 
Inhab.  of{i5  L.  J.  M.  C,  141.) 

Defendant  had  a  lamp  projecting  from  his  premises  over  a  footway  in 
a  street.  It  fell  on  the  plaintiff,  who  was  passing  underneath,  and 
injured  her.  Defendant  had  shortly  before  employed  a  competent  person, 
C,  to  put  the  lamp  in  good  repair,  but  at  the  time  it  fell  it  was,  though 
not  to  his  knowledge,  in  a  dangerous  and  decayed  state.  The  jury  found 
there  was  no  personcd  negligence  in  the  defendant,  but  there  was  negli- 
gence in  C. : — Held,  by  Lu^,  J.,  and  Quain,  J.,  that  it  was  the  absolute 
duty  of  the  defendant,  as  occupier  of  the  premises  having  a  lamp  in  such 
a  position,  to  prevent  its  becoming  dangerous  to  the  public ;  that  if,  in 
fact,  it  did  become  dangerous,  it  was  a  nuisance,  and  for  any  injury  caused 
by  such  nuisance  defendant  was  liable ;  and  that  he  could  not  shift  the 
liability  arising  from  such  a  duty  from  himself  by  having  employed  a 
competent  person  to  do  the  necessary  repairs.  By  Blackburn,  J.,  *  that 
as  the  defendant  in  this  case  had  express  knowledge  shortly  before  the 
injury  of  the  lamp  needing  repair,  he  was  then  bound  to  put  it  into 
reasonable  repair ;  and  was  liable  for  the  consequences  of  its  not  being  in 
repair,  arising  from  the  breach  of  duty  in  the  person,  however  competent, 
whom  he  had  employed ;  it  was  therefore  not  necessary  to  decide,  and 
qumrCf  whether,  if  the  danger  arose  from  a  latent  defect,  or  from  the  act 
of  a  wrong  doer  without  defendant's  knowledge,  he  would  be  liable  for  an 
injury  so  happening.'     Tarry  v.  Ashion,  45  L.  J.  Q.  B.  260. 

Page  662.  By  the  *Epping  Forest  Amendment  Act,  1872,'  sect.  5,  the  Epping 

Forest  commissioners  may  make  orders  prohibiting,  until  after  their  finsd 
report,  any  enclosure  or  waste  of  land  within  the  forest,  subject  in  their 
judgment  to  any  forestal  or  common  rights.  The  commissioners  made  a 
general  order  prohibiting  all  persons  from  committing  waste  upon  a  piece 
of  land  described  until  the  final  report,  or  until  further  order ;  all  persons 
affected  to  be  at  liberty  to  apply  to  them  as  there  might  be  occasion. 
The  defendant  applied  to  the  commissioners  by  counsel  as  a  person  affec- 
ted, but  they  refused  to  enter  into  the  question  raised.  The  defendant 
was  convicted  upon  an  indictment  moved  by  certiorari  for  breach  of  this 
order : — Held,  upon  a  case  stated,  that  the  order  and  the  indictment  were 
good.     E,  V.  Wal^r,  13  Cox,  C.  C.  94. 

Page  647.  ^^^  ^^  ^^^^  (h)—E.  V.  Handley,  13  Cox,  C,  C.  79. 

Page  721.  q  ^^  summoned  for  trespassing  in  pursuit  of  coneys.     He  absconded, 

and  a  warrant  was  issued  for  his  apprehension,  addressed  to  all  peace 
officers  in  the  county  of  Devon.  A  constable  in  the  coimty  police  force 
endeavoured  to  arrest  C.  at  a  time  when  he  had  not  the  warrant  in  his 
possession.  C.  resisted  and  assaulted  the  constable  : — Held,  '  that  as  the 
offence  with  which  C.  was  charged  was  not  felony,  C.  was  justified  in  re- 
sisting the  attempt  of  the  constable  to  arrest  him  without  having  the 
warrant  in  his  possession.'  Cod  v.  GahCy  45  L.  J.  M.  C.  101  ;  13  Cox,  C. 
C.  202. 
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Add  to  note  (r) — The  following  document  was  held  to  be  a  valuable  ^^^  81. 
security  within  this  section  :  *  London,  July  19,  1875,  I  hereby  agree  to 
pay  you  100/.  sterling,  on  the  the  27th  instant,  to  prevent  any  action 
against  me.'    B.  v.  John,  13  Cox,  C.  C.  100,  Brett,  J. 

Whilst  in  treaty  with  Messrs.  G.  and  P.  for  the  sale  and  transfer  of  a  Page  890. 
public-house  license,  the  prisoner  was  required  by  them  to  give  security  for 
the  purchase  money  before  they  would  assist  him  in  prociu'ing  a  transfer. 
To  enable  him  to  give  the  required  security,  the  prosecutor  accepted  three 
bills  of  exchange  drawn  upon  him  by  the  prisoner,  which  the  latter  was 
to  deposit  with  Messrs.  G.  and  P.  by  way  of  security,  and  not  negotiate 
or  use  for  any  other  purpose,  and  if  the  transfer  was  not  effected,  was  to 
return  them  to  the  prosecutor.  The  prisoner,  instead  of  depositing  them 
with  Messrs.  G.  and  P.,  converted  two  of  them  to  his  own  use : — Held,  that 
the  prisoner  was  not  an  'agent'  within  the  75th  sect.,  nor  a  'bailee' 
within  the  3rd  sect,  of  24  &  25  Vict.  c.  96,  and  could  not  be  convicted 
under  either.     E.  v.  Cesser y  13  Cox,  C.  C.  187,  Bramwell,  B. 

The  16  &  17  Vict.  c.  107,  s.  95,  is  repealed  by  the  39  &  40  Vict.  Page  402. 
c.  36,  noticed  post,  p.  692. 

See  39  &  40  Vict.  c.  36,  'The  Customs  Consolidation  Act,  1876,'  Page  786. 
noticed  post,  p.  692. 

The  6  <fe  7  Will.  4,  c.  85,  s.  38,  is  repealed  by  the  37  &  38  Vict.  c.  35.  Page  811. 
See  vol.  3,  p.  28, 

Seventh  line  from  top,  insert  *c.  97,'  instead  of  *  c.  17.'  Page  927. 
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Page  115.  The  defendants  were  indicted,  as  directors  and  promoters  of  a  eertain 

company  called  the  Eiipion  Fuel  and  Gas  Company,  Limited,  for  con- 
spiring to  induce  the  committee  of  the  Stock  Exchange  to  order  a  quo- 
tation of  the  shares  of  the  company  in  their  official  list,  '  and  thereby  to 
induce  and  persuade  divers  of  the  liege  subjects  of  our  Lady  the  Queen, 
who  should  thereafter  buy  and  sell  the  shares  of  the  said  company,  to 
believe  that  the  said  company  was  duly  formed  and  constituted,  and  had 
in  all  respects  complied  with  the  rules  and  regulations  of  the  .... 
said  Stock  Exchange,  so  as  to  entitle  the  said  company  to  have  their 
shares  .  quoted  in  the  official  list  of  the  said  Stock  Exchange  ; — Held, 
that  the  indictment  disclosed  an  indictable  offence.  The  King  v.  De 
Bereiiger  discussed  and  followed.     R.  v.  Asjnnall,  45  L.  J.  M.  C.  129. 
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7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  28. 


An  Act  for  furtlier  improving  the  Administration  of  Justice  in  Criminal 

Cases  in  England, 

[2\st  June,  1827.] 

*  Whereas  trials  for  criminal  offences  in  that  part  of  the  United  King- 
dom called  England   ai'e   attended  with  some  forms  which  frequently 
impede  the  due  administration  of  justice,  and  it  is  therefore  expedient 
to  abolish  such  forms,  and  also  to  abolish  the  benefit  of  clergy,  and  to 
make  better  provision  for  the  punishment  of  offenders  in  certain  cases  : ' 
bo  it  therefore  enacted  by,  &a,  that  if  any  person,  not  having  privilege   ^  Pj^,*'^,  *  ^*** 
of  peerage,  being  arraigned  upon  any  indictment  for  treason,  felony,  or  ^]J^  more  Vhall 
piracy,  shall  plead  thereto  a  plea  of  *  Not  guilty,'  he  shall  by  such  plea,   put  the  pri- 
without  any  further  form,  be  deemed  to  have  put  himself  upon  the  iwneroiihia 
country  for  trial;  and  the  court  shall,  in  the  usual  manner,  order  a  jury  ^^^  by  jury, 
for  tlie  trial  of  such  person  accordingly. 

2.  If  any  person,  being  arraigned  upon  or  charged  with  any  indict-  If  ho  refuses 
ment  or  information  for  treason,  felony,  piracy,  or  misdemeanor,  shall  *^  plead, 
stand  mute  of  malice,  or  will  not  answer  directly  to  the  indictment  or  ^^*^  ™piea  of 
information,  in  every  such  case  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  court,  if  it  shall   « Not  guilty ' 
so  think  fit,  to  order  the  proper  officer  to  enter  a  plea  of  *  Not  guilty '  to  be  entered, 
on  behalf  of  such  person ;  and  the  plea  so  entered  shall  have  the  same 

force  and  effect  as  if  such  person  had  actually  pleaded  the  same. 

3.  If   any  person,  indicted  for  any  treason,  felony,  or  piracy,  shall  Every  chal- 
challenge  peremptorily  a  greater  number  of  the  men  returned  to  be  of  ^^^^  beyond 
the  jury  than  such  person  is  entitled  by  law  so  to  challenge  in  any  of  the  nJ^j^lr  ghan 
said  cases,  every  peremptory  challenge  beyond  the  number  allowed  by  be  void, 
law  in  any  of  the  said  cases  shall  be  entirely  void,  and  the  trial  of  such 

pei-son  shall  proceed  as  if  no  such  challenge  had  been  made. 

4.  No  plea  setting  forth  any  attainder  shall  be  pleaded  in  bar  of  any  Attainder  of 
indictment,  unless  the  attainder  be  for  the  same  offence  as  that  charged  another  crime 
in  the  indictment.  ''^^  v^^^^^^^ 

5.  Where  any  person  shall  be  indicted  for  treason  or  felony,  the  jury  Juiy  shall  not 
empanelled  to  try  such  person  shall  not  be  charged  to  inquire  concerning  inquire  of 
his  lands,  tenements,  or  goods,  nor  whether  he  fled  for  such  treason  or  P"^"*®!"   ,^0^ 
felony.  whether  ho 

6.  Benefit  of  clergy,  with  respect  to  persons  convicted  of  felony,  shall  fled. 

be  abolished ;  but  that  nothing  herein  contained  shall  prevent  the  joinder  Benefit  of 

in  any  indictment  of  any  counts  which  might  have  been  joined  before  the  clergy 

passing  of  this  Act.  abolished. 

7.  No  person  convicted  of  felony  shall  suffer  death  unless  it  be  for  What  felonies 
some  felony  which  was  excluded  from  the  benefit  of  clergy  before  or  on  only  shall  be 
the  first  day  of  the  present  session  of  Parliament,  or  which  hath  been  ^ap^**^* 

or  shall  be  made  punishable  with  death  by  some  statute  passed  after 
that  day. 
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Felonies  not 
capital  punish- 
able under  the 
Acts,  if  any 
relating 
thereto  ; 
otherwise 
under  this  Act. 


The  court  may 
order  hard 
labour  or 
solitary  con- 
finement as 
part  of  the 
sentence  of 
imprisonment. 


Fanishment 
for  a  subse- 
quent felony. 


Form  of  in- 
dictment for 
the  subsequent 
felony. 

What  shall  be 
sufficient 
proof  of  the 
first  convic- 
tion. 


Uttering  false 
certificate  of 
conviction. 


Admiralty 
offences. 


Appendix  of  Statutes, 

8.  Every  person  convicted  of  any  felony,  not  punishable  with  death, 
shall  be  punished  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  statute  or  statutes 
specially  relating  to  such  felony ;  and  that  every  person  convicted  of  any 
felony,  for  which  no  punishment  hath  been  or  hereafter  may  be  specially 
provided,  shall  be  deemed  to  be  punishable  under  this  Act,  and  shall  be 
liable,  at  the  discretion  of  the  court,  to  be  transported  beyond  the  seas 
for  the  term  of  seven  years,  or  to  be  imprisoned  for  any  term  not  exceed- 
ing two  years ;  and,  if  a  male,  to  be  once,  twice,  or  thrice  publicly  or 
privately  whipped  (if  the  court  shall  so  think  fit),  in  addition  to  such 
imprisonment. 

9.  And  with  regard  to  the  place  and  mode  of  imprisonment  for  all 
offences  punishable  under  this  Act,  be  it  enacted,  that  where  any  person 
shall  be  convicted  of  any  offence  punishable  under  this  Act,  for  w^hich 
imprisonment  may  be  awarded,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  court  to  sentence 
the  offender  to  be  imprisoned,  or  to  be  imprisoned  and  kept  to  hard 
labour,  in  the  common  gaol  or  house  of  correction,  and  also  to  direct  that 
the  offender  shall  be  kept  in  solitary  confinement  for  the  whole  or  any 
portion  or  portions  of  such  imprisonment,  or  of  such  imprisonment  with 
hard  labour  as  to  the  court  in  its  discretion  shall  seem  meet. 

10.  See  vol.  L  p.  81. 

11.  And  whereas  it  is  expedient  to  provide  for  the  more  exemplary 
punishment  of  offenders  who  commit  felony  after  a  previous  conviction 
for  felony,  whether  such  conviction  shall  have  taken  place  before  or 
after  the  commencement  of  this  Act ;  be  it  therefore  enacted,  that  if  any 
person  shall  be  convicted  of  any  felony,  not  punishable  with  death,  com- 
mitted after  a  previous  conviction  for  felony,  such  person  shall,  on  such 
subsequent  conviction,  be  liable,  at  the  discretion  of  the  court,  to  be 
transported  beyond  the  seas  for  life,  or  for  any  term  not  less  than  seven 
years,  or  to  be  imprisoned  for  any  term  not  exceeding  four  years  ;  and,  if 
a  male,  to  be  once,  twice,  or  thrice  publicly  or  privately  whipped  (if  the 
court  shall  so  think  fit),  in  addition  to  such  imprisonment ;  and  in  an  in- 
dictment for  any  such  felony  committed  after  a  previous  conviction  for 
felony,  it  shall  be  sufficient  to  state  that  the  offender  was  at  a  certain 
time  and  place  convicted  of  felony,  without  otherwise  describing  the  pre- 
vious felony ;  and  a  certificate  containing  the  substance  and  effect  only 
(omitting  the  formal  part)  of  the  indictment  and  conviction  for  the  pre- 
vious felony,  purporting  to  be  signed  by  the  clerk  of  the  court,  or  other 
officer  having  the  custody  of  the  records  of  the  court  where  the  offender 
was  first  convicted,  or  by  the  deputy  of  such  clerk  or  officer  (for  which 
certificate  a  fee  of  six  shillings  and  eightpence,  and  no  more,  shall  be  de- 
manded or  taken),  shall,  upon  proof  of  the  identity  of  the  person  of  the 
offender,  be  sufficient  evidence  of  the  first  conviction,  without  proof  of 
the  signature  or  official  character  of  the  person  appearing  to  have  signed 
the  same ;  and  if  any  such  clerk,  officer,  or  deputy  shall  utter  a  false 
certificate  of  any  indictment  and  conviction  for  a  previous  felony,  or  if 
any  person  other  than  such  clerk,  officer,  or  deputy  shall  sign  any  such 
certificate  as  such  clerk,  officer,  or  deputy,  or  shall  utter  any  such  certifi- 
cate with  a  false  or  counterfeit  signature  thereto,  every  such  offender 
shall  be  guilty  of  felony,  and,  being  lawfully  convicted  thereof,  shall  be 
liable,  at  the  discretion  of  the  court,  to  be  transported  beyond  the  seas 
for  the  term  of  seven  years,  or  to  be  imprisoned  for  any  term  not  exceed- 
ing tw^o  years ;  and,  if  a  male,  to  be  once,  twice,  or  thrice  publicly  or 
privately  whipped  (if  the  court  shall  so  think  fii),  in  addition  to  such  im- 
prisonment. 

12.  All  offences  prosecuted  in  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  of  England 
shall,  upon  every  first  and  subsequent  conviction,  be  subject  to  the  same 
punishments,  whether  of  death  or  otherwise,  as  if  such  offences  had  been 
committed  upon  the  land. 


1  Vict.  c.  84.  639 

13.  Where  the  King's  Majesty  shall  be  pleased  to  extend  his  royal  Effect  of  a 
mercy  to  any  offender  convicted  of  any  felony  punishable  with  death  or  free  or  condi- 
otherwisB,  and  by  warrant  under  his  royal  sign  manual,  countersigned  *^**°*^  pardon 
by  one  of  his  principal  secretaries  of  state,  shall  grant  to  such  offender 

either  a  free  or  a  conditional  pardon,  the  discharge  of  such  offender  out  of 
custody  in  the  case  of  a  free  pardon,  and  the  performance  of  the  condi- 
tion in  the  case  of  a  conditional  pardon,  shall  have  the  effect  of  a  pardon 
under  the  Great  Seal  for  such  offender,  as  to  the  felony  for  which  such 
pardon  shall  be  so  granted  :  provided  always,  that  no  free  pardon,  nor  Proviso, 
any  such  discharge  in  consequence  thereof,  nor  any  conditional  pardon, 
nor  the  performance  of  the  condition  thereof  in  any  of  the  cases  aforesaid, 
shall  prevent  or  mitigate  the  punishment  to  which  the  offender  might 
otherwise  be  lawfully  sentenced  on  a  subsequent  conviction  for  any  felony 
committed  after  the  granting  of  any  such  pardon. 

14.  Wherever  this  or  any  other  statute  relating  to  any  offence,  whether  Rule  for  the 
punishable  upon  indictment  or  summary  conviction,  in  describing  or  re-  interiffetation 
feiTing  to  the  offence  or  the  subject-matter  on  or  with  respect  to  which  it  ^LtotfT*""^^ 
shall  be  committed,  or  the  offender  or  the  party  affected  or  intended  to 

be  affected  by  the  offence,  hath  used  or  shall  use  words  importing  the  sin- 
gular number  or  the  masculine  gender  only,  yet  the  statute  shall  be 
understood  to  include  several  matters  as  well  as  one  matter,  and  several 
persons  as  well  as  one  person,  and  females  as  well  as  males,  and  bodies 
corporate  as  well  as  individuals,  unless  it  be  otherwise  specially  provided, 
or  there  be  something  in  the  subject  or  context  repugnant  to  such  con- 
struction ;  and  wherever  any  forfeiture  or  penalty  is  payable  to  a  party 
aggrieved,  it  shall  be  payable  to  a  body  corporate  in  every  case  where 
such  body  shall  be  the  party  aggrieved. 

16.  Nothing  herein  contained  shall  extend  to  Scotland  or  Ireland.  Not  to  extend 

to  Scotland  or 
Ireland. 

1  Vict.  c.  84,  (a). 

1.  Recites  the  2  &  3  Will.  4,  c.  59,  s.  19  [see  vol.  2,  p.  813],  the  2 
k  3  Will.  4,  c.  125,  s.  64  [see  vol.  2,  p.  793],  the  5  &  6  WUl.  4,  c.  45, 
s.  12  [see  vol.  2,  p.  793],  and  the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  51,  s.  5  [see  vol.  2, 

p.  793]  ;  and  enacts,  that  if  any  person  shall  after  the  commencement  of  persons  con- 

this  Act  be  convicted  of  any  of  the  offences  hereinbefore  mentioned,  such  victed  of  any 

person  shall  not  suffer  death,  or  have  sentence  of  death  awarded  against  of  ^e  offences 

him  or  her  for  the  same,  but  shall  be  liable,  at  the  discretion  of  the  court,  l^ercinbeforo 

to  be  transported  beyond  the  seas  for  life,  or  for  any  terra  not  less  than  ^  xitAAc  to  bo 

seven  years,  or  to  be  imprisoned  for  any  term  not  exceeding  four  years  transported, 
nor  less  than  two  years. 

The  Acts  recited  in  sec.  2  are  repealed  by  the  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  84,  and 
24  &  2d  Vict.  c.  95. 

3.  And  be  it  enacted,  that  when  any  person  shall  be*  convicted  of  any  Persons  con- 
offence   punishable   under  this   Act   for  which   imprisonment   may  be  victed  of 
awarded,  it  sball  be  lawful  for  the  court  to  sentence  the  offender  to  be  offen<»s 
imprisoned,  with  or  without  hard  labour,  in  the  common  gaol  or  house  ^prig^n^ent 
of  correction,  and  also  to  direct  that  the  offender  shall  be  kept  in  solitary  may  be  kept  to 
confinement  for  any  portion  or  portions  of  such  imprisonment,  not  ex-  hard  labour 
ceeding  one  month  at  any  one  time,  and  not  exceeding  three  months  in  ^^^  solitary 
any  one  year,  as  to  the  court  in  its  discretion  shall  seem  meet.  ^^^  nemen 

(a)  The  37  &  38  Vict.   c.    35    (the  Also,  except  as  to  Scotland,  so  much 

Statute  Law  Revision  Act,  1874),  repeals  as  relates  to  the  punishment  of  offences 

this  Act  in  part  ;  namely,  formerly  punishable  under  the  Acts  2  & 

So  much  as  relates  to  the  punishment  8  Will.  4,  c.  123  or  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  44. 

of   offences  formerly  punishable   under  Section  four  from  **or  in  an  Act"  to 

the  Acts  11  Geo.  4  &  1  Will.  4,  c.  66,  the  end  of  that  section. 

5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.   45,  or  8  &  4  Will.  4,  Section  Five, 
c.  51. 
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Ju8iice8  in 
868819118  re- 
strained from 
trying  certain 
offences. 


5  &  6  Vict.  c.  38.  (b) 

An  Act  to  define  tlie  Jtirisdiction  of  Justices  in  General  and  Quarter 

Sessions  of  the  Peace. 

[30th  June,  1842.] 

'  Whereas  it  is  expedient  that  the  powers  of  justices  in  general  and 
quarter  sessions  of  the  peace  with  respect  to  the  trial  of  offences  be  better 
defined ; '  be  it  enacted  by  the  Queen's  most  excellent  Majesty,  by  and 
with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  lords  spiritual  and  temporal,  and 
commons,  in  this  present  Parliament  assembled,  and  by  the  authority  of 
the  same,  that  after  the  passing  of  this  Act  neither  the  justices  of  the 
peace  acting  in  and  for  any  county,  riding,  division,  or  liberty,  nor  the 
recorder  of  any  borough,  shall,  at  any  session  of  the  peace,  or  at  any  ad- 
journment thereof,  try  any  person  or  persons  for  any  treason,  murder,  or 
capital  felony,  or  for  any  felony  which,  when  committed  by  a  person  not 
previously  convicted  of  felony,  is  punishable  [by  transportation  beyond 
the  seas]  (c)  for  life,  or  for  any  of  the  following  offences  (that  is  to 
say)  :— 

1.  Misprision  of  treason  : 

2.  Offences  against  the  Queen's  title,  prerogative,  person,  or  govern- 

ment, or  against  either  House  of  Parliament : 

3.  Offences  subject  to  the  penalties  of  prcemunire  : 

4.  Blasphemy,  and  offences  against  religion  : 

5.  Administering  or  taking  unlawful  oaths  : 

6.  Perjury  and  subornation  of  perjury  : 

7.  Making  or  suborning  any  other  person  to  make  a  false  oath,  affir- 

mation, or  declaration,  punishable  as  perjury  or  as  a  misde- 
meanor : 

8.  Forgery  : 

9.  Unlawfully  and  maliciously  setting  fire  to  crops  of  com,  grain,  or 

pulse,  or  to  any  part  of  a  wood,  coppice,  or  plantation  of  trees,  or 
to  any  heath,  gorse,  furze,  or  fern  : 

10.  Bigamy,  and  offences  against  the  laws  relating  to  marriage  : 

1 1.  Abduction  of  women  and  girls  : 

12.  Endeavouring  to  conceal  the  birth  of  a  child  : 

13.  Offences  against  any  provision  of  the  laws  relating  to  bankrupts  and 

insolvents :  (b) 
14  Composing,  printing,  or  publishing  blasphemous,  seditious,  or  defa- 
matory libels  : 

15.  Bribery  : 

16.  Unlawful  combinations  and  conspiracies,  except  conspiracies  or  com- 

binations to  commit  any  offence  which  such  justices  or  recorder 
respectively  have  or  has  jurisdiction  to  try  when  committed  by 
one  person  : 

17.  Stealing  or  fraudulently  taking,  or  injuring  or  destroying  records 

or  documents  belonging  to  any  court  of  law  or  equity,  or  relating 
to  any  proceeding  therein  : 


(6)  By  32  &  33  Vict.  c.  62,  s.  20,  so 
much  of  this  Act  as  excludes  from  the 
jaiisdiction  of  justices  and  recorders  at 
sessions  of  the  X)eace,  or  adjournments 
thereof,  the  trial  of  persons  for  offences 
against  any  provision  of  the  laws  relating 
to  bankrupts,  is  hereby  repealed  as  from 
the  passing  of  this  Act ;  and  any  offence 
under  this  Act  shall  be  deemed  to  be 


within  the  jurisdiction  of  such  justices 
and  recorders. 

By  87  &  88  Vict.  c.  96,  this  Act  (6  &  6 
Vict.  c.  38),  is  repealed  in  part ;  namely, — 
section  one,  the  item  of  offences  numbered 
13,  and  from  **  provided"  to  the  end  of 
that  section. 

Section  Five. 

(c)  Now  penal  servitude,  see  vol.  1,  p.  73. 
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18.  Stealing  or  fraudulently  destroying  or  concealing  wills  or  testamen- 
tary papers,  or  any  document  or  written  instrument  being  or 
containing  evidence  of  the  title  to  any  real  estate  or  any  interest 
in  lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments  : 
Provided  {d)  always,  that  nothing  herein  contained  shall  be  construed  to  Proviso  as  to 
give  authority  to  the  justices  of  the  peace  acting  in  and  for  the  cities  of  justices  acting 
London  and  Westminster,  the  liberty  of  the  Tower  of  London,  the  JJ/^^^^^q^*^ 
borough  of  Southwark,  and  the  counties  of  Middlesex,  Essex,  Kent,  and 
Surrey,  to  try  any  person  or  persons  for  any  offence  committed  or  alleged 
to  be  committed  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Central  Criminal  Court, 
which  such  justices  are  restrained  from  trying  under  the  provisions  of  an 
Act  passed  in  the  fifth  year  of  the  reign  of  his  late  Majesty,  intituled   4^5  Will.  4, 
'  An  Act  for  establishing  a  new  court  for  the  trial  of  offences  committed  ^  ^^' 
in  the  metropolis  and  parts  adjoining.' 


6  &  7  Vict.  c.  12. 

An  Act  for  the  more  eowvenient  Holding  of  Coroneri  InquesU, 

[Uth  April,  1843.] 

*  Whereas  it  often  happens  that  it  is  unknown  where  persons  lying 
dead  have  come  by  their  deaths,  and  also  that  such  persons  may  die  in 
other  places  than  those  in  which  the  cause  of  death  happened  : '  be  it 
enacted  by  the  Queen's  most  excellent  Majesty,  by  and  with  the  advice 
and  consent  of  the  lords  spiritual  and  temporal,  and  conmions,  in  this 
present  Parliament  assembled,  and  by  the  authority  of  the  same,  that  the  ^  . 

coroner  only  within  whose  jurisdiction  the  body  of  any  person  upon  whose  ^iJhln'whoae 
death  an  inquest  ought  to  be  holden  shall  be  lying  dead  shall  hold  the  jurisdiction 
inquest,  notwithstanding  that  the  cause  of  death  did  not  arise  within  the  the  body  is 
jurisdiction  of  such  coroner  ;  and  in  the  case  of  any  body  found  dead  in  'I'^if^^xi, 
the  sea,  or  any  creek,  river,  or  navigable  canal  within  the  flowing  of  the   inq,!^,^^       ^ 
sea,  where  there  shall  be  no  deputy  coroner  for  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Admiralty  of  England,  the  inquest  shall  be  holden  only  by  the  coroner 
having  jurisdiction  in  the  place  where  the  body  shall  be  first  brought  to 
land. 

2.  For  the  purpose  of  holding  coroners'  inquests  every  detached  part  Provision  for 
of  a  county,  riding,  or  division  rihall  be  deemed  to  be  within  that  county,  ^e<»ched  paita 
riding,  or  division  by  which  it  is  wholly  surrounded,  or  where  it  is  partly 
surrounded  by  two  or  more  counties,  ridings,  or  divisions,  within  that  one 

with  which  it  has  the  longest  common  boundary. 

3.  If  a  verdict  of  murder  or  manslaughter,  or  as  accessory  before  the  PaHies  may  le 
fact  to  any  murder,  shall  be  found  by  the  jury  at  any  such  inquest,  tried  on 
against  any  person  or  persons,  the  coroner  holding  the  said  inquest  and  the  "'^«'^^**  °^ 
justices  of  oyer  and  terminer  and  gaol  delivery  for  the  county,  city,  dis-  manslaughter, 
trict,  or  place  in  which  such  inquest  shall  be  holden,  and  all  other  persons, 

shall  have  the  same  powers  respectively  for  the  commitment,  trial,  and 
execution  of  the  sentence  of  the  person  or  persons  so  charged  as  they 
now  by  law  possess  with  regard  to  the  commitment,  trial,  and  execution 
of  the  sentence  upon  any  person  or  persons  committed  and  tried  within 
the  jurisdiction  where  the  death  happened. 


7  &  8  Vict.  c.  2. 

See  ss.  1  and  2,  as  to  offences  committed  on  the  high  seas,  vol  1,  p.  16.    \^here 

3.  The  justice  or  justices  by  whom  any  information  shall  be  taken   offenders  shall 

be  tried. 
(d)  Sec  note  (b)  ante,  p.  640. 
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touching  aay  offence  oommitted  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Admiralty 
7  Geo.  4,  c.  38.  of  England  under  the  provisions  of  an  Act  passed  in  the  seventh  year  of 
the  reign  of  King  George  the  Fourth,  intituled  *  An  Act  to  enable  com- 
missioners for  trying  offences  upon  the  sea,  and  justices  of  the  peace,  to 
take  examinations  touching  such  offences,  and  to  commit  to  safe  custody 
persons  charged  therewith/  if  he  or  they  shall  see  cause  thereupon  to 
commit  such  person  to  take  his  trial  for  such  offence,  shall  commit  him 
to  the  same  prison  to  which  he  would  have  been  committed  to  take  his 
trial  at  the  next  court  of  oyer  and  terminer  and  general  gaol  delivery  if 
the  offence  had  been  committed  on  land  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
same  justice  or  justices,  and  shall  have  authority  to  bind  by  recognizance 
all  persons  who  shall  know  or  declare  anything  material  touching  the 
said  offence  to  appear  at  the  said  next  court  of  oyer  and  terminer  and 
general  gaol  delivery,  then  and  there  to  prosecute  or  give  evidence 
against  the  party  accused,  and  shall  return  all  such  informations  and 
recognizances  to  the  proper  officer  of  the  Court  in  which  the  trial  is  to 
be,  at  or  before  the  opening  of  the  court ;  and  every  such  offender  shall 
be  arraigned,  tried,  and  sentenced,  as  if  the  offence  had  been  committed 
within  the  county,  riding,  or  division  for  which  such  court  shall  be 
holden.  See  vol.  1,  p.  16,  note  (r). 
Not  to  affect  4.  Nothing  herein  contained  shall  affect  the  jurisdiction  belonging  to 

Central  ^^iq  Central  Criminal  Court  for  the  trial  of  peraons  charged  with  offences 

CoiLrtT or  pre-  committed  on  the  high  seas  and  other  places  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
vent  the  issue  the  Admiralty  of  England,  or  to  restrain  the  issue  of  any  special  com- 
of  special  com-  mission  under  the  first  recited  Act  for  the  trial  of  such  offenders,  if  need 
missions.  ^^itAx  i,e. 


Questions  of 
law  may  be 
reserved  at 
Bc^^sions  of  the 
])eace  for  con- 
sideration of 
judges. 


Questions  re- 
uorved  to  be 
certified  ta 
the  judges. 


11  &  12  Vict.  c.  78. 

An  Act  for  tlufartlier  Amendment  of  the  Administration  of  the 

CHminal  Law, 

[31«<  AvLgxid,  1848.] 

1.  When  any  person  shall  have  been  convicted  of  any  treason,  felony, 
or  misdemeanor  before  any  court  of  oyer  and  terminer  or  gaol  delivery, 
or  court  of  quarter  sessions,  the  judge  or  commissioner  or  justices  of  the 
peace  before  whom  the  c<ise  shall  have  been  tried  may,  in  his  or  their 
discretion,  reserve  any  question  of  law  which  shall  have  arisen  on  the 
trial  for  the  consideration  of  the  justices  of  either  bench  and  barons  of 
the  exchequer,  and  thereupon  shall  have  authority  to  respite  execution 
of  the  judgment  on  such  conviction,  or  postpone  the  judgment  until  such 
question  shall  have  been  considered  and  decided,  as  he  or  they  may  think 
fit ;  and  in  either  case  the  court  in  its  discretion  shall  commit  the  person 
convicted  to  prison,  or  shall  take  a  recognizance  of  bail,  with  one  or  two 
sufficient  sureties,  and  in  such  sum  as  the  court  shall  think  fit,  condi- 
tioned to  appear  at  such  time  or  times  as  the  court  shall  direct,  and 
receive  judgment,  or  to  render  himself  in  execution,  as  the  case  may  be. 

2.  The  judge  or  commissioner  or  court  of  quarter  sessions  shall  there- 
upon state,  in  a  case  signed  in  the  manner  now  usual,  the  question  or 
questions  of  law  which  shall  have  been  so  reserved,  with  the  special  cir- 
cumstances upon  which  the  same  shall  have  arisen ;  and  such  case  shall 
be  transmitted  to  the  said  justices  and  barons,  and  the  said  justices  and 
barons  shall  thereupon  have  full  power  and  authority  to  hear  and  finally 
determine  the  said  question  or  questions,  and  thereupon  to  reverse, 
affirm,  or  amend  any  judgment  which  shall  have  been  given  on  the  in- 
dictment or  inquisition  on  the  trial  whereof  such  question  or  questions 
have  arisen,  or  to  avoid  such  judgment,  and  to  order  an  entry  to  be  made 
on  the  record,  that  in  the  judgment  of  the  said  justices  and  barons  the 
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party  oonvicted  ought  not  to  have  been  oouyioted,  or  to  arrest  the  judg- 
ment, or  order  judgment  to  be  given  thereon  at  some  other  session  of 
oyer  and  terminer  or  gaol  delivery,  or  other  sessions  of  the  peace,  if  no 
judgment  shall  have  been  before  that  time  given,  as  they  shall  be  advised, 
or  to  make  such  other  order  as  justice  may  require  ;  and  such  judgment 
and  order,  if  any,  of  the  said  justices  and  barons,  shall  be  certified  under 
the  hand  of  the  presiding  chief  justice  or  chief  baron  to  the  clerk  of 
assize  or  his  deputy,  or  to  the  clerk  of  the  peace  or  his  deputy,  as  the  case 
may  be,  who  shall  enter  the  same  ou  the  original  record  in  proper  form  ; 
and  a  certificate  of  such  entry,  under  the  hand  of  the  clerk  of  assize  or 
his  deputy,  or  the  clerk  of  the  peace  or  his  deputy,  as  the  case  may  be, 
iu  the  form,  as  near  as  may  be,  or  to  the  effect  mentioned  in  the  schedule 
annexed  to  this  Act,  with  the  necessary  alterations  to  adapt  it  to  the 
circumstances  of  the  case,  shall  be  delivered  or  transmitted  by  him  to 
the  sheriff  or  gaoler  in  whose  ctistody  the  person  convicted  shall  be ;  and 
the  said  certificate  shall  be  a  sufficient  warrant  to  such  sheriff  or  gaoler, 
and  all  other  persons,  for  the  execution  of  the  judgment,  as  the  same 
shall  be  certified  to  have  been  affirmed  or  amended,  and  execution  shall 
be  thereupon  executed  on  such  judgment,  and  for  the  discharge  of  the 
person  convicted  from  further  imprisonment,  if  the  judgment  shall  be 
revensed,  avoided,  or  arrested,  and  in  that  case  such  sheriff  or  gaoler  shall 
forthwith  discharge  him,  and  also  the  next  court  of  oyer  and  terminer 
and  gaol  deliveiy  or  sessions  of  the  peace  shall  vacate  the  recognizance 
of  bail,  if  any  ;  and  if  the  court  of  oyer  and  terminer  and  gaol  delivery 
or  court  of  quarter  sessions  shall  be  directed  to  give  judgment,  the  said 
court  shall  proceed  to  give  judgment  at  the  next  session. 

3.  The  jurisdiction  and  authorities  by  this  Act  given  to  the  said  Quorum  of 
justices  of  either  bench  and  barons  of  the  exchequer  shall  and  may  be  i^^g^ ;  tbeii 
exercised  by  the  said  justices  and  barons,  or  five  of  them  at  the  least,  of  C^f  ?-*"**i° 
whom  the  lord  chief  justice  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  the  lord  chief  open  court, 
justice  of  the  Court  of  Common  Fleas,  and  the  lord  chief  baron  of  the 

(.^ourt  of  Exchequer,  or  one  of  such  chiefs  at  least,  shall  be  part,  beiug 
met  in  the  exchequer  chamber  or  other  convenient  place  ;  and  the  judg- 
ment or  judgments  of  the  said  justices  and  barons  shall  be  delivered  in 
Of  en  court,  after  hearing  counsel  or  the  parties,  in  case  the  prosecutor  or 
the  person  convicted  shall  think  it  fit  that  the  case  shall  be  argued,  in 
like  manner  as  the  judgn^^Liits  of  the  superior  courts  of  common  law  at 
Westminster  or  Dublin,  as  the  case  may  be,  are  now  delivered. 

4.  The  said  justices  and  barons,  when  a  case  has  been  reserved  for  Case  or  ccr- 
their  opinion,  shall  have  power,  if  they  think  fit,  to  cause  the  case  or  tificate  may  be 
certificate  to  be  sent  back  for  amendment,  and  thereupon  the  same  shall  ^®"*  ^^  ^^^ 
1)0  amended  accordhigly,  and  judgment  shall  be  delivered  after  it  shall 

have  been  amended. 

5.  Whenever  any  writ  of  error  shall  be  brought  upon  any  judgment  ^V^beii  judg- 
on  any  indictment,  information,  presentment,  or  inquisition,  in  any  ™^^ia"  ^'  •♦ 
criminal  case,  and  the  court  of  error  shall  reverse  the  judgment,  it  shall  of  error  re- 
be  competent  for  such  court  of  error  either  to  pronounce  the  proper  conlmaybe 
judgment  or  to  remit  the  record  to  the  court  below,  in  order  that  such  roroJ^^t^l  to 
court  may  pronounce  the  proper  judgment  upon  such  indictment,  J^^^T*****®^ 
information,  presentment,  or  inquisition.  '^    g™  "  • 

6.  Every  person  who  shall  foige  or  alter,  or  shall  offer,  utter,  dispose  I'enalty  for 
of,  or  put  off,  knowing  the  same  to  bo  forged  or  altered,  any  certificate  of  ^°'*8<^'T^- 
or  copy  certified  by  a  chief  justice,  or  any  certificate  of  or  copy  certified 

by  a  clerk  of  assize  or  his  deputy,  or  the  clerk  of  the  peace  or  his  deputy, 
as  the  case  may  be,  with  intent  to  cause  any  person  to  be  discharged 
from  custody,  or  otherwise  prevent  the  due  course  of  justice,  shall  be 
guilty  of  felony,  and  being  convicted  thereof  shall  be  liable,  at  the 
discretion  of  the  court^  to  be  transported  beyond  the  seas  for  any  term 
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not  exceeding  ten  years,  or  be  imprisoned  for  any  term  not  exceeding 
three  years,  t^ith  or  without  hard  labour  and  solitary  confinement,  both 
or  either,  at  the  discretion  of  the  court  before  which  he  shall  be  tried. 


SCHEDULE. 

Whereas  at  the  session  of  the  peace  for  the  county  of  held 

on  before  and  others  their  fellows  \or  at  the 

session  of  oyer  and  terminer  and  gaol  delivery  held  for  the  county  of 

on  before,  among  others,  Sir  A.  B,y  Knight, 

one  of  the  justices  of  the  court  of  and  here  name 

tlie  quorum  commissioners,  justices  of  oyer  and  terminer  and  gaol 
delivery],  A,B,,  late  of  labourer,  having  been  found 

guilty  of  felony,  and  judgment  thereupon  given,  that  [state  the  substanee] 
the  court  before  whom  he  was  tried  reserved  a  certain  question  of  law 
for  the  consideration  of  the  justices  of  either  bench  and  the  barons  of 
the  exchequer,  and  execution  was  thereupon  respited  in  the  meantime  : 
This  is  to  certify,  that  the  said  justices  and  barons  having  met  in  the 
exchequer  chamber  at  Westminster  [or  Dublin,  cis  the  case  may  he\  on 
the  day  of  it  was  considered  by  the  said 

justices  and  barons  there  that  the  judgment  aforesaid  should  be  annulled, 
and  an  entry  made  on  the  reconl  that  the  said  A,B,  ought  not^  in  the 
judgment  of  the  said  justices  and  barons,  to  have  been  convicted  of  the 
felony  aforesaid;  and  you  are  therefore  hereby  required  forthwith  to 
discharge  the  said  A,B.  from  your  custody. 

To  the  Gaoler  of  and  the  Sheriff  of 

and  all  others  whom  it  may  concern. 

(Signed)        E.F. 
Clerk  of  the  Peace  for  the  County  of 
[or  Clerk  of  Assize  for 
as  the  case  may  he.'] 
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Sees.  1, 2,  3,  and  4  are  repealed  by  the  20  k  21  Vict,  a  3. 

o.  Whenever  Her  Majesty  or  the  lord  lieutenant,  or  other  chief 
governor  or  governors  of  Ireland  for  the  time  being  shall  be  pleased  to 
extend  mercy  to  any  offender  convicted  of  any  offence  for  which  he  may 
be  liable  to  the  punishment  of  death,  upon  condition  of  his  being  kept  to 
penal  servitude  for  any  term  of  years  or  for  life,  such  intention  of  mercy 
shall  have  the  same  effect,  and  may  be  signified  in  the  same  manner, 
and  all  courts,  justices,  and  others  shall  give  effect  thereto  and  to  the 
condition  of  the  pardon  in  like  manner,  as  in  the  cases  where  Her 
Majesty,  or  the  lonl  lieutenant,  or  other  chief  governor  or  governors  of 
Ireland  for  the  time  is  or  are  now  pleased  to  extend  mercy  upon  condi- 
tion of  transportation  beyond  seas,  the  order  for  the  execution  of 
such  punishment  as  Her  Majesty,  or  the  lord  lieutenant,  or  other  chief 
governor  or  governors  of  Ireland  for  the  time  being  may  have  made  the 
condition  of  her,  his,  or  their  mercy  being  substituted  for  the  order  for 
transportation. 

6.  Every  peraon  who  under  this  Act  shall  be  sentenced  or  ordered  to 
be  kept  in  penal  servitude  may,  during  the  term  of  the  sentence  or  order, 
be  confined  in  any  such  prison  or  place  of  confinement  in  any  part  of  the 
United  Kingdom,  or  in  any  river,  port,  or  harbour  of  the  United  King- 
dom, in  which  persons  under  sentence  ororder  of  transportation  may  now 
by  law  be  confined,  or  in  any  other  prison  in  the  United  Kingdom, 
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or  in  any  part  of  Her  Majesty's  dominions  beyond  the  seas,  or  in  any 
port  or  harbour  thereof,  as  one  of  Her  Majesty's  principal  secretaries  of 
state  may  from  time  to  time  direct ;  and  such  person  may  during  such 
term  be  kept  to  hard  labour,  and  otherwise  dealt  with  in  all  respects  as 
persons  sentenced  to  transportation  may  now  by  law  be  dealt  with  whilst 
so  confined. 

7.  All  Acts  and  provisions  of  Acts  now.  applicable  with  respect  to  ^^^;^  *^^* 
persons  under  sentence  or  order  of  transportation  shall,  so  far  as  may  be  codt^' bL- 
consistent  with  the  express  provisions  of  this  Act,  be  construed  to  extend  tenced  to 
and  be  applicable  to  persons  under  any  sentence  or  order  of  penal  servi-  transportation 
tude  under  this  Act ;  and  all  the  powers  and  provisions  contained  in  the  J°JJ^f^^^^®" 
Act  of  the  fifth  year  of  King  George  the  Fourth,  chapter  eighty-four,  Jh/p^^og^ 
authorizing  the  appointment  by  Her  Majesty  from  time  to  time  of  places  of  this  Act. 
of  confinement  as  therein  mentioned  for  male  offenders  under  sentence 

or  order  of  transportation,  and  authorizing  Her  Majesty  to  order  male 
offenders  convicted  in  Great  Britain  and  under  sentence  or  order  of 
transportation  to  be  kept  to  hard  labour  in  any  part  of  Her  Majesty's 
dominions  out  of  England,  shall  extend  and  be  applicable  to  and  for  the 
appointment  by  Her  Majesty  of  like  places  of  confinement  in  any  part  of 
the  United  Kingdom  for  offenders  (whether  male  or  female)  sentenced 
under  this  Act  in  any  part  of  the  United  Kingdom,  and  to  and  for  the 
ordering  of  such  offenders  to  be  kept  to  hard  labour  in  any  part  of  Her 
Majesty's  dominions  out  of  England  ;  and  all  the  provisions  of  the  said 
Act  concerning  the  removal  to  or  from  and  confinement  in  the  places  of 
confinement  in  or  out  of  England,  appointed  under  the  said  Act,  of  the 
offenders  therein  mentioned,  and  all  Acta  and  provisions  of  Acts  now  in 
force  concerning  or  relating  to  the  regulation  and  government  of  such 
places  of  confinement,  and  the  custody,  treatment^  management,  and 
control  of  or  otherwise  in  relation  to  the  offenders  confined  therein,  shall, 
so  far  as  the  same  may  be  consistent  with  the  express  provisions  of  the 
Act,  extend  and  be  applicable  to  and  for  the  removal  to  and  from  and 
confinement  in  the  places  of  confinement  appointed  under  this  Act,  of  the 
offenders  sentenced  in  any  part  of  the  United  Kingdom,  and  otherwise 
be  applicable  to  and  in  respect  of  such  places  of  confinement  and  the 
offenders  to  be  confined  therein. 

8.  Provided  always,  that  all  the  powers  vested  under  this  Act  expressly  Powers  of 
or  by  reference  to  any  other  Act,  in  one  of  Her  Majesty's  principal  ^f!^?f^^ 
secretaries  of  state,  shall  in  relation  to  places  of  confinement  in  Ireland,  ^xerdsed  in 
or  where  such  powers  are  otherwise  to  be  exercised  in   Ireland,    be  Ireland  hj 
exercised  by  the  lord  lieutenant  or  other  chief  governor  or  governors  of  lord  lieu- 
Ireland  ;  and  where  the  signature  of  one  of  Her  Majesty's  principal  *0J»«>t» 
secretaries  of  state  would  be  neoessaiy  in  relation  to  the  exercise  of  such 

powers,  the  signature  of  such  loid  lieutenant  or  chief  governor  or 
governors,  or  his  or  their  chief  secretary,  shall  be  sufficient  in  the  case  of 
the  exercise  of  such  powers  by  such  lord  lieutenant  or  chief  governor  or 
governors. 

9.  It  shall  be  lawful  for  Her  Majesty,  by  an  order  in  writing  under  Her  Majesty 
the  hand  and  seal  of  one  of  Her  Majesty's  principal  secretaries  of  state,  "?•!  8"*^* 
to  grant  to  any  convict  now  under  sentence  of  transportation,  or  who  Jj^^^^  ^ 
may  hereafter  be  sentenced  to  transportation,  or  to  any  punishment  conyicts  nnder 
substituted  for  transportation  by  this  Act,  a  licence  to  be  at  large  in  the  sentence  of 
United  Kingdom  and  the  Channel  Islands,  or  in  such  part  thereof  re-  w»n«porta- 
spectively  as  in  such  licence  shall  be  expressed,  during  such  portion  of  his  ^^°' 

or  her  term  of  transportation  or  imprisonment,  and  upon  such  conditions 
in  all  respects  as  to  Her  Majesty  shall  seem  fit ;  and  it  shall  be  lawful 
for  Her  Majesty  to  revoke  or  alter  such  licence  by  a  like  order  at  Her 
Majesty's  pleasure. 

10.  So  long  as  such  licence  shall  continue  in  force  and  unrevoked    Holder  of 
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such  convict  shall  not  be  liable  to  be  imprisoned  or  transported  by  reason 
of  his  or  her  sentence,  but  shall  be  allowed  to  go  and  remain  at  large 
according  to  the  term  of  such  licence. 

11.  If  it  shall  please  Her  Majesty  to  revoke  any  such  licence  as  afore- 
said, it  shall  be  lawful  for  one  of  Her  Majesty's  principal  secretaries  of 
state,  by  warrant  under  his  hand  and  seed,  to  signify  to  any  one  of  the 
police  magistrates  of  the  metropolis  that  such  licence  has  been  revoked, 
and  to  require  such  magistrate  to  issue  his  warrant  under  his  hand  and 
seal  for  the  apprehension  of  the  convict  to  whom  such  licence  was 
granted,  and  such  magistrate  shall  issue  his  warrant  accordingly,  and 
such  warrant  shall  and  may  be  executed  by  the  constable  to  whom  the 
same  shall  be  delivered  for  that  purpose  in  any  part  of  the  United 
Kingdom,  or  in  the  Isles  of  Jersey,  Guernsey,  Aldemey,  or  Sark,  and 
shall  have  the  same  force  and  effect  in  all  the  said  places  as  if  the  same 
had  been  originally  issued  or  subsequently  endorsed  by  a  justice  of  the 
peace  or  magistrate,  or  other  lawful  authority  having  jurisdiction  in  the 
place  where  the  same  shall  be  executed  ;  and  such  convict  when  appre- 
hended under  such  waiTant  shall  be  brought,  as  soon  as  he  conveniently 
may  be,  before  the  magistrate  by  whom  the  said  wairant  shall  have  been 
issued,  or  some  other  magistrate  of  the  same  court,  and  such  magistrate 
shall  thereupon  make  out  his  warrant  under  his  hand  and  seal  for  the 
recommitment  of  such  convict  [to  the  prison  or  place  of  confinement  from 
which  he  was  released  by  virtue  of  the  said  licence]  (a)  and  such  convict 
shall  be  so  recommitted  accordingly,  and  shall  thereupon  be  remitted  to 
his  or  her  original  sentence,  and  shall  undergo  the  residue  thereof  as  if 
no  such  licence  had  beeu  granted. 

12  is  repealed  by  the  24  &  25  Vict.  c.  95. 

13.  Nothing  in  this  Act  contained  shall  in  any  manner  affect  Her 
Majesty's  royal  prerogative  of  mercy,  or  any  prerogative  of  mercy  vested 
iu  the  lord  lieutenant  or  other  chief  governor  or  governors  of  Ireland 
for  the  time  being. 

14.  Nothing  herein  contained  shall  interfere  with  or  affect  the  autho- 
rity or  discretion  of  any  court  in  respect  of  any  punishment  which  such 
court  may  now  award  or  pass  on  any  offender  other  than  transportation, 
but  where  such  other  punishment  may  be  awarded  at  the  discretion  of  the 
court,  instead  of  transportation,  or  in  addition  thereto,  the  same  may  be 
awarded  instead  of  or  (as  the  case  may  be)  in  addition  to  the  punishment 
substituted  for  transportation  under  this  Act, 

15.  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  the  term  *  Itansportation '  shall 
include  banishment  beyond  the  seas. 


20  &  21  Vict,  a  3. 

An  Act  to  amend  ike  Act  of  the  Sixteenth  a)id  Seventeenth  Years  of  Her 
Majesty,  to  substitute  in  certmn  Cases  other  Punishment  in  lieu  of 
Transportation, 

[26«A  June,  1857.] 

Sec.  1  repeals  sees.  1,  2,  3,  and  4  of  the  16  &  17  Vict.  c.  09. 

Rentence  of  2.  After  the  commencement  of  this  Act,  no  person  shall  be  sentenced 

transportation  to  transportation  ;  and  any  person  who,  if  this  Act  and  the  said  Act  had 

abolished,  and  ^^^  \yQeitx  passed,  might  have  been  sentenced  to  transportation,  shall,  after 

pena/»^vi-  *he  commencement  of  this  Act,  be  liable  to  be  sentenced  to  be  kept  in 

tude  substi-  penal  servitude  for  a  term  of  the  same  duration  as  the  term  of  transpor- 

tuted.  tation  to  which  such  person  would  have  been  liable  if  the  said  Act  and 


(a)  The  part  within  brackets  is  repealed  by  the  37  k  38  Vict,  c  66,  the  Statute 
Law  Revision  Act,  1876. 
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this  Act  had  not  been  passed ;  and  in  every  case  where,  at  the  discretion 
of  the  court,  one  of  any  two  or  more  terms  of  transportation  might  have 
been  awarded,  the  court  shall  have  the  like  discretion  to  award  one  of 
any  two  or  more  of  the  terms  of  penal  servitude  which  are  hereby  au- 
thorized to  be  awarded  instead  of  such  terms  of  transportation  :  provided 
always,  that  any  person  who  might,  at  the  discretion  of  the  court,  have 
been  sentenced  either  to  transportation  for  any  term,  or  to  any  period  of 
imprisonment,  shall  be  liable,  at  the  discretion  of  the  court,  to  be  sen- 
tenced either  to  penal  servitude  for  the  same  term,  or  to  the  same 
period  of  imprisonment ;  and  in  any  case  in  which  before  the  passing  of 
the  said  Act  sentence  of  seven  years*  transportation  might  have  been 
passed,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  court  in  its  discretion  to  pass  a  sentence 
of  penal  servitude  of  not  less  than  three  years. 

3.  *  And  whereas  the  provisions  applicable  to  persons  under  sentence  Pi*ovi8lon«  o^ 
of  transportation  extend  to  persons  under  sentence  of  penal  servitude   .     t^^^™ 
conveyed  to  parts  beyond  the  seas  in  those  cases  only  where  they  are  ported  of- 
conveyed  to  and  kept  in  places  of  confinement  appointed  under  the  said  fenders  to  ap- 
Act,  or  the  Act  of  the  fifth  year  of  King  George  the  Fourth,  chapter  P^^,**^  °^®?f^^ 
eighty-four,  and  it  is  expedient  to  extend  the  said  provisions  to  other  "^  ^S^senri^ 
cases  : '  -    tude. 

Any  person  now  or  hereafter  under  sentence  or  order  of  penal  sem- 
tude  may,  during  the  term  of  the  sentence  or  order,  be  conveyed  to  any 
place  or  places  beyond  the  seas  to  which  offenders  under  sentence  or 
order  of  transportation  may  be  conveyed,  or  to  any  place  or  places 
beyond  the  seas  which  may  be  hereafter  appointed  as  herein  mentioned  ; 
and  all  Acts  and  provisions  now  applicable  to  and  for  the  removal  and 
transportation  of  offenders  under  sentence  or  order  of  transportation  to 
and  from  any  places  beyond  the  seas,  and  concerning  their  custody, 
management,  and  control,  and  the  property  in  their  services,  and  the 
punishment  of  such  offenders  if  at  large  without  lawful  cause  before  the 
expiration  of  their  sentence,  and  all  other  provisions  now  applicable  to 
and  in  the  case  of  persons  under  sentence  or  order  of  transportation, 
shall  apply  to  and  in  the  case  of  pereons  under  sentence  or  order  of 
penal  servitude,  as  if  they  were  persons  under  sentence  or  order  of 
transportation. 

4.  The  provisions  and  powers  of  the  said  Act  of  the  fifth  year  of  King  Existing 
George  the  Fourth,  authorizing  the  appointment  (by  Her  Majesty,  with  V>^^^  *?  *P" 
the  advice  of  Her  privy  council)  of  any  place  or  places  beyond  the  seas  SJJ^gpJrtatfon 
to  which  felons  and  other  offenders  under  sentence  or  order  of  trans- .  to  be  applica- 
portation  shall  be  conveyed,  and  all  other  powers  of  Her  Majesty,  or  the  We  for  the 
lord  lieutenant  or  chief  governor  or  govemora  of  Ireland,  for  the  like  ?^!^^^  °^ 
purpose,  shall  extend  and  be  applicable  to  and  for  the  appointment  of     " 

any  place  or  places  beyond  the  seas  to  which  offenders  under  sentence  or 
order  of  penal  servitude  may  be  conveyed,  as  herein  provided. 

5.  '  And  whereas  by  the  said  Act  of  the  sixteenth  and  seventeenth  Magistrates 
years  of  Her  Majesty  it  is  provided,  that  any  convict  whose  licence  is  ^^^^^JJIge 
revoked  shall  be  recommitted  to  the  prison  or  place  of  confinement  from  licences  are 
which  he  was  released  by  virtue  of  the  said  licence  ;'  be  it  enacted,  that  revoked  to 
from  and  after  the  passing  of  this  Act,  any  such  convict  may  be  re-  penal  servi- 
committed  by  the  magistrate  issuing  his  warrant  in  that  behalf,  either  to  *"^®.*^  *">' 
the  prison  from  which  he  was  released  by  virtue  of  his  licence,  or  to  any      ^^^  ^ 
other  prison  in  which  convicts  under  sentence  of  penal  servitude  may  be 

lawfully  confined. 

6.  Where  in  any  enactment  now  in  force  the  expression  '  any  crime  ^^  ^^ 
punishable  with  transportation,'  or  *  any  crime  punishable  by  law  with  J?^g  toTnuoa- 
transportation,'  or  any  expression  of  the  like  import,  is  used,  the  enact-  portation  to 
ment  shall  be  construed  and  take  effect  as  applicable  also  to  any  crime  have  reference 
punishable  with  penal  servitude.  to  penal  ser- 
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Recited  Act  7.  The  said  Act  of  the  Bixieenth  and  Beventeenth  years  of  Her  Majesty 

and  this  to  be   and  this  Act  shall  be  read  and  construed  together  as  one  Act. 
read  as  one. 


Acccsfiories 
before  the  fact 
may  be  tried 
and  punished 
as  principals. 

Accessories 
before  the  fact 
may  be  in- 
dicted as  sach, 
or  as  sabstan- 
ti\e  felons. 


Accessories 
after  the  fact 
may  be  in- 
dicted as  snch, 
or  as  Bubstan- 
tive  fcloDS. 


Panishment  of 
accessories 
alter  the  fact. 


Frosecntion  of 
accessory  after 
principal  has 
been  con- 
yictedi  but  not 
attainted. 


Skiveral  acces 


24  &  25  Vict.  c.  94. 

An  Act  to  consolidate  and  amend  the  Statute  Law  of  England  and  Ireland 
relating  to  Accessories  to  and  Abettors  of  Indictable  Offences, 

l^th  August,  1861.] 

'  Whereas  it  is  expedient  to  consolidate  and  amend  the  statute  law  of 
England  and  Ireland  relating  to  accessories  to  and  abettors  of  indictable 
offences ; '  be  it  enacted  by,  &c.,  as  follows  : 
As  to  accessories  before  the  fact : 

1.  Whosoever  shall  become  an  accessory  before  the  fact  to  any  felony, 
whether  the  same  be  a  felony  at  common  law  or  by  virtue  of  any  Act 
passed  or  to  be  passed,  may  be  indicted,  tried,  convicted,  and  punished 
in  all  respects  as  if  he  were  a  principal  felon. 

2.  Whosoever  shall  counsel,  procure,  or  command  any  other  person  to 
commit  any  felony,  whether  the  same  be  a  felony  at  common  law  or  by 
virtue  of  an  Act  passed  or  to  be  passed,  shall  be  guilty  of  felony,  and 
may  be  indicted  aud  convicted  either  as  an  accessory  before  the  fact  to 
the  principal  felony,  together  with  the  principal  felon,  or  after  the  con- 
viction of  the  principal  felon,  or  may  be  indicted  and  convicted  of  a 
substantive  felony  whether  the  principal  felon  shall  or  shall  not  have 
been  previously  convicted,  or  shall  or  shall  not  be  amenable  to  justice, 
and  may  thereupon  be  punished  in  the  same  manner  as  any  accessory 
before  the  fact  to  the  same  felony,  if  convicted  as  an  accessory,  may  be 
punished. 

As  to  accessories  after  the  fact : 

3.  Whosoever  shall  become  an  accessory  after  the  fact  to  any  felony, 
whether  the  same  be  a  felony  at  common  law  or  by  virtue  of  any  Act 
passed  or  to  be  passed,  may  be  indicted  and  convicted  either  as  an 
accessory  after  the  fact  to  the  principal  felony,  together  with  the 
principal  felon,  or  after  the  conviction  of  the  principal  felon,  or  may  bo 
indicted  and  convicted  of  a  substantive  felony  whether  the  principal 
felon  shall  or  shall  not  have  been  previously  convicted,  or  shall  or  shall 
not  be  amenable  to  justice,  and  may  thereupon  be  punished  in  like 
manner  as  any  accessory  after  the  fact  to  the  same  felony,  if  convicted  as 
an  accessory,  may  be  punished. 

4.  Eveiy  accessory  after  the  fact  to  any  felony  (except  where  it  is 
otherwise  specially  enacted),  whether  the  same  be  a  felony  at  common 
law  or  by  virtue  of  any  Act  passed  or  to  be  passed,  shall  be  liable,  at  the 
discretion  of  the  court,  to  be  imprisoned  in  the  common  gaol  or  house  of 
correction  for  any  term  not  exceeding  two  years,  with  or  without  hard 
labour,  and  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  court,  if  it  shall  think  fit,  to  require 
the  offender  to  enter  into  his  own  recognizances  and  to  find  sureties^ 
both  or  either,  for  keeping  the  peace,  in  addition  to  such  punishment : 
provided  that  no  person  shall  be  imprisoned  under  this  dause  for  not 
finding  sureties  for  any  period  exceeding  one  year. 

As  to  accessories  generally  : 

5.  If  any  principal  offender  shall  be  in  anywise  convicted  of  any 
felony,  it  shall  be  lawful  to  proceed  ngainst  any  accessory,  either  before 
or  after  the  fact,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  such  principal  felon  had  been 
attainted  thereof,  notwithstanding  such  principal  felon  shall  die,  or  be 
pardoned,  or  otherwise  delivered  before  attainder,  and  every  such 
accessory  shall  upon  conviction  suffer  the  same  punishment  as  he  would 
have  suffered  if  the  principal  had  been  attainted. 

6.  Any  number  of  accessories  at  different  times  to  any  felony,  and 
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any  number  of  receivers  at  different  times  of  property  stolen  at  one  Bories  may  be 

time,  may  be  charged  with  substantive  felonies  in  the  same  indictment,  ijcl"ded  in 

and  may  be  tried  together,  notwithstanding  the  principal  felon  shall  not  dictment,*al- 

be  included  in  the  same  indictment,  or  shall  not  be  in  custody  or  amen-  though  princi- 

able  to  justice.  pal  felon  not 

7.  Where   any  felony   shall   have   been    wholly   committed  within  included. 
England  or  Ireland,  the  offence  of  any  person  who  shall  be  an  accessory  Trial  of 
either  before  or  after   the  fact  to  any  such  felony  may  be  dealt  with,  •<»«»one8' 
inquired  of,  tried,  determined,  and  punished  by  any  court  which  shall 

have  jurisdiction  to  try  the  principal  felony,  or  any  felonies  committed 
in  any  county  or  place  in  which  the  Act  by  reason  whereof  such  person 
shall  have  become  such  accessory  shall  have  been  committed ;  and  in 
every  other  case  the  offence  of  any  person  who  shall  be  an  accessory 
either  before  or  after  the  fact  to  any  felony  may  be  dealt  with,  inquired 
of,  tried,  determined,  and  punished  by  any  court  which  shall  have  juris- 
diction to  try  the  principal  felony  or  any  felonies  committed  in  any 
county  or  place  in  which  such  person  shall  be  apprehended  or  be  in 
custody,  whether  the  principal  felony  shall  have  been  committed  on  the 
sea  or  on  the  land,  or  begun  on  the  sea  and  completed  on  the  land,  or 
begun  on  the  land  and  completed  on  the  sea,  and  whether  within  Her 
Majesty's  dominions  or  without,  or  partly  within  Her  Majesty's  dominions 
and  partly  without :  provided  that  no  person  who  shall  be  once  duly 
tried  either  as  an  accessory  before  or  after  the  fact,  or  for  a  substantive 
felony  under  the  provisions  hereinbefore  contained,  shall  be  liable  to  be 
afterwards  prosecuted  for  the  same  offence. 
As  to  abettors  in  misdemeanors  : 

8.  Whosoever  shall  aid,  abet,  counsel,  or  procure  the  commission  of  Abettors  in 
any  misdemeanor,  whether  the  same  be  a  misdemeanor  at  common  law  ^  cmcan- 
or  by  virtue  of  any  Act  passed  or  to  be  passed,  shall  be  liable  to  be  tried, 
indicted,  and  punished  as  a  principal  offender. 

As  to  other  matters  : 

9.  Where  any  person  shall,  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Admiralty  AstoofFcncca 
of  England  or  Ireland,  become  an  accessory  to  any  felony,  whether  the  ^^™^^ 
same  be  a  felony  at  common  law  or  by  virtue  of  any  Act  passed  or  to  be  jurisdiction  of 
passed,  and  whether  such  felony  shall  be  committed  within  that  juris-  the  Admiralty, 
dictiou  or  elsewhere,  or  shall  be  beg^n  within  that  jurisdiction   and 
completed  elsewhere,  or  shall  be  begun  elsewhere  and  completed  within 

that  jurisdiction,  the  offence  of  such  person  shall  be  felony ;  and  in  any 
indictment  for  any  such  offence  the  venae  in  the  margin  shall  be  the 
same  as  if  the  offence  had  been  committed  in  the  county  or  place  in 
which  such  person  shall  be  indicted,  and  his  offence  shall  be  averred  to 
have  been  committed  '  on  the  high  seas ; '  provided  that  nothing  herein 
contained  shall  alter  or  affect  any  of  the  laws  relating  to  the  government 
of  Her  Majesty's  land  or  naval  forces. 

10.  Nothing  in  this  Act  contained  shall  extend  to  Scotland,  except  Act  not  to  ex- 
as  hereinbefore  otherwise  expressly  provided.  Jf]J^  ^  ^*^" 

11.  This  Act  shall  commence  and   take  effect  on  the  first  day  of 


land. 


November,  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  sixty-one.  m  nTo^Act. 


24  &  25  Vict.  o.  95. 

An  Act  to  repeal  certain  Enactments  which  Jiave  been  contolidated  in  several 
Acts  of  the  present  Session,  relating  to  Indictable  Offences  and  oilier 
Matters.  \^th  Augiuty  1861.] 

'  Whereas  by  six  several  Acts  of  the  present  session  of  Parliament, 
relating  respectively  to  offences  against  the  person,  malicious  injuries  to 
property,  larceny,  forgery,  coining,  and  accessories  and  abettors,  divers 
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Repeal  of  Acts 
and  parts  of 
Acts  men- 
tioned in 
schedule. 


Repeal  not  to 
affect  the 
colonies  in 
certain  cases. 

Repeal  not  to 
affect  offences, 
Ac,  committed 
before  the 
commencement 
of  this  Act. 


Repeal  not  to 
affect  any 
authority  to 
amend  re- 
gisters of 
births,  &c. 


Appendix  of  Statutes. 

Acts  and  parts  of  Acts  have  beeu  consolidated  and  amended,  and  it  is 
expedient  to  repeal  the  enactments  so  consolidated  and  amended,  and 
certain  other  enactments  : '  be  it  therefore  enacted  by  the  Queen's  most 
excellent  Majesty,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  lords 
spiritual  and  temporal,  and  commons,  in  this  present  Parliament 
assembled,  and  by  the  authority  of  the  same,  as  follows  : — 

1.  The  several  Acts  and  parts  of  Acts  in  the  schedule  hereto  annexed 
shall  continue  in  force  until  and  throughout  the  last  day  of  October  in 
the  present  year,  and  shall  from  and  after  that  day  be  repealed  to  the 
extent  following  (that  is  to  say) :  in  any  case  whei*e  the  enactment  does 
not  form  part  of  the  law  of  Scotland,  then  the  enactment  shall  be 
wholly  repealed,  but  in  any  case  where  the  enactment  does  form  part  of 
the  law  of  Scotland,  then  the  enactment  shall  be  wholly  repealed  as  to 
every  other  place,  but  shall  not  be  repealed  as  to  Scotland,  unless  other- 
wise expressly  mentioned. 

2.  Provided,  that  where  any  enactment  shall  have  been  extended  to 
any  part  of  Her  Majesty's  dominions  out  of  the  United  Kingdom  by  any 
Act  of  the  Parliament  of  the  United  Kingdom  or  otherwise,  the  same 
shall  not  be  repealed  as  to  that  part  of  Her  Majesty's  dominions. 

3.  Provided  also,  that  every  offence  which  shall  have  been  wholly  or  , 
partly  committed  against  any  of  the  said  Acts  or  parts  of  Acts  before 
this  Act  comes  into  operation  shall  be  dealt  with,  inquired  of,  tried, 
determined,  and  punished,  and  every  penalty  in  respect  of  any  such 
offence  shall  be  recovered,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  the  said  Acts  and 
parts  of  Acts  had  not  been  repealed ;  and  that  every  Act  duly  done,  and 
every  warrant  and  other  instrument  duly  made  or  granted  before  this 
Act  comes  into  operation,  shall  continue  and  be  of  the  same  force  and 
effect  as  if  the  said  Acts  and  parts  of  Acts  had  not  been  repealed ;  and 
that  every  right,  liability,  privilege,  and  protection  in  respect  of  any 
matter  or  thing  committed  or  done  before  this  Act  comes  into  operation 
shall  continue  and  be  of  the  same  force  and  effect  as  if  the  said  Acts  and 
parts  of  Acts  had  not  been  repealed ;  and  that  every  action,  prosecution, 
and  other  proceeding  which  shall  have  been  commenced  before  this 
Act  comes  into  operation,  or  shall  thereafter  be  commenced  in  respect  of 
any  such  matter  or  thing,  may  be  prosecuted,  continued,  and  defended 
in  the  same  manner  as  if  the  said  Acts  and  parts  of  Acts  had  not  been 
repealed. 

4.  Provided  also,  that  nothing  herein  contained  shall  in  any  manner  alter 
or  affect  any  power  or  authority  given  by  any  Act  to  alter  or  amend  any 
register  of  births,  baptisms,  marriages,  deaths,  or  burials. 

THE  SCHEDULE.     ^ 


References  to  Act. 


10  C.  1,  Sess.  3,  c.  20  (I) 

7W.  3,  c.  18(1)      

2  <b  3  Ann.  c.  4 


•  •  •  •  < 


Extent  of  Repeal. 


6  Ann.  c.  2  (I) 


6  Ann.  c.  35     


The  whole. 

Section  Four. 

So  much  of  Section  Nineteen  as  relates  to 

anyxfoi^ng  or  counterfeiting  therein 

mentioned. 
So  much  of  Section  Seventeen  as  relates 

to  any  forging  or  counterfeiting  therein 

mentioned. 
So  much  of  Section  Twenty-six  as  relates 

to  any  forging  or  counteifeiting  therein 

mentioned. 
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Beferences  to  Act. 


7  Ann.  a  20 


8  Ann.  c.  10  (I) 


« •  •     • .  • 


8  Geo.  1,  c.  15  (I)    


t  •• 


11  Geo.  1,0.  9 

12  Geo.  1,  0.  32 
3  Geo.  2,  0.  4  (I) 
8  Geo.  2,  c.  6    ... 


\5  Geo.  2,  c.  13  ...  , 
17  Geo.  2,  c.  11  (I)...  . 
13  &  U  Geo.  3,  c.  14  (I) 
21  &  22  Geo.  3,  c.  16  (I) 
23  &  24  Geo.  3,  c.  22  (I) 
25  Geo.  3,0.  37  (I)  ...  , 
27  Geo.  3,0.  15  (I) ... 
35  Geo.  3,  c.  G6 


* .  •  ... 


37  Geo.  3,  c  26(1)... 
37  Geo.  3,  c.  46 


k  •  •     .  •  • 


37  Geo.  3,0.54(1) 

37  Geo.  3,  c.  126   

38  Geo.  3,  c.  63(1) 

39  Geo.  3,  o.  63  (I) 

40  Geo.  3,  c.  96  (I) 


41  Geo.  3,  0.  57 
43  Geo.  3,  c.  139 


...  • .  • 


...  ... 


48  Geo.  3,  0.  1 

49  Geo.  3,0.  13  (I)  ... 

1  Geo.  4,  c.  4  

1  Geo.  4,  c.  92 

3  Geo.  4,  e.  116 


4  Geo.  4,  c.  54 

5Geo.  4,  a  25(1)  ... 

7  Geo.  4,  c  64 

7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  18  ... 
7  <k8Geo.  4,0.  29  ... 

7  &8Geo.  4,  o.  30  ... 


Extent  of  Repeal. 


• .  • 


So  much  of  Section  Fifteen  as  relates  to 
any  forging  or  counterfeiting  therein 
mentioned. 

So  much  of  Section  Four  as  relates  to  any 
forging  or  counterfeiting  therein  men- 
tioned. .... 

So  much  of  Section  Four  as  relates  to  any 
forging  or  counterfeiting  therein  men- 
tioned. 

Section  Six. 

Section  Nine. 

Section  One 

So  much  of  Section  Thirty-one  as  relates 
to  any  forging  or  counterfeiting  therein 
mentioned. 

Section  Twelve. 

Section  One. 

The  whole. 

Sections  Fifteen  and  Sixteen. 

Sections  Twenty-two. 

The  whole. 

Section  Five. 

Section  Three  and  all  the  subsequent 
Sections. 

The  whole. 

Section  Three  and  all  the  subsequent 
•  Sections. 

Section  Eleven  and  all  the  subsequent 
Sections. 

The  whole,  both  as  to  England  and  Scot- 
land, except  Section  One. 

The  whole. 

The  whole,  except  the  last  Section. 

So  much  of  Section  Five  as  perpetuates 
the  part  of  the  27  Geo.  3,  o.  15,  hereby 
repealed. 

The  whole. 

Sections  One  and  Two  as  to  Ireland,  and 
the  rest  of  the  Act  as  to  the  whole 
United  Kingdom. 

Section  Nine. 

The  whole. 

The  whole. 

Sections  One  and  Two. 

So  much  of  Section  Seven  as  relates  to 
any  forging  or  counterfeiting  therein 
mentioned. 

The  whole. 

Section  Five. 

Sections  Nine,  Ten,  and  Eleven. 

The  whole. 

The  whole,  as  to  the  whole  United  King- 
dom. 

The  whole. 
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Beferences  to  Act. 


9  Geo.  4,  c.  31  ... 
9  Geo.  4,  0.  5i  (I) 

9  Geo.  4,  0.  55  (I) 


••• 


••• 


••• 


•  •• 


Extent  of  BopeaL 


9  Geo.  4,  0.  56  (I)    

10  Geo.  4,0.  34  (1) 

11  Geo.  4&1  W.  4,0.  66 

2&3W.  4,  0.4       

2&3W.  4,  c.  34     ... 


••• 


2  &  3  W.  4,  c.  75     .. 

2  A  3  W.  4,  c.  123  .. 

3  &  4  W.  4,  c.  44     .. 

4  &  5  W.  4,  c.  26     .. 

5  &  6  W.  4,  c.  34  (I) 
5&6W.  4,  c.  81     .. 


•  •  • 
••• 

•  •  • 

•  ■  • 


6&7W.  4,  c.  4       


6  A  7  W.  4,  c.  30     ... 
6A7W.  4,  c.  86     ... 

7  W.  4  &  1  Vict.  c.  77 


••• 


7  W.  4  &  1  Vict.  c.  84    ... 


7  W.  4  &  1 

7  W.  4  A  1 
7  W.  4  &  1 
7  W.  4  &  1 
7  W.  4  &  1 

2  &  3  Vict. 

3  ik  4  Vict. 

4  &  5  Vict. 


Vict.  c.  85 
Vict.  0.  86 
Vict.  c.  87 
Vict.  c.  b9 
Vict.  c.  90 
c.  58 

a  97  ... 
c.  56 


The  whole. 

Sections   Twenty-three,  Twenty-four,  and 
Twenty-five. 

The  whole,  as  to  the  whole  United  King- 
dom. 

The  whole. 

The  whole. 

The  whole,  except  Section  Twenty-one. 

The  whole. 

The  whole,  as  to  the  whole  United  King- 
dom. 

Section  Sixteen. 

The  whole. 

The  whole. 

Section  Two. 

The  whole. 

So  much  as  relates  to  the  punishment  of 
any  person  who  shall  break  and  enter  any 
church  or  chapel,  and  steal  therein  any 
chattel,  or,  having  stolen  any  chattel  in 
any  church  or  chapel,  shall  break  out 
of  the  same,  and  to  principals  in  the 
second  degree  and  accessories  in  such 
offences. 

So  much  as  alters  and  amends  that  part  of 
the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  a  81,  which  is  hereby 
repealed. 

The  whole. 

Section  Forty-three. 

So  much  of  Section  Three  as  empowers 
the  court  to  direct  sentence  of  death  to 
be  recorded  in  cases  of  murder. 

So  much  of  Sections  One  and  Three  as 
relates  to  the  forging,  altering,  offering, 
uttering,  disposing  of,  or  putting  off 
any  will,  testament,  codicil,  or  testa- 
mentary writing,  or  any  power  of  at- 
torney, or  other  authority  therein  men- 
tioned, and  to  principals  in  the  second 
degree  and  accessories  before  the  fact 
in  such  offences,  and  so  much  of  Sec- 
tions Two  and  Three  as  relates  to  the 
punishment  of  any  offence  created  by 
or  formerly  punishable  under  any  enact- 
ment in  this  schedule  before  mentioned 
and  hereby  repealed. 

The  whole. 

The  whole. 

The  whole. 

The  whole. 

The  whole,  except  Section  Five. 

Section  Ten. 

Section  Fifteen. 

Sections  Two  and  Three,  and  so  much  of 
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References  to  Act. 


5  &  6  Vict.  c.  28  (I) 


5&6Vict.  0.  39  ... 
5&6Vict.  0.  66  ... 
5  &  6  Vict.  c.  106  (I) 
6A7Vict.  c.  10  ... 
7&8Vict.  0.  62  ... 
7&8Vict.  c.  81(1)... 
8&9Vict.  c.  44  ... 
8&9Viot.  0.  47      ... 

8  A;  9  Vict.  o.  108  (I) 

9  &  10  Vict.  0.  25    ... 

10  A  11  Vict.  c.  66  ... 

11  &12  Vict.  C.46... 

12  &  13  Vict.  c.  11  ... 

12  &  13  Vict.  c.  76  ... 

13  &  14  Vict.  0.  72  (I) 

13  &  14  Vict,  c.  88  (I) 

14  &  15  Vict.  c.  11  ... 
14  &  15  Vict.  0.  19  ... 

14  &  15  Vict.  0.  92  (I) 
14  &  15  Vict,  c  100 


••  • 


Extent  of  Repeal. 


16  &  17  Vict.  c.  23  ... 
16  &  17  Vict.  0.  30  ... 
16  &  17  Vict.  0.  99  ... 
16  &  17  Vict.  c.  102 

16  &  17  Vict.  c.  113 


Section  One  as  relates  to  embezzlements 
by  officers  or  servants  of  the  bank  of 
England. 

Sections  Four,  Thirteen,  Fourteen,  and 
Fifteen,  and^  so  much  of  Section  Seven 
as  alters  the  punishment  contained  in 
any  enactment  hereby  repealed,  and  so 
much  of  Section  Eighteen  as  relates  to 
principals  in  the  second  degree  and 
accessories  before  the  fact  to  any  of- 
fence mentioned  in  the  said  Sections 
Four,  Thirteen,  Fourteen,  and  Ffteen, 
or  in  the  said  part  of  the  said  Section 
Eighteen  hereby  repealed. 

Section  Six. 

Sections  Nine  and  Ten. 

Sections  Eleven  and  Twelve. 

The  whole. 

The  whole. 

Section  Seventy-five. 

The  whole. 

The  whole. 

Section  Eighteen. 

The  whole. 

The  whole. 

Sections  One,  Two,  and  Three. 

The  whole. 

The  whole. 

Section  Sixty-two. 

Section  Forty-two. 

Sections  One,  Two,  Six,  and  Seven. 

Sections  One,  Two,  Three,  Four,  Six, 
Seven,  Eight,  and  Nine. 

Sections  Two,  Three,  Four,  and  Five. 

Sections  Four,  Six,  Eight,  Eleven,  Thir- 
teen, Fourteen,  Fifteen,  Sixteen,  Seven- 
teen, and  BO  much  of  Section  Five  as 
relates  to  forging  or  uttering  any  in- 
strument, and  so  much  of  Section 
Twenty-nine  as  relates  to  any  indecent 
assault,  or  any  assault  occasioning  ac- 
tual bodily  harm,  or  any  attempt  to  have 
carnal  knowledge  of  a  girl  under  twelve 
years  of  age. 

Section  Forty-one. 

Section  One. 

Section  Twelve. 

The  whole,  as  to  the  whole  United  King- 
dom. 

So  much  of  Section  Seventy-one  as  relates 
to  any  action  which  shall  be  com- 
menced against  any  person  for  anything 
done  in  pursuance  of  any  of  the  Acts  of 
this  Session  for  consolidating  and  amend- 
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Beferences  to  Act. 

Kxtent  of  Repeal. 

ing  tbe  Statute  Taw  of  England  and 

Ireland  relating  to  Larceny,   Malicious 

Injuries,  and  Coin. 

16A;17  Vict.  c.  132 

« 

Sections  Ten  and  Eleven. 

17&18  Vict.  c.  33... 

Section  Six. 

20&21  Vict  a  54.. 

The  whole. 

21  <k  22  Vict.  c.  3    .., 

Section  Ten. 

21  &  22  Vict.  c.  47  ... 

The  whole. 

21  4fc22  Vict.  c.  79  ... 

Section  Three. 

21  &  22  Vict.  c.  106 

Section  Fifty. 

22  Vict  c.  11 

Section  Ten. 

22  A  23  Vict  a  32  .., 

Section  Twenty-five. 

22  &  23  Vict  c.  39  .., 

Section  Thirteen. 

23&24  Vict  a  8    .., 

The  whole. 

23  &  24  Vict  c.  29  ... 

The  whole. 

23  &  24  Vict  c.  130 

Section  Thirteen. 

Interpretation 
of  temu  : 

'  Document  of 
title  to  goods:' 


*  Document  of 
title  to  lands  :* 


'Trustee  :' 


'  Valuable  se- 
curity :* 


24  &  25  Vict.  c.  96. 

An  Act  to  consolidate  and  amend  tJie  Statute  Law  of  England  and 
Ireland  relating  to  Larceny  and  other  similar  Offences, 

l^th  August,  ISSl.'] 

'  Whereas  it  is  expedient  to  consolidate  and  amend  the  statute  law  of 
England  and  li*eland  relating  to  larceny  and  other  similar  offences : '  be  it 
enacted  by,  Ac,  as  follows  : — 

1.  In  the  interpretation  of  this  Act : 

The  term  '  document  of  title  to  goods '  shall  include  any  bill  of  lading, 
India  warrant,  dock  warrant,  warehouse  keepers  certificate,  warrant 
or  order  for  the  deliveiy  or  transfer  of  any  goods  or  valuable  thing, 
bought  and  sold  note,  or  any  other  document  used  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  business  as  proof  of  the  possession  or  control  of  goods,  or 
authorizing  or  purporting  to  authorize,  either  by  indorsement  or  by 
delivery,  the  possessor  of  such  document  .to  transfer  or  receive  any 
goods  thereby  represented  or  therein  mentioned  or  referred  to  : 

The  term  'document  of  title  to  lands'  shall  include  any  deed,  map, 
paper  or  parchment,  written  or  printed,  or  partly  written  and  partly 
printed,  being  or  containing  evidence  of  the  title,  or  any  part  of  the 
title,  to  any  real  estate,  or  to  any  interest  in  or  out  of  any  real 
estate : 

The  term  '  trustee '  shall  mean  a  trustee  on  some  express  trust  created 
by  some  deed,  will,  or  instrument  in  writing,  and  shall  include  the 
heir,  or  personal  representative,  of  any  such  trustee,  and  any  other 
person  upon  or  to  whom  the  duty  of  such  trust  shall  have  devolved 
or  come,  and  also  an  executor  and  administrator,  and  an  official  man- 
ager, assignee,  liquidator,  or  other  like  officer,  acting  under  any 
present  or  future  Act  relating  to  joint-stock  companies,  bankruptcy, 
or  insolvency : 

The  term  *  valuable  security '  shall  include  any  order,  exchequer  acquit- 
tance, or  other  security  whatsoever  entitling  or  evidencing  the  title 
of  any  person  or  body  corporate  to  any  share  or  interest  in  any  pub- 
lic Btodc  or  fund,  whether  of  the  United  Kingdom,  or  of  Great 
Britain  or  of  Ireland,  or  of  any  foreign  state,  or  in  any  fund  of  any 
body  corporate,  company,  or  society,  whether  withm  the  United 
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Kingdom  or  iu  any  foreign  state  or  country,  or  to  any  deposit  in  any 
bank,  and  shall  also  include  any  debenture,  deed,  bond,  bill,  note^  war- 
rant, order,  or  other  security  whatsoever  for  money  or  for  payment  of 
money,  whether  of  the  United  Kingdom  or  of  Great  Britain,  or  of 
Ireland,  or  of  any  foreign  state,  and  any  document  of  title  to  lands 
or  goods  as  hereinbefore  defined  : 

The  term  *  property '  shall  include  every  description  of  real  and  *  Propert/ : ' 
personal  property,  money,  debts,  and  legacies,  and  all  deeds  and 
instruments  relating  to  or  evidencing  the  title  or  right  to  any 
property,  or  giving  a  right  to  recover  or  receive  any  money  or 
goods,  and  shall  also  include,  not  only  such  property  as  shall  have 
been  originally  in  the  possession  or  under  the  control  of  any  party, 
but  also  any  property  into  or  for  which  the  same  may  have  been 
converted  or  exchanged,  and  any  thing  acquired  by  such  convei'siun 
or  exchange,  whether  immediately  or  otherwise  : 

For  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  the  night  shall  be  deemed  to  commence   'Night.* 
at  nine  of  the  clock  in  the  evening  of  each  day,  and  to  conclude  at 
six  of  the  clock  iu  the  morning  of  the  next  succeeding  day. 

2.  Every  larceny,  whatever  be  the  value  of  the  property  stolen,  shall  AUlaroenies 
be  deemed  to  be  of  the  same  nature,  and  shall  be  subject  to  the  same  to  be  of  the 
incidents  in  all  respects  as  grand  larceny  was  before  the  twenty-first  day  **°^®  nature, 
of  June,  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  twenty-seven ;    and  every 

court  whose  power  as  to  tiie  trial  of  larceny  was  before  that  time 
limited  to  petty  larceny  shall  have  power  to  try  every  case  of  larceny, 
the  punishment  of  which  cannot  exceed  the  punishment  hereinafter    . 
mentioned  for  simple  larceny,  and  also  to  try  all  accessories  to  such 
larceny. 

3.  Whosoever,   being  a  bailee   of  any  chattel,  money,  or  valuable   Bailees  fmu- 
security,  shall  fraudulently  take  or  convert  the  same  to  his  own  use  or  dulonUy  con- 
the  use  of  any  person  other  than  the  owner  thereof,  although  he  shall  "^^^^^  ?j^"  - 
not  break. bulk  or  otherwise  determine  the  bailment,  shall  be  guilty  of  Src/ny!*   ^^ 
larceny,  and  may  be  convicted  thereof  upon  an  indictment  for  larceny  ; 

but  this  section  shall  not  extend  to  any  offence  punishable  on  summary 
conviction. 

4.  Whosoever  shall  be  convicted  of  simple  larceny,  or  of  any  felony  PQnishment 
hereby  made  punishable  like  simple  larceny,  shall  (except  in  the  cases  ^^^  simple 
hereinafter  otherwise  provided  for)  be  liable,  at  the  discretion  of  the  ^^'^"y- 
court,  to  be  kept  in  penal  servitude  for  the  term  of  three  years,  or  to  be 
imprisoned  for  any  term   not  exceeding  two  years,  with  or  without 

hard  labour,  and  with  or  without  solitary  confinement,  and,  if  a  male 
under  the  age  of  sixteen  years,  with  or  without  whipping. 

5.  It  shadl  be  lawful  to  insert  several  counts  in  the  same  indictment  Thr^  Ur- 
.against  the  same  person  for  any  number  of  distinct  acts  of  stealing,  not  ^^^^  within 
exceeding  three,  which  may  have  been  committed  by  him  against  the  ^^^   * 
same  person  witiiin  the  space  of  six  months  from  the  first  to  the  last  of  charged  in 
such  acts,  and  to  proceed  thereon  for  all  or  any  of  them.  one  indict- 

6.  If  upon  the  trial  of  any  indictment  for  larceny  it  shall  appear  that  ™®'**' 

the  property  alleged  in  such  indictment  to  have  been  stolen  at  one  time  Where  a  single 
was  taken  at  different  times,  the  prosecutor  shall  not  by  reason  thereof  ^J^^'^i/^    a 
be  required  to  elect  upon  which  taking  he  will  proceed,  unless  it  shall  sevwal  tak^ 
appeal'  that  there  were  more  than  three  takings,  or  that  more  than  the  ings  at  ditfer- 
space  of  six  months  elapsed  between  the  first  and  the  last  of  such  ^^^  ^i°^^  ^^ 
takings  ;  and  in  either  of  such  last-mentioned  cases  the  prosecutor  shall  P"*^®^* 
be  required  to  elect  to  proceed  for  such  number  of  takings,  not  exceed- 
ing three,  as  appear  to  have  taken  place  within  the  period  of  six  month 
fi-om  the  first  to  the  last  of  such  takings. 

7.  Whosoever  shall  commit  the  offence  of  simple  larceny  after  a  l'*'^'*?^*®^ 
previous  conviction  for  felony,  whether  such  conviction  shall  have  taken  forTe^OTiy?'* 
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Laroenj  after 
oonTiction  of 
an  indictable 
misdemeanor 
under  thiB 
Act. 


Larceny  after 
two  sammaiy 
convictioDs. 

7  &  8  Geo.  4, 
GO.  29,  SO. 

9  Geo.  i,  oc. 
55,  56. 

10  k  11  Vict. 
c.  82. 

11  ft  12  Vict 
c.  59. 

14  ft  15  Vict, 
c.  92. 

24  ft  25  Vict, 
c.  97. 


Principals  in 
the  second 
degree  and 
aooeSBories, 


Abettors  in 

misdemea- 

non. 


Abettors  in 
offences 
punishable  on 
summaiy  con- 
Tiction. 
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place  upon  an  indictment,  or  under  the  provisions  of  the  Act  passed  in 
the  session  held  in  the  eighteenth  and  nineteenth  jears  of  Queen 
Victoria,  chapter  one  hundred  and  twenty-six,  shall  be  liable,  at  the 
discretion  of  the  court,  to  be  kept  in  penal  servitude  for  any  term  not 
exceeding  ten  years  and  not  less  than  three  years — or  to  be  imprisoned 
for  any  term  not  exceeding  two  years,  with  or  without  hard  labour,  and 
with  or  without  solitary  confinement,  and,  if  a  male  under  the  age  of 
sixteen  years,  with  or  without  whipping. 

8.  Whosoever  shall  commit  the  offence  of  simple  larceny,  or  any 
offence  hereby  made  punishable,  like  simple  larceny,  after  having  been 
previously  convicted  of  any  indictable  misdemeanor  punishable  under  this 
Act,  shall  be  liable,  at  the  discretion  of  the  court,  to  be  kept  in  penal  ser- 
vitude for  any  term  not  exceeding  seven  years  and  not  less  than  three 
years — or  to  be  imprisoned  for  any  term  not  exceeding  two  years,  with 
or  without  hard  laboiu',  and  with  or  without  solitary  confinement,  and,  if 
a  male  under  the  age  cf  sixteen  years,  with  or  without  whipping. 

9.  Whosoever  shall  commit  the  offence  of  simple  larceny,  or  any 
offence  hereby  made  punishable  like  simple  larceny,  after  having  been 
twice  summarily  convicted  of  any  of  the  offences  punishable  upon 
summary  conviction,  under  the  provisions  contained  in  the  Act  of  the 
session  held  in  the  seventh  and  eighth  years  of  King  George  the  Fourth, 
chapter  twenty-nine,  or  the  Act  of  the  same  session,  chapter  thirty,  or 
the  Act  of  the  ninth  year  of  King  George  the  Fourth,  chapter  fifty-five, 
or  the  Act  of  the  same  year,  chapter  fifty -six,  or  the  Act  of  the  session 
held  in  the  tenth  and  eleventh  years  of  Queen  Victoria,  chapter  eighty- 
two,  or  the  Act  of  the  session  held  in  the  eleventh  and  twelfth  years 
of  Queen  Victoria,  chapter  fifth-nine,  or  in  sections  three,  foiu',  five,  and 
six  of  the  Act  of  the  session  held  in  the  fourteenth  and  fifteenth  years 
of  Queen  Victoria,  chapter  ninety-two,  or  in  this  Act,  or  the  Act  of  this 
session,  intituled  An  Act  to  consolidate  and  amend  the  Statute  Law  of 
England  and  Ireland  relating  to  Malicious  Injuries  to  Property  (whether 
each  of  the  convictions  shall  have  been  in  I'espect  of  an  offence  of  the 
same  description  or  not,  and  whether  such  convictions  or  either  of  them 
shall  have  been  or  shall  be  before  or  after  the  passing  of  this  Act),  shall 
be  guilty  of  felony,  and  being  convicted  thereof  shall  be  liable,  at  the 
discretion  of  the  court,  to  be  kept  in  penal  servitude  for  any  term  not 
exceeding  seven  years  and  not  less  than  three  years — or  to  be  im- 
prisoned for  any  term  not  exceeding  two  years,  with  or  without  hard 
labour,  and  with  or  without  solitary  confinement,  and,  if  a  male  under 
the  age  of  sixteen  years,  with  or  without  whipping. 

Sects.  10  to  97  inclusive,  will  be  found  in  vol.  2.  See  Table  of  Statutes 
at  commencement  of  2nd  vol. 

98,  In  case  of  every  felony  punishable  under  this  Act  every  principal 
in  the  second  degree,  and  every  accessory  before  the  fact,  shall  be 
punishable  in  the  same  manner  as  the  principal  in  the  first  degree  is  by 
this  Act  punishable ;  and  every  accessory  after  the  fact  to  any  felony 
punishable  under  this  Act  (except  only  a  receiver  of  stolen  property) 
shall,  on  conviction,  be  liable,  at  the  discretion  of  the  court,  to  be  im- 
prisoned for  any  term  not  exceeding  two  years,  with  or  without  hard 
labour,  and  with  or  without  solitaiy  confinement ;  and  every  person  who 
shall  aid,  abet,  counsel,  or  procure  the  commission  of  any  misdemeanor 
punishable  under  this  Act  shall  be  liable  to  be  indicted  and  punished  as 
a  principal  offender. 

99.  Whosoever  shall  aid,  abet,  counsel,  or  procure  the  commission  of 
any  offence  which  is  by  this  Act  punishable  on  summary  conviction, 
either  for  every  time  of  its  commission,  or  for  the  first  and  second  time 
only,  or  for  the  first  time  only,  shall,  on  conviction  before  a  justice  of  the 
peace,  be  liable,  for  eveiy  first,  second,  or  subsequent  offence  of  aiding. 
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abetting,  oounselllng,  or  proouring,  to  the  same  forfeiture  and  punish- 
ment to  which  a  person  guilty  of  a  first,  second,  or  subsequent  offence  as 
a  principal  offender  is  by  this  Act  made  liable. 

100.  See  vol.  1,  p.  183. 

101.  See  vol.  2,  p.  489. 

102.  See  vol.  2,  p.  492. 

As  to  apprehension  of  offenders,  and  other  proceedings  : 

103.  Any  person  found  committing  any  offence  punishable,  either  A  person  in 
upon  indictment  or  upon  summary  conviction,  by  virtue  of  this  Act,   tJ^e  ^t  of  com- 
except  only  the  offence  of  angling  in  the  day-time,  may  be  immediately  "^***"S  ^'^y 
apprehended  without  a  warrant  by  any  person,  and  forthwith  taken,   bei^prSiend- 
together  with  such  property,  if  any,  before  some  neighbouring  justice  of  ed  without  a 
the  peace,  to  be  dealt  with  according  to  law ;  and  if  any  credible  witness  warrant 
shall  prove  upon  oath  before  a  justice  of  the  peace  a  reasonable  cause  to  Justice,  upon 
suspect  that  any  person  has  in  his  possession  or.  on  his  premises  any  grounds  of 
property  whatsoever  on  or  with  respect  to  which  any  offence,  punishable  "^^^'^ 
either  upon  indictment  or  upon  summary  conviction  by  virtue  of  this  oath,  may 
Act,  shsdl  have  been  committed,  the  justice  may  grant  a  warrant  to  grant  a  search 
search  for  such  property  as  in  the  case  of  stolen  goods ;  and  any  person  warrant. 

to  whom  any  property  shall  be  offered  to  be  sold,  pawned,  or  delivered.   Person  to 
if  he  shall  have  reasonable  cause  to  suspect  that  any  such  offence  has  ^'^o^  stojen 
been  committed  on  or  with  respect  to  such  property,  is  hereby  authorized,  Jfl^^d  m^ 
and,  if  in  his  power,  is  required  to  apprehend  and  forthwith  to  take  geiz©  the 
before  a  justice  of  the  peace  the  party  offering  the  same,  together  with  party  offering 
such  property,  to  be  dealt  with  according  to  law.  it. 

104.  Any  constable  or  peace  officer  may  take  into  custody,  without  A  person 

warrant,  any  person  whom    he  shall  find   lying  or  loitering  in   any  loitering  at 

highway,  yard,  or  other  place,  during  the  night,  and  whom  he  shall  have   g^f p*<^<j[  ^f 

good  cause  to  suspect  of  having  committed,  or  being  about  to  commit,  ^ny  felony 

any  felony  against  this  Act,  and  shall  take  such  person,  as  soon  as  rea-  against  this 

sonably  may  be,  before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  to  be  dealt  with  according  Act  may  bo 
to  law.  apprehended. 

105.  Where  any  person  shall  be  charged  on  the  oath  of  a  credible  Mode  of  corn- 
witness  before  any  justice  of  the  peace  with  any  offence  punishable  on  peiling  the 
summary  conviction  under  this  Act,  the  justice  may  summon  the  person  app^'a^ance  of 
charged  to  appear  at  a  time  and  place  to  be  named  in  such  summons,  ^|^^^ 
and  if  he  shall  not  appear  accordingly,  then  (upon  proof  of  the  due  summary  con- 
service  of  the  summons  upon  such  person,  by  delivering  the  same  to  viction. 
him  personally,  or  by  leaving  the  same  at  his  usual  place  of  abode),  the 

justice  may  either  proceed  to  hear  and  determine  the  case  ex  parte,  or 
issue  his  warrant  for  apprehending  such  person,  and  bringing  him  before 
himself  or  some  other  justice  of  the  peace ;  or  the  justice  before  whom 
the  charge  shall  be  made  may  (if  he  shall  so  think  fit),  without  any  pre- 
vious summons  (unless  where  otherwise  specially  directed),  issue  such 
warrant,  and  the  justice  before  whom  the  person  charged  shall  appear  or 
be  brought  shall  proceed  to  hear  and  determine  the  case. 

106.  £very  sum  of  money  which  shall  be  forfeited  on  any  summary  Application  of 
conviction  for  the  value  of  any  property  stolen  or   taken,  or  for  the  forfeitures  and 
amount  of  any  injury  done  (such  value  or  amount  to  be  assessed  in  each  P«>»^*i^®'^ 
case  by  the  convicting  justice),  shall  be  paid  to  the  party  aggrieved,   convictions, 
except  where  he  is  unknown,  and  in  that  case  such  sum  shall  be  applied 

in  the  same  manner  as  a  penalty  ;  and  every  sum  which  shall  be  imposed 
as  a  penalty  by  any  justice  of  the  peace  whether  in  addition  to  such 
value  or  amount  or  otherwise,  shall  be  paid  and  applied  in  the  same 
manner  as  other  penalties  recoverable  before  justices  of  the  peace  are  to 
be  paid  and  applied  in  cases  where  the  statute  imposing  the  same  con- 
tains no  direction  for  the  payment  thereof  to  any  person  :  provided,  that  Proriso  where 
where  several  persons  shall  join  in  the  commission  of  the  same  offence,   w^e'^.P^J" 

*  •*  '    sons  join  in 
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and  shall,  upon  conTiction  thereof,  each  be  adjudged  to  forfeit  a  sum 
equivalent  to  the  value  of  the  property  or  to  the  amount  of  the  injury, 
in  every  such  case  no  further  sum  shall  be  paid  to  the  party  aggrieved 
than  such  value  or  amount ;  and  the  remaining  sum  or  sums  forfeited 
shall  be  applied  in  the  same  manner  as  any  penalty  imposed  by  a  justice 
of  the  peace  as  hereinbefore  directed  to  be  applied. 

107.  In  every  case  of  a  summary  conviction  under  this  Act,  where  the 
sum  which  shsil  be  forfeited  for  the  value  of  the  property  stolen  or 
taken,  or  for  the  amount  of  the  injury  done,  or  which  shall  be  imposed 
as  a  penalty  by  the  justice,  shall  not  be  paid,  either  immediately  after 
the  conviction,  or  within  such  period  as  the  justice  shall  at  the  time 
of  the  conviction  appoint,  the  convicting  justice  (unless  where  otherwise 
specially  directed)  may  commit  the  offender  to  the  common  gaol  or 
house  of  correction,  there  to  be  imprisoned  only,  or  to  be  imprisoned  and 
kept  to  hard  labour,  according  to  the  discretion  of  the  justice,  for  any 
term  not  exceeding  two  months,  where  the  amount  of  the  sum  forfeited 
or  of  the  penalty  imposed,  or  of  both  (as  the  case  may  be),  together  with 
the  costs,  shall  not  exceed  five  pounds,  and  for  any  term  not  exceeding 
four  months  where  the  amount,  with  codts,  shall  not  exceed  ten  pounds, 
and  for  any  terra  not  exceeding  six  months  in  any  other  case,  the  com- 
mitment to  be  determinable  in  each  of  the  oases  aforesaid  upon  payment 
of  the  amount  and  costs. 

108.  Where  any  person  shall  be  summarily  convicted  before  a  justico 
of  the  peace  of  any  offence  against  this  Act,  and  it  shall  be  a  first  con- 
viction, the  justice  may,  if  he  shall  so  think  fit,  discharge  the  offender 
from  his  conviction,  upon  his  making  such  satisfaction  to  the  party 
aggrieved  for  damages  and  costs,  or  either  of  them,  as  shall  be  ascertained 
by  the  justice. 

109.  In  case  any  person  convicted  of  any  offence  punishable  upon 
summary  conviction  by  virtue  of  this  Act  shall  have  paid  the  sum 
adjudged  to  be  paid,  together  with  costs,  under  such  conviction,  or 
shidl  have  received  a  remission  thereof  from  the  crown,  or  from  the  lord 
lieutenant  or  other  chief  governor  in  Ireland,  or  shall  have  suffered  the 
imprisonment  awarded  for  nonpayment  thereof,  or  the  imprisonment 
adjudged  in  the  first  instance,  or  shall  have  been  so  discharged  from  his 
conviction  by  any  justice  as  aforesaid,  in  every  such  case  he  shall  be 
released  from  all  further  or  other  proceedings  for  the  same  cause. 

110.  In  all  cases  where  the  sum  adjudged  to  be  paid  on  any  summary 
conviction  shall  exceed  five  pounds,  or  the  imprisonment  adjudged  shall 
exceed  one  month,  or  the  conviction  shall  take  place  before  one  justice 
only,  any  person  who  shall  think  himself  aggrieved  by  any  such  convic- 
tion may  appeal  to  the  next  court  of  general  or  quarter  sessions  which 
shall  be  holden  not  less  than  twelve  days  after  the  day  of  such  convic- 
tion for  the  county  or  place  wherein  the  cause  of  complaint  shall  have 
arisen  :  provided,  that  such  person  shall  give  to  the  complainant  a  notice 
in  writing  of  such  appeal,  and  of  the  cause  and  matter  thereof,  withiu 
three  days  after  such  conviction,  and  seven  clear  days  at  the  least 
before  such  sessions,  and  shall  also  either  remain  in  custody  until  the 
sessions,  or  shall  enter  into  a  recognizance,  with  two  sufficient  sureties, 
before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  conditioned  personally  to  appear  at  the 
said  sessions  and  to  try  such  appeal,  and  to  abide  the  judgment  of  the 
court  thereupon,  and  to  pay  such  costs  as  shall  be  by  the  court  awarded ; 
or  if  such  appeal  shall  be  against  any  conviction,  whereby  only  a  penalty 
or  other  sum  of  money  shall  be  adjudged  to  be  paid,  shall  deposit  with 
the  clerk  of  the  convicting  justice  such  a  sum  of  money  as  such  justice 
shall  deem  to  be  sufficient  to  cover  the  sum  so  adjudged  to  be  paid, 
together  with  the  costs  of  the  conviction  and  the  costs  of  the  appeal  ; 
and  upon  such  notice  being  given,  and  such  recognizance  being  entered 
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into,  or  such  deposit  being  made,  the  justice  before  \vhom  such  re- 
cognizance shall  be  entered  into,  or  such  deposit  shall  be  made,  shall 
liberate  such  person  if  in  custody ;  and  the  court  at  such  sessions  shall 
hear  and  determine  the  matter  of  the  appeal,  and  shall  make  such  order 
therein,  with  or  without  costs  to  either  party,  as  to  the  court  shall  seem 
meet,  and  in  case  of  the  dismissal  of  the  appeal  or  the  affirmance  of  the 
conviction  shall  order  and  adjudge  the  offender  to  be  punished  according 
to  the  conviction,  and  to  pay  such  costs  as  shall  be  awarded,  and  shall, 
if  necessary,  issue  process  for  enforcing  such  judgment ;  and  in  any  case 
where  after  any  such  deposit  shall  have  been  made  as  aforesaid  the  con- 
viction shall  be  affirmed,  the  court  may  order  the  sum  thereby  adjudged 
to  be  paid,  together  with  the  cost  of  the  conviction  and  the  costs  of  the 
appeal,  to  be  paid  out  of  the  money  deposited,  and  the  residue  thereof, 
if  any,  to  be  repaid  to  the  party  convicted  ;  and  in  any  case  where  after 
any  such  deposit  the  conviction  shall  be  quashed,  the  court  shall  order 
the  money  deposited  to  be  repaid  to  the  party  convicted ;  and  in  every 
case  where  any  conviction  shall  be  quashed  on  appeal  as  aforesaid  the 
clerk  of  the  peace,  or  other  proper  officer,  shall  forthwith  endorse  on  tho 
conviction  a  memorandum  that  the  same  has  been  so  quashed ;  and  when- 
ever any  copy  or  certificate  of  such  conviction  shall  be  made,  a  copy  of 
such  memorandum  shall  be  added  thereto,  and  shall  be  sufficient  evidence 
that  the  conviction  has  been  quashed  in  every  case  where  such  copy  or 
certificate  would  be  sufficient  evidence  of  such  conviction. 

111.  No  such  conviction,  or  adjudication  made  on  appeal  therefrom.   No  certiorari, 
shall  be  quashed  for  want  of  form,  or  be  removed  by  certiorari  into  any  ^ 

of  Her  Majesty's  Superior  Courts  of  Record  ;  and  no  warrant  of  com- 
mitment shall  be  held  void  by  reason  of  any  defect  therein,  provided  it 
be  therein  alleged  that  the  party  has  been  convicted,  and  there  be  a  good 
and  valid  conviction  to  sustain  the  same. 

112.  Every  justice  of  the  peace  before  whom  any  person  shall  be  con-  Convictions  to 
victed  of  any  offence  against  this  Act  shall  transmit  the  conviction  to  ^  ^^^^^^^  ^ 
the  next  court  of  general  or  quarter  sessions  which  shall  be  holden  for  g^*!,^^ 

the  county  or  place  wherein  the  offence  shall  have  been  committed, 
there  to  be  kept  by  the  proper  officer  among  the  records  of  the  court ; 
and  upon  any  information  against  any  person  for  a  subsequent  offence, 
a  copy  of  such  conviction,  certified  by  the  proper  officer  of  the  court,  or 
proved  to  be  a  true  copy,  shall  be  sufficient  evidence  to  prove  a  convic- 
tion for  the  former  offence,  and  the  conviction  shall  be  presumed  to  have 
been  unappealed  against  until  the  contrary  be  shown. 

113.  All  actions  and  prosecutions   to   be    commenced    against   any  Yenne,  in 
person  for  anything  done  in  pursuance    of  this  Act  shall  be  laid  and  proceedings 
tried  in  the  county  where  the  fact  was  committed,  and  shall  be  com-  **^^^«' 
menced  within  six  months  after  the  fact  committed,  and  not  otherwise  ;  xiuder  this 
and  notice  in  writing  of  such  action  and  of  the  course  thereof  shall  be  Act. 
given  to  the  defendant  one  mouth  at  least  before  the  commencement  of  Notice  of 
the  action  ;  and  in  any  such  action  the  defendant  may  plead  the  general  action, 
issue,  and  give  this  Act  and  the  special  matter  in  evidence,  at  any  trial  General 

to  be  had  thereupon  ;  and  no  plaintiff  shall  recover  in  any  such  action  issue,  Ac. 
if  tender  of  sufficient  amends  shall  have  been  made  before  such  action 
brought,  or  if  a  sufficient  sum  of  money  shall  have  been  paid  into  court 
after  such  action  brought,  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  defendant ;  and  if  a 
verdict  shall  pass  for  the  defendant,  or  the  plaintiff  shall  become  non- 
suit, or  discontinue  any  such  action  after  issue  joined,  or  if,  upon  de- 
murrer or  otherwise,  judgment  shall  be  given  against  the  plaintiff,  the 
defendant  shall  recover  his  full  costs  as  between  attorney  and  client,  and 
have  the  like  remedy  for  the  same  as  any  defendant  has  by  law  in  other 
cases  ;  and  though  a  verdict  shall  be  given  for  the  plaintiff  in  any  such 
action,  such  plaintiff  shall  not  have  costs  against  the  defendant  imlcss 
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the  judge  before  whom  the  trial  shall  be  shall  certify  his  approbation  of 
the  action. 

As  to  other  mattei*s  : 

114.  If  any  pei-son  shall  have  in  his  possession  in  any  one  part  of  the 
United  Kingdom  any  chattel,  money,  valuable  security,  or  other  property 
whatsoever,  which  he  shall  have  stolen  or  otherwise  feloniously  taken 
in  any  other  part  of  the  United  Kingdom,  he  may  be  dealt  with, 
indicted,  tried,  and  punished  for  larceny  or  theft  in  that  part  of  the 
United  Kingdom  where  he  shall  so  have  such  property,  in  the  same  manner 
as  if  he  had  actually  stolen  or  taken  it  in  that  part ;  and  if  any  person  in 
any  one  part  of  the  United  Kingdom  shall  receive  or  have  any  chattel, 
money,  valuable  security,  or  other  property  whatsoever  which  shall 
have  been  stolen  or  otherwise  feloniously  taken  in  any  other  part  of  the 
United  Kingdom,  such  person  knowing  such  property  to  have  been 
stolen  or  otherwise  feloniously  taken,  he  may  be  dealt  with,  indicted, 
tried,  and  punished  for  such  offence  in  that  part  of  the  United  Kingdom 
where  he  shall  so  receive  or  have  such  property,  in  the  same  manner  as 
if  it  had  been  originally  stolen  or  taken  in  that  part. 

115.  All  indictable  offences  mentioned  in  this  Act  which  shall  be 
committed  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Admiralty  of  England  or  Ireland 
shall  be  deemed  to  be  offences  of  the  same  nature,  and  liable  to  the  same 
punishments,  as  if  they  had  been  committed  upon  the  land  in  England 
or  Ireland,  and  may  be  dealt  with,  inquired  of,  tried,  and  determined  in 
any  county  or  place  in  which  the  offender  shall  be  apprehended  or  be  in 
custody,  and  in  any  indictment  for  any  such  offence  or  for  being  an 
accessory  to  any  such  offence  the  venue  in  the  margin  shall  be  the 
same  as  if  the  offence  had  been  committed  in  such  county  or  place,  and 
the  offence  itself  shall  be  averred  to  have  been  committed  '  on  the  high 
seas  : '  provided,  that  nothing  herein  contained  shall  alter  or  affect  any 
of  the  laws  relating  to  the  government  of  Her  Majesty*s  land  or  naval 
forces. 

116.  See  Vol.  1,  p.  67. 

117.  Whenever  any  person  shall  be  convicted  of  any  indictable  mis- 
demeanor punishable  under  this  Act,  the  court  may,  if  it  shall  think  fit, 
in  addition  to  or  in  lieu  of  any  of  the  punishments  by  this  Act  autho- 
rized, fine  the  offender,  and  require  him  to  enter  into  his  own  recog-* 
nizances  and  to  find  sureties,  both  or  either,  for  keeping  the  peace  and 
being  of  good  behaviour ;  and  in  case  of  any  felony  punishable  under 
this  Act  the  court  may,  if  it  shall  think  fit,  require  the  offender  to  enter 
into  his  own  recognizances,  and  to  find  sureties,  both  or  either,  for  keep- 
ing the  peace,  in  addition  to  any  punishment  by  this  Act  authorized  : 
provided,  that  no  person  shall  be  imprisoned  under  this  clause  for  not 
finding  sureties  for  any  period  exceeding  one  year. 

118.  Whenever  imprisonment,  with  or  without  hard  labour,  may  be 
awarded  for  any  indictable  offence  under  this  Act,  the  court  may 
sentence  the  offender  to  be  imprisoned,  or  to  be  imprisoned  and  kept  to 
hard  labour,  in  the  common  gaol  or  house  of  correction. 

119.  Whenever  solitary  confinement  may  be  awarded  for  any  in- 
dictable offence  under  this  Act,  the  court  may  direct  the  offender  to  be 
kept  in  solitary  confinement  for  any  portion  or  portions  of  his  imprison- 
ment, or  of  his  imprisonment  with  hard  labour,  not  exceeding  one 
month  at  any  one  time,  and  not  exceeding  three  months  in  any  one 
year ;  and  whenever  whipping  may  be  awarded  for  any  indictable 
offence  under  this  Act,  the  court  may  sentence  the  offender  to  be  onoe 
privately  whipped,  and  the  number  of  strokes  and  the  instrument  with 
which  they  shall  be  inflicted  shall  be  specified  by  the  court  in  the 
sentence. 

120.  Every  offence  hereby  made  punishable  on  summary  conviction  may 
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bo  prosecuted  in  Englaud  in  the  manner  directed  by  the  Act  of  the  session  ceedings  in 
holden  in  the  eleventh  and  twelfth  years  of  Queen  Victoria,  chapter  England  may 
forty- three,  so  far  as  no  provision  is  hereby  made  for  any  matter  or   ^  I'^f^'^v^^ 
thing  which  may  be  required  to  be  done  in  the  course  of  such  prosecu-   ^  43  ^^^j  j^* 
tion,  and  may  be  prosecuted  in  Ireland  before  two  or  more  justices  of  Ireland  under 
the  peace,  or  one  metropolitan  or  stipendiary  magistrate,  in  the  manner   the  14  &  15 
directed  by  the  Act  of  the  session  holden  in  the  fourteenth  and  fifteenth    ^*^**  ^*  ^^  * 
years  of  Queen  Victoria,  chapter  ninety- three,  or  in  such  other  manner 
as  may  be  directed  by  any  Act  that  may  be  passed  for  like  purposes  ; 
and  all  provisions  contained  in  the  said  Acts  shall  be  applicable  to  such 
prosecutions  in  the  same  manner  as  if  they  were  incorporated  in  this 
Act :  provided,  that  nothing  in  this  Act  contained  shall  in  any  manner  . . 

alter  or  affect  any  enactment  relating  to  procedure  in  the  case  of  any   London  and 
offence  punishable  on  summary  conviction  within  the  City  of  London  or  metropolitan 
the  metropolitan  police  district,  or  the  recovery  or  application  of  any  police  diatrict. 
penalty  or  forfeiture  for  any  such  offence. 

121.  The  court  before  which  any  indictable  misdemeanor  against  this  The  costs  of 
Act  shall  be  prosecuted  or  tried  may  allow  the  costs  of  the  prosecution  the  proseca- 
in  the  same  manner  as  in  cases  of  felony ;  and  every  order  for  the  pay-  **®"  °^  "***" 
ment  of  such  costs  shall  be  made  out,  and  the  sum  of  money  mentioned  aBaLnsftSs 
therein  paid  and  repaid,  upon  the  same  terms  and  in  the  same  manner  Act  may  be 
in  all  respects  as  in  cases  of  felony.  allowed. 

122.  Nothing  in  this  Act  contained  shall  extend  to  Scotland,  except   Act  not  to 
as  hereinbefore  otherwise  expressly  provided.  extend  to 

123.  This  Act  shall  commence  and  take  effect  on  the  first  day  of  Scotland. 

November,  1861.  Commence- 

ment of  Act. 

24  &  25  Vict.  c.  97. 

An  Act  to  coTMoUdate  and  amend  the  Statute  Law  of  England  and 
Ireland  relating  to  Malicious  Injuries  to  Proj^ertg. 

[6#A  August,  18G1.] 

'  Whereas  it  is  expedient  to  consolidate  and  amend  the  statute  law  of 
England  and  Ireland  relating  to  malicious  injuries  to  property  : '  be  it 
enacted  by,  Jtc.  as  follows  : — 

Sects.  1  to  10  inclusive  will  be  found  in  vol.  2.     See  Index  to  Table 
of  Statutes  at  the  commencement  of  that  volume. 
Sects.  11  &  12.     See  vol.  1,  p.  368. 
Sects.  13  to  34  inclusive.     See  vol.  2. 
Sects.  35  to  38  inclusive.     See  vol.  1,  pp.  990,  991,  992. 
Sects.  39  to  49  inclusive.     See  vol.  2. 
Sect.  50.     See  vol.  3,  p.  233. 
Sects.  51  to  53  inclusive.     See  vol.  2,  pp.  967,  968, 


Making  Gunpowder  to  commit  Offences  and  searching  for  the  same. 

54.  Whosoever  shall  make  or  manufacture,  or  knowingly  have  in  his  Making  or 
possession,  any  gunpowder  or  other  explosive  substance,  or  any  danger-  having  gun- 
ous  or  noxious  thing,  or  any  machine,  engine,  instrument,  or  thing,  with  powder,  &c. 
intent  thereby  or  by  means  thereof  to  commit,  or  for  the  purpose  of  ^*^jn\t*any  *^ 
enabling  any  other  person  to  commit,  any  of  the  felonies  in  this  Act  felony  against 
mentioned,  shall  be  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and  being  convicted  thereof  this  Act. 
shall  be  liable,  at  the  discretion  of  the  court,  to  be  imprisoned  for  any 
term  not  exceeding  two  years,  with  or  without  hard  labour,  and  with  or 
"without  solitary  confinement,  and,  if  a  male  under  the  age  of  sixteen 
years,  with  or  without  whipping. 
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55.  Any  justice  of  the  peace  of  any  county  or  place  in  which  any 
machine,  engine,  implement,  or  thing,  or  any  gunpowder  or  other 
explosiye,  dangerous,  or  noxious  substance,  is  suspected  to  be  made, 
kept,  or  caiTied  for  the  purpose  of  being  used  in  committing  any  of  the 
felonies  in  this  Act  mentioned,  upon  reasonable  cause  assigned  upon 
oath  by  any  person,  may  issue  a  warrant  under  his  hand  and  seal  for 
searching  in  the  daytime  any  house,  mill,  magazine,  storehouse,  ware- 
house, shop,  cellar,  yard,  wharf,  or  other  place,  or  any  carriage,  waggon, 
cart,  ship,  boat,  or  vessel,  in  which  the  same  is  suspected  to  be  made, 
kept,  or  carried  for  such  purpose  as  hereinbefore  mentioned ;  and  every 
person  acting  in  the  execution  of  any  such  warrant  shall  have,  for 
seizing,  removing  to  proper  places,  and  detaining  every  such  machine, 
engine,  implement,  and  thing,  and  all  such  gunpowder,  explosive, 
dangerous,  or  noxious  substances  found  upon  such  search,  which  ho 
shall  have  good  cause  to  suspect  to  be  intended  to  be  used  in  committing 
any  such  oifence,  and  the  barrels,  packages,  cases,  and  other  receptacles 
in  which  the  same  shall  be,  the  same  powers  and  protections  which  are 
given  to  persons  searching  for  unlawful  quantities  of  gunpowder  under 
the  warrant  of  a  justice  by  the  Act  passed  in  the  session  holden  in  the 
twenty-third  and  twenty-fourth  years  of  the  reign  of  Her  present 
Majesty,  chapter  one  hundred  and  thirty-nine,  intituled,  '  An  Act  to 
amend  the  law  concerning  the  making,  keeping,  and  carriage  of  gun- 
powder and  compositions  of  an  explosive  nature,  and  concerning  the 
manufacture,  sale,  and  use  of  fireworks.' 
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OtJier  Matters. 

56.  In  the  case  of  every  felony  punishable  under  this  Act,  every 
principal  in  the  second  degree,  and  every  accessory  before  the  fact,  shall 
be  punishable  in  the  same  manner  as  the  principal  in  the  first  degree 
is  by  this  Act  punishable ;  and  eveiy  accessory  after  the  fact  to  any 
felony  punishable  under  this  Act  shall  on  conviction  be  liable,  at  the 
discretion  of  the  court,  to  be  imprisoned  for  any  term  not  exceeding  two 
years,  with  or  without  hard  labour,  and  with  or  without  solitary  confine- 
ment ;  and  every  person  who  shall  aid,  abet,  counsel,  or  procure  the 
commission  of  any  misdemeanor  punishable  under  this  Act  shall  be 
liable  to  be  proceeded  against,  indicted,  and  punished  as  a  principal 
offender. 

57.  Any  constable  or  peace  officer  may  take  into  custody,  without 
warrant,  any  person  whom  he  shall  find  lying  or  loitering  in  any  high- 
way, yard,  or  other  place  during  the  night,  and  whom  he  shall  have  good 
cause  to  suspect  of  having  committed  or  being  about  to  commit  any 
felony  against  this  Act,  and  shall  take  such  person  as  soon  as  reasonably 
may  be  before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  to  be  dealt  with  according  to  law. 

58.  Every  punishment  and  forfeiture  by  this  Act  imposed  on  any 
person  maliciously  committing  any  offence,  whether  the  same  be  punish- 
able upon  indictment  or  upon  summary  conviction,  shall  equally  apply 
and  be  enforced,  whether  the  offence  shall  be  committed  from  nialice 
conceived  against  the  owner  of  the  property  in  respect  of  which  it  shall 
be  committed  or  otherwise. 

59.  Every  provision  of  this  Act  not  hereinbefore  so  applied  shall 
apply  to  every  person  who,  with  intent  to  injure  or  defraud  any  other 
person,  shall  do  any  of  the  Acts  hereinbefore  made  penal,  although  the 
offender  shall  be  in  possession  of  the  property  against  or  in  respect  of 
which  such  Act  shall  be  done. 

60.  It  shall  be  sufficient  in  any  indictment  for  any  offence  against 
this  Act,  where  it  shall  be  necessary  to  allege  an  intent  to  injure  or 
defraud,  to  allege  that  the  party  accused  did  the  act  with  intent  to 
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injure  or  defraud  (as  the  case  may  be),  without  alleging  an  intent  to  particular 
injure  or  defraud  any  particular  person ;  and  on  the  trial  of  any  such  Persons  nee<l 
offence  it  shall  not  be  necessary  to  prove  an  intent  to  injure  or  defraud   -^^  ^  r!.7 

...  1     .   .      1    11  1  «»  .      .    .  .1     .   .1  in  any  muict- 

any  particular  person,  but  it  shall  be  sufficient  to  prove  that  the  party  ment. 
accused  did  the  act  charged  with  an  intent  to  injure  or  defraud  (as  the 
case  may  be). 

61.  Any   person    found  committing  any    offence    against    this  Act,  Persons  iu  the 
whether  the  same  be  punishable  upon  indictment  or  upon  summary  act  of  com- 
conviction,  may  be  immediately  apprehended,  without  a  warrant,  by  any  "^^^ting  any 
peace  officer,  or  the  owner  of  the  property  injured,  or  his  servant,  or  any  apprehenrT^l 
person  authorized  by  him,  and  forthwith  taken  before  some  neighbour-  without  a 
ing  justice  of  the  peace,  to  be  dealt  with  according  to  law.  warrant. 

62.  Where  any  person  shall  be  charged  on  tlie  oath  of  a  credible  Mode  of  com- 
witness  before  any  justice  of  the  peace  with  any  offence  punishable  on  pelling  the  ap- 
summary  conviction  under  this  Act,  the  justice  may  summon  the  person  P®*'*^*^®  ^^ 
charged  to  appear  at  a  time  and  place  to  be  named  in  such  summons  ;  ^hable  wT 
and  if  he  shall  not  appear  accordingly,  then  (upon  proof  of  the  due  summary  con- 
service  of  the  summons  upon  such  person  by  delivering  the  same  to  him  viction. 
personally,  or  by  leaving  the  same  at  his  usual  place  of  abode),  the 

justice  may  either  proceed  to  hear  and  determine  the  case  ex  parley  or 
issue  his  warrant  for  apprehending  such  person  and  bringing  him  before 
himself  or  some  other  justice  of  the  peace  ;  or  the  justice  before  whom 
the  charge  shall  be  made  may  (if  he  shall  so  think  fit),  without  any 
previous  summons  (unless  where  otherwise  specially  directed),  issue  such 
warrant ;  and  the  justice  before  whom  the  person  charged  shall  appear 
or  be  brought  shall  proceed  to  hear  and  determine  the  case. 

63.  Whosoever  shall  aid,  abet,  counsel,  or  procure  the  commission  of  Abettore  in 
any  offence  which  is  by  this  Act  punishable  on  summary  conviction,  offences 
either  for  every  time  of  its  commission,  or  for  the  first  and  second  time  P^^^sl^able  on 
only,  or  for  the  first  time  only,  shall,  on  conviction  before  a  justice  of  conXtion. 
the  peace,  be  liable,  for  every  first,  second,  or  subsequent  offence  of 

aiding,  abetting,  counselling,  or  procuring,  to  the  same  forfeiture  and 
punishment  to  which  a  peraon  guilty  of  a  first,  second,  or  subsequent 
offence  as  a  principal  offender  is  by  this  Act  made  liable. 

64.  Every  sum  of  money  which  shall  be  forfeited  for  the  amount  of  Application  of 
any  injury  done  shall  be  assessed  in  each  case  by  the  convicting  justice,  forfeitureii  and 
and  shall  be  paid  to  the  party  aggrieved,  except  where  he  is  unknown,  penalties  upon 
and  in  that  case  such  sum  shall  be  applied  in  tlie  same  manner  as  a  ^^^q^^  ^^"" 
penalty ;  and  every  sum  which  shall  be  imposed  as  a  penalty  by  any 

justice  of  the  peace,  whether  in  addition  to  such  amount  or  otherwise, 
shall  be  paid  and  applied  in  the  same  manner  as  other  penalties  recover- 
able before  justices  of  the  peace  are  to  be  paid  and  applied  in  cases 
where  the  statute  imposing  the  same  contains  no  directions  for  the  pay- 
ment thereof  to  any  person  :  provided,  that  where  several  persons  shall  Proviso  where 
join  in  the  commission  of  the  same  offence,  and  shall,  upon  conviction  several  per- 
thereof,  each  be  adjudged  to  forfeit  a  sum  equivalent  to  the  amount  sons  join  in 
of  the  injury  done,  in  every  such  case  no  further  sum  shall  be  paid  <5o™™'^»on  of 

*^  same  oflence 

to  the  party  aggrieved  than  such  value  or  amount ;  and  the  remaining 
sum  or  sums  forfeited  shall  be  applied  in  the  same  manner  as  any 
penalty  imposed  by  a  justice  of  the  peace  is  hereinbefore  directed  to  be 
applied. 

65.  In  every  case  of  a  summary  conviction  under  this  Act,  where  the  If  a  person 
sum  which  shall  be  forfeited  for  the  amount  of  the  injury  done,  or  which  Bnmmarily 
shall  be  imposed  as  a  penalty  by  the  justice,  shall  not  bo  paid,  either  ghaU  nofpav 
immediately  after  the  conviction,  or  within  such  period  as  the  justice  &c.,  the  jus'-' 
shall,  at   the    time  of  the  conviction,  appoint,  the  convicting  justice  tice  may  com- 
(unless  where  otherwise  specially  directed)  may  commit  the  offender  to  ™**  ^™» 
the  common  gaol  or  house  of  correction,  there  to  be  imprisoned  only,  or 
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to  bo  iroprisoned  and  kept  to  hard  labour,  according  to  the  discretion  of 
the  justice,  for  any  term  not  exceeding  two  months,  where  the  amount 
of  the  sum  forfeited,  or  of  the  penalty  imposed,  or  of  both  (ajs  the  case 
may  be),  together  with  the  costs,  shall  not  exceed  five  pounds  ;  and  for 
any  term  not  exceeding  four  months  where  the  amount,  with  costs,  shall 
not  exceed  ten  pounds ;  and  for  any  term  not  exceeding  six  months  in 
any  other  case  ;  the  commitment  to  be  determinable  m  each  of  the  cases 
aforesaid  upon  payment  of  the  amount  and  costs. 
The  justice  66.  Where  any  person  shall  be  summarily  convicted  before  a  justice 

may  dischai^e  of  the  peace  of  any  offence  against  this  Act,  and  it  shall  be  a  first  con- 
the  offender  in  yiction,  the  justice  may,  if  he  shall  so  think  fit,  discharge  the  ofiender 
certain  oases.  ^^^^^  j^.^  ^jQuyiQ^^QQ  upon  his  making  such  satisfaction  to  the  party 
aggrieved  for  damages  and  costs,  or  either  of  them,  as  shall  be  ascer- 
tained by  the  justice. 
A  summary  ^^*  ^^®^  ^^7  person  convicted  of  any  ofience  punisliable  upon  sum- 

conviction  mary  conviction  by  virtue  of  this  Act  shall  have  paid  the  sum  adjudged 

shall  be  a  bar  to  be  paid,  together  with  costs,  under  such  conviction,  or  shall  have 
to  any  other  received  a  remission  thereof  from  the  Crown,  or  the  lord  lieutenant  or 
tuTl'me  ^  ^^^^^  ^^^®^  governor  of  Ireland,  or  shaU  have  suffered  the  imprisonment 
cause.  awarded  for  nonpayment  thereof,  or  the  imprisonment  awarded  in  the 

first  instance,  or  shall  have  been  so  discharged  from  his  conviction  by 
any  justice  as  aforesaid,  he  shall  be  released  from  all  further  or  other 
proceedings  for  the  same  cause. 
Appeal.  6^*  ^^  ^  cases  where  the  sum  adjudged  to  be  paid  on  any  summary 

conviction  shall  exceed  five  pounds,  or  the  imprisonment  adjudged  shall 
exceed  one  month,  or  the  conviction  shall  take  place  before  one  justice 
only,  any  person  who  shall  think  himself  aggrieved  by  any  such  convic- 
tion may  appeal  to  the  next  court  of  general  or  quarter  sessions  which 
shall  be  holden  not  less  than  twelve  days  after  the  day  of  such  convic- 
tion, for  the  couuty  or  place  wherein  the  cause  of  complaint  shall  have 
arisen  :  provided,  that  such  person  shall  give  to  the  complainant  a  notice 
in  writing  of  such  appeal,  and  of  the  cause  and  matter  thereof,  within 
three  days  after  such  conviction,  and  seven  clear  days  at  the  least  before 
such  sessions,  and  shall  also  either  remain  in  custody  until  the  sessions, 
or  shall  enter  into  a  recognizance,  with  two  sufficient  sureties,  before  a 
justice  of  the  peace,  conditioned  personally  to  appear  at  the  said  sessions 
and  to  tiy  such  appeal,  and  to  abide  the  judgment  of  the  court  there- 
upon, and  to  pay  such  costs  as  shall  be  by  the  court  awarded  ;  or  if  such 
appeal  shall  be  against  any  conviction  whereby  only  a  penalty  or  sum  of 
money  shall  be  adjudged  to  be  paid,  shall  deposit  with  the  clerk  of  the 
convicting  justice  such  a  sum  of  money  as  such  justice  shall  deem  to  be 
sufficient  to  cover  the  sum  so  adjudged  to  be  paid,  together  with  the 
costs  of  the  conviction  and  the  costs  of  the  appeal ;  and  upon  such  notice 
being  given,  and  such  recognizance  being  entered  into,  or  such  deposit 
being  made,  the  justice  before  whom  such  recognizance  shall  be  entered 
into,  or  such  deposit  shall  be  made,  shall  liberate  such  person  if  in 
custody ;  and  the  court  at  such  sessions  shall  hear  and  determine  the 
matter  of  the  appeal,  and  shall  make  such  order  therein,  with  or  without 
costfi  to  either  party,  as  to  the  court  shall  seem  meet ;  and  in  case  of 
the  dismissal  of  the  appeal,  or  the  affirmance  of  the  conviction,  shall 
order  and  adjudge  the  offender  to  be  punished  according  to  the  convic- 
tion, and  to  pay  such  costs  as  shall  be  awarded,  and  shall  if  necessary 
issue  process  for  enforcing  such  judgment ;  and  in  any  case  where  after 
any  such  deposit  shall  have  been  made  as  aforesaid  the  conviction  shall 
be  affirmed,  the  court  may  order  the  sum  thereby  adjudged  to  be  paid, 
together  with  the  costs  of  the  conviction  and  the  costs  of  the  appeaJ,  to 
be  paid  out  of  the  money  deposited,  and  the  residue  thereof,  if  any,  to 
be  repaid  to  the  party  convicted  ;  and  in  any  case  where  after  any  such 
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deposit  the  conviction  shall  be  quashed,  the  court  shall  order  the  money 
deposited  to  be  repaid  to  the  party  convicted ;  and  in  every  case  "where 
any  conviction  shall  be  quashed  on  appeal  as  aforesaid,  the  clerk  of  the 
peace  or  other  proper  officer  shall  forthwith  indorse  on  the  conviction  a 
memorandnm  that  the  same  has  been  quashed ;  and  whenever  any  copy 
or  certificate  of  such  conviction  shall  be  made,  a  copy  of  such  memo- 
randum shall  be  added  thereto,  and  shall  be  sufficient  evidence  that  the 
conviction  has  been  quashed  in  every  case  where  such  copy  or  certificate 
would  be  sufficient  evidence  of  such  conviction. 

69.  No  such  conviction,  or  adjudication  made  on  appeal  therefrom,   No  certiorari, 
shall  be  qufushed  for  want  of  form,  or  be  removed  by  certiorari  into  any  *®* 

of  Her  Majesty's  Superior  Courts  of  Record ;  and  no  warrant  of  com- 
mitment shall  be  held  void  by  reason  of  any  defect  therein,  provided  it 
be  therein  alleged  that  the  party  has  been  convicted,  and  there  be  a  good 
and  valid  conviction  to  sustain  the  same. 

70.  Every  justice  of  the  peace  before  whom  any  person  shall  be  con-   Convictions  to 
victed  of  any  o£fenoe  against  this  Act  shall  transmit  the  conviction  to  ^  returned  to 
the  next  Court  of  General  or  Quarter  Sessions  which  shall  be  holden  for  1**®  Quarter 
the  county  or  place  wherein  the  offence  shall  have  been  committed, 

there  to  be  kept  by  the  proper  officer  among  the  records  of  the  court ; 

and  upon  any  indictment  or  information  against  any  person  for  a  sub-  How  far  evi- 

sequent  offence,   a  copy  of  such   conviction,   certified   by  the   proper  ^^^^  in 

officer  of  the  court,  or  proved  to  be  a  true  copy,  shall  be  sufficient  evi-  ^"^""^  *'*8^' 

dence  to  prove  a  conviction  for  the  former  offence,  and  the  conviction 

shall  be  presumed  to  have  been  unappealed  against  until  the  contrary 

be  shown. 

71.  All  actions  and  prosecutions  to  be  commenced  against  any  person  Venue  in 
for  anything  done  in  pursuance  of  this  Act  shall  be  laid  and  tried  in  the  proceedings 
county  where  the  fact  was  committed,  and  shall  be  commenced  within  •Kainst  per- 
six  months  after  the  fact  committed,  and  not  otherwise ;  and  notice  in  J^cr*^* 
writing  of  such  action,  and  of  the  cause  thereof,  shall  be  given  to  the  Act. 
defendant  one  month  at  least  before  the  commencement  of  the  action ;  Notice  of 
and  in  any  such  action  the  defendant  may  plead  the  general  issue,  and  action, 
give  this  Act  and  the  special  matter  in  evidence  at  any  trial  to  be  had  General  issue 
thereupon  ;  and  no  plaintiff  shall  recover  in  any  such  action  if  tender  of  Ac- 
sufficient  amends  shall  have  been  made  before  such  action  brought,  or  if 

a  sufficient  sum  of  money  shall  have  been  paid  into  court  after  such 
action  brought  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  defendant ;  and  if  a  verdict  shall 
pass  for  the  defendant,  or  the  plainti£f  shall  become  nonsuit,  or  discou- 
tinue  any  such  action  after  issue  joined,  or  if,  upon  demurrer  or  other- 
wise, judgment  shall  be  given  against  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant  shall 
recover  his  full  costs  as  between  attorney  and  client,  and  have  the  like 
remedy  for  the  same  as  any  defendant  has  by  law  in  other  cases  ;  and 
though  a  verdict  shall  be  given  for  the  plaintiff  in  any  such  action,  such 
plaintiff  shall  not  have  costs  against  the  defendant,  unless  the  judge 
before  whom  the  trial  shall  be  shall  certify  his  approbation  of  the 
action. 

72.  All  indictable  offences  mentioned  in  this  Act  which  shall  be  com-  OfTcnces  con-- 
mitted  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Admiralty  of  England  or  Ireland  J^itted  within 
shall  be  deemed  to  be  offences  of  the  same  nature  and  liable  to  the  same  ^^  jurisdic- 
punishments  as  if  they  had  been  committed  upon  the  land  in  England  AdmUulty. 
or  Ireland,  and  may  be  dealt  with,  inquired  of,  tried,  and  determined  in 

any  county  or  place  in  England  or  Ireland  in  which  the  offender  shall  be 
apprehended  or  be  in  custody,  in  the  same  manner  in  all  respects  as  if 
they  had  been  actually  committed  in  that  county  or  place  ;  and  in  any 
indictment  for  any  such  offence,  or  for  being  an  accessory  to  such  an 
offence,  the  venue  in  the  margin  shall  be  the  same  as  if  the  offence  had 
been  committed  in  such  county  or  place,  and  the  offence  shall  be  averred 
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to  have  been  committed  '  on  the  high  seas :  *  provided,  that  nothing 
herein  contained  shall  alter  or  affect  any  of  the  laws  relating  to  the 
government  of  Her  Majesty's  land  or  naval  forces. 

73.  Whenever  any  person  shall  be  convicted  of  any  indictable  mis- 
demeanor punishable  under  this  Act,  the  court  may,  if  it  shall  think  fit, 
in  addition  to,  or  in  lieu  of  any  of  the  punishments  by  this  Act 
authorized,  find  the  offender,  and  require  him  to  enter  into  his  own 
recognizances,  and  to  find  sureties,  both  or  either,  for  keeping  the  peace 
and  being  of  good  behaviour ;  and  in  case  of  any  felony  punishable 
under  this  Act,  the  Court  may,  if  it  shall  think  fit,  require  the  offender 
to  enter  into  his  own  recognizances,  and  to  find  sureties,  both  or  either, 
for  keeping  the  peace,  in  addition  to  any  punishment  by  this  Act 
authorized  :  provided,  that  no  person  shall  be  imprisoned  under  this 
clause  for  not  finding  sureties  for  any  period  exceeding  one  year. 

74.  Whenever  imprisonment,  with  or  without  hard  labour,  may  be 
awai*ded  for  any  indictable  offence  under  this  Act,  the  court  may 
sentence  the  offender  to  be  imprisoned,  or  to  be  imprisoned  and  kept  to 
hard  labour,  in  the  common  gaol  or  house  of  correction. 

75.  Whenever  solitary  confinement  may  be  awarded  for  any  indictable 
offence  under  this  Act,  the  court  may  direct  the  offender  to  be  kept  in 
solitary  confinement  for  any  portion  or  portions  of  his  imprisonment,  or 
of  his  imprisonment  with  hard  labour,  not  exceeding  one  month  at  any 
one  time,  and  not  exceeding  three  months  in  any  one  year ;  and  whenever 
whipping  may  be  awarded  for  any  indictable  offence  under  this  Act,  the 
court  may  sentence  the  offender  to  be  once  privately  whipped  ;  and  the 
number  of  strokes,  and  the  instrument  with  which  they  shall  be  inflicted, 
shall  be  specified  by  the  court  in  the  sentence. 

76.  Every  offence  hereby  made  punishable  on  summaiy  conviction 
may  be  prosecuted  in  England  in  the  manner  directed  by  the  Act  of  the 
session  holden  in  the  eleventh  and  twelfth  years  of  Queen  Victoria^ 
chapter  forty-three,  so  far  as  no  provision  is  hereby  made  for  any  matter 
or  thing  which  may  be  required  to  be  done  in  the  course  of  such  prose- 
cution, and  may  be  prosecuted  in  Ireland  before  two  or  more  justices  of 
the  peace,  or  one  metropolitan  or  stipendiary  magistrate,  in  the  manner 
directed  by  the  Act  of  the  session  holden  in  the  fourteenth  and  fifteenth 
years  of  Queen  Victoria,  chapter  ninety-three,  or  in  such  other  manner 
as  may  be  directed  by  any  Act  that  may  be  passed  for  like  purposes,  and 
all  provisions  contained  in  the  said  Acts  shall  be  applicable  to  such  pro- 
secutions in  the  same  manner  as  if  they  were  incorporated  in  this  Act  : 
provided,  that  nothing  in  this  Act  contained  shall  in  any  manner  alter 
or  affect  any  enactment  relating  to  procedure  in  the  case  of  any  offence 
punishable  on  summary  conviction  within  the  City  of  London  or  the 
metropolitan  police  district,  or  the  recovery  or  application  of  any  penalty 
or  forfeiture  for  any  such  offence. 

77.  The  court  before  which  any  indictable  misdemeanor  against  this 
Act  shall  be  prosecuted  or  tried  may  allow  the  costs  of  the  prosecution 
in  the  same  manner  as  in  cases  of  felony ;  and  every  order  for  the  pay- 
ment of  such  costs  shall  be' made  out,  and  the  sum  of  money  mentioned 
therein  paid  and  repaid,  upon  the  same  terms  and  in  the  same  manner 
in  all  respects  as  in  cases  of  felony. 

78.  Nothing  in  this  Act  contained  shall  extend  to  Scotland,  except  as 
hereinbefore  otherwise  expressly  provided. 

79.  Tiiis  Act  shall  commence  and  take  effect  on  the  first  day  of 
November,  18G1. 
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24  &  25  Vict.  c.  98. 

An  Act  to  coruolidate  and  amend  tJie  Statute  Law  of  England  and 
Ireland  relating  to  Indictable  Ofeiicesfor  Forgery, 

\^th  August,  1861.] 

'  Whereas  it  is  expedient  to  consolidate  and  amend  the  statute  law  of 
England  and  Ireland  relating  to  indictable  oiFences  by  forgery  :  *  be  it 
enacted,  <&c.,  as  follows  : 

Sects.  1  to  48  inclusive  will  be  found  in  vol  2.  See  table  of  statutes  at 
the  commencement  of  that  vol. 

49.  In  the  case  of  every  felony  punishable  under  this  Act,  every  prin-  Principals  in 
cipal  in  the  second  degree,  and  every  accessory  before  the  fact,  shall  be  *'*®  second 
punishable  in  the  same  manner  as  the  principal  in  the  first  degree  is  by  of^^**" 
this  Act  punishable  ;  and  every  accessory  after  the  fact  to  any  felony    . . 
punishable  under  thi»  Act  shall  on  conviction  be  liable,  at  the  discretion  misdeniea-'^ 
of  the  court,  to  be  imprisoned  for  any  terra  not  exceeding  two  years,  with  nors. 

or  without  hard  labour,  and  with  or  without  solitary  confinement ;  and 
every  person  who  shall  aid,  abet,  counsel,  or  procure  the  commission  of 
any  misdemeanor  punishable  under  this  Act  shall  be  liable  to  be  proceeded 
against,  indicted,  and  punished  as  a  principal  offender. 

50.  All  indictable  offences  mentioned  in  this  Act  which  shall  be  com-   Offences  com- 
mitted within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Admiralty  of  England  or  Ireland  fitted  wltLin 
shall  be  deemed  to  be  offences  of  the  same  nature  and  liable  to  the  same  *.**®  ^^V^^' 
punishments  as  if  they  had  been  committed  upon  the  land  in  England  or  Admiralty. 
Ireland,  and  may  be  dealt  with,  inquired  of,  tried,  and  determined  in 

any  county  or  place  in  England  or  Ireland  in  which  the  offender  shall  be 
apprehended  or  be  in  custody,  in  the  same  manner  in  all  respects  as  if 
they  had  been  actually  committed  in  that  county  or  place  ;  and  in  any 
indictment  for  any  such  offence,  or  for  being  an  accessory  to  such  an 
offence,  the  venue  in  the  margin  shall  be  the  same  as  if  the  offence  had 
been  committed  in  such  county  or  place,  and  the  offence  shall  be  averred 
to  have  been  committed  on  '  the  high  seas  : '  provided  that  nothing 
herein  contained  shall  alter  or  affect  any  of  the  laws  relating  to  the 
government  of  her  Majesty's  land  or  naval  forces. 

51.  Whenever  any  person  shall  bo  convicted  of  a  misdemeanor  imder  Fine  and 
this  Act  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  court,  if  it  shall  think  fit,  in  addition   Rwretics  for 
to  or  in  lieu  of  any  of  the  punishments  by  this  Act  authorized,  to  fine  the  ^cc'l^in 
offender,  and  to  require  him  to  enter  into  his  own  recognizances,  and  to  what  cists. 
find  sureties,  both  or  either,  for  keeping  the  peace  and  being  of  good  be- 
haviour ;  and  in  all  cases  of  felonies  in  this  Act  mentioned  it  shall  be 

lawful  for  the  court,  if  it  shall  think  fit,  to  require  the  offender  to  enter 
into  his  own  recognizances,  and  to  find  sureties,  both  or  either,  for  keep- 
ing the  peace,  in  addition  to  any  of  the  punishments  by  this  Act  autho- 
rized :  provided,  that  no  person  shall  be  imprisoned  under  this  clause  for 
not  finding  sureties  for  any  period  exceeding  one  year. 

52.  Whenever  imprisonment,  with  or  without  hard  labour,  may  be   Hard  labour, 
awarded  for  any  offence  under  this  Act,  the  court  may  sentence  the 

offender  to  be  imprisoned,  or  to  be  imprisoned  and  kept  to  hard  labour, 
in  the  common  gaol  or  house  of  correction, 

53.  Whenever  solitary  confinement  may  be  awarded  for  any  offence  Solitary  con- 
under  this  Act,  the  court  may  direct  the  offender  to  be  kept  in  solitary  fi»»e™«nt. 
confinement  for  any  portion  or  portions  of  his  imprisonment,  or  of  his 
imprisonment  with  hard  labour,  not  exceeding  one  month  at  any  one 

time,  and  not  exceeding  three  months  in  any  one  year. 

54.  The  court  before  which  any  indictable  misdemeanor  against  this  The  costs  of 
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A2^pendix  of  Statutes. 

Act  shall  be  prosecuted  or  tried  may  allow  the  costs  of  the  prosecution 
in  the  same  manner  as  in  cases  of  felony ;  and  evei-y  order  for  the  pay- 
ment of  such  costs  shall  be  made  out,  and  the  sum  of  money  mentioned 
tiiereiu  paid  and  repaid,  upon  the  same  terms  and  in  the  same  manner 
in  all  respects  as  in  cases  of  felony. 

55.  Nothing  in  this  Act  contained  shall  extend  to  Scotland,  except  a 
otherwise  hereinbefore  expressly  provided. 

5G.  This  Act  shall  commence  and  take  effect  on  the  first  day  of 
November,  18G1. 

24  &  25  Vict.  c.  99. 

An  Act  to  consolidate  and  amend  the  Statute  Law  of  the  United  Kinadom 

against  Offences  relating  to  tlie  Coin, 

[(jth  August,  1861.] 

'  Whereas  it  is  expedient  to  consolidate  and  amend  the  statute  law  of 
the  United  Kingdom  against  offences  relating  to  tjie  coin  : '  be  it  there- 
fore enacted  by,  &c.,  as  follows  : — 

1.  In  the  interpretation  of  and  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  the  expres- 
sion *  the  Queen's  current  gold  or  silver  coin '  shall  include  any  gold  or 
silver  coin  coined  in  any  of  Her  Majesty's  mints,  or  lawfully  current,  by 
virtue  of  any  proclamation  or  otherwise,  in  any  part  of  Her  Majesty's 
dominions,  whether  within  the  United  Kingdom  or  otherwise ;  and  the 
expression  *  the  Queen's  copper  coin '  shall  include  any  copper  coin  and 
any  coin  of  bronze  or  mixed  metal  coined  in  any  of  Her  Majesty  s  mints, 
or  lawfully  current,  by  virtue  of  any  proclamation  or  otherwise,  in  any 
part  of  her  Majesty's  said  dominions  ;  and  the  expression  '  false  or  coun- 
terfeit coin  resembling  or  apparently  intended  to  resemble  or  pass  for 
any  of  the  Queen's  current  gold  or  silver  coin '  shall  include  any  of  the 
current  coin  which  shall  have  been  gilt,  silvered,  washed,  coloured,  or 
cased  over,  or  in  any  manner  altered,  so  as  to  resemble  or  be  apparently 
intended  to  resemble  or  pass  for  any  of  the  Queen's  current  coin  of  a 
higher  denomination ;  and  the  expression  *  the  Queen's  current  coin ' 
shall  include  any  coin  coined  in  any  of  Her  Majesty's  mints,  or  lawfully 
current,  by  virtue  of  any  proclamation  or  otherwise,  in  any  part  of 
Her  Majesty's  said  dominions,  and  whether  made  of  gold,  silver,  copper, 
bronze,  or  mixed  metal;  and  where  the  having  any  matter  in  the  custody 
or  possession  of  any  pei-son  is  mentioned  in  this  Act,  it  shall  include,  not 
only  the  having  of  it  by  himself  in  his  personal  custody  or  possession, 
but  also  the  knowingly  and  wilfully  having  it  in  the  actual  custody  or 
possession  of  any  other  person,  and  also  the  knowingly  and  wilfully  having 
it  in  any  dwelling-house  or  other  building,  lodging,  apartment,  field,  or 
other  place,  open  or  inclosed,  whether  belonging  to  or  occupied  by  himself 
or  not,  and  whether  such  matter  shall  be  so  had  for  his  own  use  or  benefit 
or  for  that  of  any  other  person. 

Sects.  2  to  30  inclusive  (except  s.  23)  will  be  found  in  the  first  volume. 
See  the  Table  of  Statutes  at  the  commencement  of  that  volume. 

23.  Whosoever,  without  lawful  authority  or  excuse  (the  proof  whereof 
shall  lie  on  the  party  accused),  shall  have  in  his  custody  or  possession 
any  greater  number  of  pieces  than  five  pieces  of  false  or  counterfeit  coin 
resembling  or  apparently  intended  to  resemble  or  pass  for  any  gold  or 
silver  coin  of  any  foreign  prince,  state,  or  country,  or  any  such  copper  or 
other  coin  as  in  the  last  preceding  section  mentioned,  shall,  on  conviction 
thereof  before  any  justice  of  the  peace,  forfeit  and  lose  all  such  false  and 
counterfeit  coin,  which  shall  be  cut  in  pieces  and  destroyed  by  order  of 
such  justice,  and  shall  for  every  such  offence  forfeit  and  pay  any  sum  of 
money  not  exceeding  forty  shillings  nor  less  than  ten  shillings  for  every 
such  piece  of.false  and  counterfeit  coin  which  shall  be  found  in  the  cus- 
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tody  or  possession  of  such  person,  one  moiety  to  the  informer,  and  the 
other  moiety  to  the  poor  of  the  parish  where  such  offence  shall  be  com- 
mitted ;  and  in  case  any  such  penalty  shall  not  be  forthwith  paid  it  shall 
be  lawful  for  any  such  justice  to  commit  the  person  who  shall  have  been 
adjudged  to  pay  the  same  to  the  common  gaol  or  house  of  correction, 
there  to  be  kept  to  hard  labour  for  the  space  of  three  months,  or  until 
such  penalty  shall  be  paid. 

31.  It  shall  bo  lawful  for  any  person  whatsoever  to  apprehend  any  Any  person 
person  who  shall  be  found  committing  any  indictable  offence,  or  any  may  appre- 
bigh  crime  and  offence,  or  crime  and  offence,  against  this  Act,  and  to  ^^^^  ^y  P®^' 
convey  or  deliver  him  to  some  peace  officer,  constable,  or  officer  of  police,  ^^  commit- 
in  order  to  his  being  conveyed  as  soon  as  reasonably  may  be  before  a  dictabl©  of- 
justice  of  the  peace  or  some  other  proper  officer,  to   be   dealt   with  fence  a^inst 
according  to  law.  tJiis  Act. 

32.  No  conviction  for  any  offence  punishable  on  summary  conviction  No  certiorari, 
imder  this  Act  shall  be  quashed  for  want  of  form,  or  be  removed  by  &c. 
certiorari  into  any  of  Her  Majesty's  Superior  Courts  of  Record ;  and  no 

warrant  of  commitment  shall  be  held  void  by  reason  of  any  defect  therein, 
provided  it  be  therein  alleged  that  the  party  has  been  convictedi  and 
there  be  a  valid  conviction  to  sustain  the  same. 

33.  All  actions  and  prosecutions  to  be  commenced  against  any  person   Venne  in  pro- 
for  anything  done  in  pursuance  of  this  Act  shall,  in  England  or  Ireland,   ceedings 

be  laid  and  tried  in  the  county  where  the  fact  was  committed,  and  shall,  ^e^^^^  V^^' 
in  England,  Ireland,  or  Scotland,  be  commenced  within  six  months  after  ^der tlbAct. 
the  fact  committed,  and  not  otherwise ;  and  notice  in  writing  of  such   m^  «•      < 
action  and  of  the  cause  thereof  shall  be  given  to  the  defendant  or  action, 
defender  one  month  at  least  before  the  commencement  of  the  action ; 
and  in  any  such  action  brought  in  England  or  Ireland  the  defendant   General  issne. 
may  plead  the  general  issue,  and  give  this  Act  and  the  special  matter  in 
evidencCi  at  any  trial  to  be  had  thereupon,  and  in  Scotland  the  defender 
may  insist  on  all  relevant  defences ;  and  no  plaintiff  or  pursuer  shall  Tender  of 
recover  in  any  such  action  if  tender  of  sufficient  amends  shall  have  amends,  &c. 
been  made  before  such  action  brought,  or  if  a  sufficient  sum  of  money 
shall  have  been  paid  into  court  after  such  action  brought,  by  or  on 
behalf  of  the  defendant  or  defender ;  and  if,  in  England  or  Ireland,  a 
verdict  shall  pass  for  the  defendant,  or  the  plaintiff  shall  become  non- 
suit, or  discontinue  any  such  action  after  issue  joined,  or  if,  upon  de- 
murrer or  otherwise,  judgment  shall  be  given  against  the  plaintiff,  or  if, 
in  Scotland,  the  verdict  shall  be  for  the  defender,  or  if  the  pursuer 
shall  abandon  the  action,  or  the  court  shall  dismiss  it  as  irrelevant  or 
improperly  laid,   in  every  such  case  the  defendant  or  defender  shall 
recover  his  full  costs  as  between  attorney  and  client,  and  have  the  like 
remedy  for  the  same  as  any  defendant  or  defender  has  by  law  in  other 
cases ;  and  though  a  verdict  shall  be  given  for  the  plaintiff  or  pursuer 
in  any  such  action,  such  plaintiff  or  pursuer  shall  not  have  costs  against 
the  defendant  or  defender,  unless  the  judge  before  whom  the  trial  shall 
be  shall  certify  his  approbation  of  the  action. 

Sees.  34  to  40,  inclusive,  will  be  found  in  vol  1.     See  Table  of  Statutes 
at  commencement  of  that  vol. 

41.  Every  offence  hereby  made  punishable  on  summary  conviction  Summary  pro- 
may  be  prosecuted  in  England  in  the  manner  directed  by  the  Act  of  the  ceedings  in 
session  holden   in  the   eleventh  and  twelfth  years  of  Queen  Victoria,   England  may 
chapter  forty-three,  and  may  be  prosecuted  in  Ireland  before  two  or  more  ??  &°i2^v\^ 
justices  of  the  peace,  or  one  metropolitan  or  stipendiary  magistrate,  in   «j.  43  and  in 
the  manner  directed  by  the  Act  of  the  session  holden  in  the  fourteenth  Ireland  under 
and  fifteenth  years  of  Queen  Victoria,  chapter  ninety-three,  or  in  such  **i®  ^^  *  ^^ 
other  manner  as  may  be  directed  by  any  Act  that  may  be  passed  for  like  ^^^^^  ^  ^^' 
pur|)ose8;    and    all  jirovisions    contained  in  the  said  Acts  shall    be 
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applicable  to  such  proeecutions  in  the  same  manner  as  if  they  were 
incorporated  in  this  Act :  provided,  that  nothing  in  this  Act  contained 
shall  in  any  manner  alter  or  affect  any  enactment  relating  to  procedure 
in  the  case  of  any  offence  punishable  on  summary  conviction  within  the 
City  of  London  or  the  metropolitan  police  district,  or  the  recovery  or 
application  of  any  penalty  or  forfeiture  for  any  such  offence. 

42.  In  all  prosecutions  for  any  offence  against  this  Act  in  England, 
which  shall  be  conducted  under  the  direction  of  the  solicitors  of  Her 
Majesty's  treasury,  the  court  before  which  such  offence  shall  be  prose- 
cuted or  tried  shall  allow  the  expenses  of  the  prosecution  in  all  respects 
as  in  cases  of  felony ;  and  in  all  prosecutions  for  any  such  offence  in 
England  which  shall  not  be  so  conducted  it  shall  be  lawful  for  such 
court,  in  case  a  conviction  shall  take  place,  but  not  otherwise,  to  allow 
the  expenses  of  the  prosecution  in  like  manner ;  and  every  order  for  the 
payment  of  such  costs  shall  be  made  out,  and  the  sum  of  money  men- 
tioned therein  paid  and  repaid,  upon  the  same  terms  and  in  the  same 
manner  in  all  respects  as  in  cases  of  felony. 

.43.  This  Act  shall  commence  and  take  effect  on  the  first  day  of 
November,  1861. 

24  &  25  Vict.  c.  100. 

An  Act  to  consolidate  and  amend  the  Statute  Law  of  England  and  Ireland 

relating  to  Ofencea  against  the  Person,' 

[ethAugusty  1861.] 

'  Whereas  it  is  expedient  to  consolidate  and  amend  the  statute  law  of 
England  and  Ireland  relating  to  offences  against  the  person  :'  be  it 
enacted  by  <&c.,  as  follows  : 

Sees.  1  to  56,  inclusive,  will  be  found  in  vol.  1.  See  the  Table  of 
Statutes  at  the  commencement  of  that  volume. 

Sec.  57.  See  vol.  3,  p.  264. 

Sees.  68  to  65,  inclusive,  will  be  found  in  vol.  1.  See  Table  of 
Stiitutes  at  the  commencement  of  that  volume. 
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66.  Any  constable  or  peace  officer  may  take  into  custody,  without  a 
warrant,  any  person  whom  he  shall  find  lying  or  loitering  in  any 
highway,  yard,  or  other  place  during  the  night,  and  whom  he  shall  have 
good  cause  to  suspect  of  having  committed  or  being  about  to  commit 
any  felony  in  this  Act  mentioned,  and  shall  take  such  person  as  soon  as 
reasonably  may  be  before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  to  be  dealt  with  accord- 
ing to  law. 

67.  In  the  case  of  every  felony  punishable  under  this  Act,  every 
principal  in  the  second  degree,  and  every  accessory  before  the  fact, 
shall  be  punishable  in  the  same  manner  as  the  principal  in  the  first 
degree  is  by  this  Act  punishable  ;  and  every  accessory  after  the  fact  to 
any  felony  punishable  under  this  Act  (except  murder)  shall  be  liable  to 
be  imprisoned  for  any  term  not  exceeding  two  years,  with  or  without 
hard  labour;  and  every  accessory  after  the  fact  to  murder  shall  be 
liable,  at  the  discretion  of  the  court,  to  be  kept  in  penal  servitude  for 
life  or  for  any  term  not  less  than  three  years, — or  to  be  imprisoned  for 
any  term  not  exceeding  two  years,  with  or  without  hard  labour ;  and 
whosoever  shall  counsel,  aid,  or  abet  the  commission  of  any  indictable 
misdemeanor  punishable  under  this  Act  shall  be  liable  to  be  proceeded 
against,  indicted,  and  punished  as  a  principal  offender. 

68.  All  indictable  offences  mentioned  in  this  Act  which  shall  be  com- 
mitted within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Admiralty  of  England  or  Ireland 
shall  be  deemed  to  be  offences  of  the  same  nature  and  liable  to  the  same 


24  &  25  Vict.  c.  100.  671 

punishments  as  if  thej  had  been  committed  upon  the  land  in  England  tion  of  the 
or  Ireland,  and  may  be  dealt  with,  inquired  of,  tried,  and  determined  in  Admiralty, 
any  county  or  place  in  England  or  Ireland  in  which  the  offender  shall 
be  apprehended  or  be  in  custody,  in  the  same  manner  in  all  respects  as 
if  they  had  been  actually  committed  in  that  county  or  place ;  and  in 
any  indictment  for  any  such  offence,  or  for  being  an  accessory  to  such  an 
offence,  the  venue  in  the  margin  shall  be  the  same  as  if  the  offence  had 
been  committed  in  such  county  or  place,  and  the  offence  shall  be  averred 
to  have  been  committed  '  on  the  high  seas  : '  provided,  that  nothing 
herein  contained  shall  alter  or  affect  any  of  the  laws  relating  to  the 
government  of  Her  Majesty's  land  or  navid  forces. 

69.  Whenever  imprisonment,  with  or  without  hard  labour,  may  be  Hard  labour 
awarded  for  any  indictable  offence  under  this  Act,  the  court  may  sentence  j°  8***^  ?^ 
the  offender  to  be  imprisoned,  or  to  be  imprisoned  and  kept  to  hard  correction, 
labour  in  the  common  gaol  or  house  of  correction. 

70.  Whenever  solitary  confinement  may  be  awarded  for  any  offence  Solitary  «oii- 
under  this  Act,  the  court  may  direct  the  offender  to  be  kept  in  solitary  fin«™®^t  **^<l 
confinement  for  any  portion  or  portions  of  any  imprisonment,  or  of  any  ^  ^PP^'^S- 
imprisonment  with  hard  labour,  which  the  court  may  award,  not  ex- 
ceeding one  month  at  .any  one  time,  and  not  exceeding  three  months 

in  any  one  year ;  and  whenever  whipping  may  be  awarded  for  any 
offence  under  this  Act,  the  court  may  sentence  the  offender  to  be  once 
privately  whipped,  and  the  number  of  strokes  and  the  instrument 
with  which  they  shall  be  infiicted  shall  be  specified  by  the  court  in 
the  sentence. 

71.  Whenever  any  person  shall  be  convicted  of  any  indictable 'mis-  Fine  and 
demeanor  punishable  under  this  Act,  the  court  may,  if  it  shall  think  "^"^V®*  ^^ 
fit,  in  addition  to  or  in  lieu  of  any  punishment  by  this  Act  authorissed,  peace  ;  in  ° 
fine  the  offender,  and  require  him  to  enter  into  his  own  recognizances,  what  cases, 
and  to  find  sureties,  both  or  either,  for  keeping  the  peace  and  being  of 

good  behaviour ;  and  in  case  of  any  felony  punishable  under  this  Act 
otherwise  than  with  death  the  court  may,  if  it  shall  think  fit,  require 
the  offender  to  enter  into  his  own  recognizances  and  to  find  sureties,  both 
or  either,  for  keeping  the  peace,  in  addition  to  any  punishment  by 
this  Act  authorized  :  provided,  that  no  person  shall  be  imprisoned  for 
not  finding  sureties  under  this  clause  for  any  period  exceeding  one 
year. 

72.  No  summary  conviction  under  this  Act  shall  be  quashed  for  want  No  certiorari, 
of  form,  or  be  removed  by  certiorari  into  any  of  Her  Majesty's  Superior  *<^' 
Courts  of  Record ;  and  no  warrant  of  commitment  shall  be  held  void 

by  reason  of  any  defect  therein,  provided  it  be  therein  alleged  that  the 
party  has  been  convicted,  and  there  be  a  good  and  valid  conviction  to 
sustain  the  same. 

73.  Where  any  complaint  shall  be  made  of  any  offence  against  sec-  Ouardians  and 
tion  twenty-six  of  this  Act,  or  of  any  bodily  injuiy  inflicted  upon  any  {^^"^^IS^to 
person  under   the  age   of   sixteen  years,  for  which  the  party  commit*  proaecute  in 
ting  it  is  liable  to  be  indicted,  and  the  circumstances  of  which  offence  certain  cases 
amount,  in  point  of  law,  to  a  felony,  or  an  attempt  to  commit  a  felony,  of  offences 

or  an  assault  with  intent  to  commit  a  felony,  and  two  justices  of  the  ^}^^^  ^^ 
peace  before  whom  such  complaint  is  heard  shall  certify  under  their 
hands  that  it  is  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  public  justice  that  the  prose- 
cution should  be  conducted  by  the  guardians  of  the  union  or  place,  or, 
where  there  are  no  guardians,  by  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  place,  in 
which  the  offence  shall  be  charged  to  have  been  committed,  such 
guardians  or  overseers,  as  the  case  may  be,  upon  personal  service  of  such 
certificate  or  a  duplicate  thereof  upon  the  clerk  of  such  guardians  or 
upon  any  one  of  such  overseers,  shall  conduct  the  prosecution,  and  shall 
pay  the  costs  reasonably  and  properly  incurred  by  them  therein  (so  far 
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as  the  same  shall  not  be  allowed  to  them  under  any  order  of  any  oourt) 
out  of  the  common  fund  of  the  union,  or  out  of  the  funds  in  the  hands 
of  the  guardians  or  overseers,  as  the  case  may  be  ;  and,  where  there  is  a 
board  of  guardians,  the  clerk  or  some  other  officer  of  the  union  or  place, 
and,  where  there  is  no  board  of  guardians,  one  of  the  overseers  of  the 
poor,  may,  if  such  justices  thiuk  it  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  public 
justice,  be  bound  over  to  prosecute. 

74.  Where  any  persou  shall  be  convicted  on  any  indictment  of  any 
assault,  whether  with  or  without  battery  and  wounding,  or  either  of 
them,  such  person  may,  if  the  court  think  fit,  in  addition  to  any  sentence 
which  the  court  may  deem  proper  for  the  offence,  be  adjudged  to  pay  to 
the  prosecutor  his  actual  and  necessary  costs  and  expenses  of  the  prose- 
cution, and  such  moderate  allowance  for  the  loss  of  time  as  the  court 
shall  by  affidavit  or  other  inquiry  and  examination  ascertain  to  be 
reasonable  ;  and,  unless  the  sum  so  awarded  shall  be  sooner  paid,  the 
offender  shall  be  imprisoned  for  any  term  the  court  shall  award,  not  ex- 
ceeding three  months,  in  addition  to  the  term  of  imprisonment  (if  any) 
to  which  the  offender  may  be  sentenced  for  the  offence. 

75.  The  court  may,  by  warrant  under  hand  and  seal,  order  such  sum 
as  shall  be  so  awarded  to  be  levied  by  distress  and  sale  of  the  goods  and 
chattels  of  the  offender,  and  paid  to  the  prosecutor,  and  that  the  sur- 
plus, if  any,  arising  from  such  sale,  shall  be  paid  to  the  owner ;  and  in 
case  such  sum  shall  be  so  levied  the  imprisonment  awarded  until  payment 
of  such  sum  shall  thereupon  cease. 

76.  Every  offence  hereby  made  punishable  on  summary  conviction 
may  be  prosecuted  in  England  in  the  manner  directed  by  the  Act  of 
the  session  holdenin  the  eleventh  and  twelfth  years  of  Queen  Victoria, 
chapter  forty-three,  and  may  be  prosecuted  in  Ireland  before  two  or 
more  justices  of  tlie  peace,  or  one  metropolitan  or  stipendiary  magis- 
tmte,  in  the  manner  directed  by  the  Act  of  the  session  holden  in  the 
fourteenth  and  fifteenth  years  of  Queen  Victoria,  chapter  ninety-three, 
or  in  such  other  manner  as  may  be  directed  by  any  Act  that  may  be 
passed  fur  like  purposes ;  and  all  provisions  contained  in  the  said  Acts 
shall  be  applicable  to  such  pi*06ecutions  in  the  same  manner  as  if  they 
were  incorporated  in  this  Act :  provided,  that  nothing  in  this  Act  con- 
tained shall  in  any  manner  alter  or  affect  any  enactment  now  in  force 
relating  to  procedure,  in  the  case  of  any  offence  punishable  on  summary 
conviction,  within  the  City  of  London  or  the  metropolitan  police  district, 
or  the  recovery  or  application  of  any  penalty  or  foifeiture  for  any  such 
pffence. 

77.  The  court  before  which  any  misdemeanor  indictable  under  the 
provisions  of  this  Act  shall  be  prosecuted  or  tried  may  allow  the  costs 
of  the  prosecution  in  the  same  manner  as  in  cases  of  felony  ;  and  every 
order  for  the  payment  of  such  costs  shall  be  made  out,  and  the  sum  of 
money  mentioned  therein  paid  and  repaid,  upon  the  same  terms  and  in 
the  same  manner  in  all  respects  as  in  cases  of  felony. 

78.  Nothing  in  this  Act  contained  shall  extend  to  Scotland,  except  as 
hereinbefore  otherwise  expressly  provided. 

79.  This  Act  shall  commence  and  take  effect  on  the  first  day  of  Novem- 
ber, 1861. 

27  &  28  Vict.  c.  47. 


16  k  17  Vict. 
c.  99. 


An  Act  to  amend  the  Penal  Servitude  Acts, 

\26th  July,  1864] 

*  Whereas  two  Acts  were  passed,  the  one  chapter  ninety-nine  in  the 
session  of  the  sixteenth  and  seventeenth  years  of  the  reign  of  Her  present 
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Majesty,  and  the  other  chapter  three  in  the  session  of  the  twentieth  and  20  k  21  Yiet 
twenty-first  years  of  the  same  reign,  haying  for  their  object  the  substitu-  ^  3* 
tion  of  other  punishments  in  lieu  of  transportation :  And  whereas  it  is 
expedient  to  amend  the  said  Acts  : '  be  it  enacted  by  the  Queen's  most 
excellent  Majesty,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  lords 
spiritual  and  temporal,  and  commons,  in  this  present  Parliament  assem- 
bled, and  by  the  authority  of  the  same,  as  follows  : — 

1.  This  Act  shall  be  construed  as  one  with  the  above-mentioned  Acts,  Sliort  titles. 
and  the  said  Acts,  together  with  this  Act,  may  be  cited  for  all  purposes 

as  the  Penal  Servitude  Acts,  1853,  1857,  and  1864,  and  each  of  the  said 
Acts  may  be  cited  as  the  Penal  Servitude  Act  of  the  year  in  which  it  was 
passed. 

Sentences  of  Penal  Servitvde, 

2.  No  person  shall  be  sentenced  to  penal  servitude  in  respect  to  any  Length  of 
offence  committed  after  the  passing  of  this  Act  for  a  period  of  less  than  sentenoes, 
five  years,  and  where  under  any  Act  now  in  force  a  period  of  less  than  p^  "^^^^ 
five  years  is  the  utmost  sentence  of  penal  servitude  that  can  be  awarded,     **  ^ 

a  period  of  five  years  shall,  in  respect  to  any  offence  committed  after  the 
passing  of  this  Act,  in  such  Act  be  substituted  for  the  less  period  ;  and 
where  under  any  Act  now  in  force  a  period  of  either  less  or  more  than 
five  years  may  be  awarded  as  a  sentence  of  penal  servitude,  the  least 
sentence  of  penal  servitude  that  can  be  awarded  under  that  Act  shall, 
in  respect  to  any  offence  committed  after  the  passing  of  this  Act,  be  a 
period  of  five  years ;  and  where  any  person  shall  on  indictment  be  con- 
victed of  any  crime  or  offence  punishable  with  penal  servitude,  after 
having  been  previously  convicted  of  felony,  or,  in  Scotland,  of  any 
crime  (whether  such  previous  conviction  shall  have  taken  place  upon  an 
indictment  or  under  the  provisions  of  the  Act  passed  in  the  eighteenth 
and  nineteenth  of  Victoria,  chapter  one  hundred  and  twenty-six),  the 
least  sentence  of  penal  servitude  that  can  be  awarded  in  such  case  shall 
be  a  period  of  seven  years. 

Convict  Friions. 

3.  One  of  Her  Majesty's  principal  secretaries  of  state  in  Great  Britain,  PaniBhineiit  of 
and  the  lord  lieutenant  or  other  chief  governor  in  Ireland,  may,  by  war-  offences  in 
rant  under  his  hand  and  seal,  empower  any  two  or  more  justices  of  the  convict 
peace,  to  be  named  in  such  warrant,  acting  for  any  county  in  which  a  P"**"** 
prison  for  the  reception  of  convicts  under  sentence  of  penal  servitude  is 

situate,  to  order,  from  time  to  time,  the  infliction  of  corporal  punishment 
on  any  convict  confined  in  such  prison,  for  an  offence  committed  by  such 
convict  in  such  prison,  and  against  the  discipline  thereof;  and  any  two  or 
more  justices  of  the  peace  thus  empowered  shall  have  the  same  power 
of  adjudicating  on  such  offences,  and  of  ordering  the  infliction  of  such 
punishment,  to  be  exercised  under  the  same  conditions  as  one  of  the 
directors  of  convict  prisons  would  have,  and  no  greater. 

Licences, 

4.  A  licence  granted  under  the  said  Penal  Servitude  Acts,  or  any  of  Forfeitore 
them,  may  be  in  the  form  set  forth  in  Schedule  (A.)  to  this  Act  annexed,  licence, 
and  may  be  written,  printed,  or  lithographed.     If  any  holder  of  a  licence 
granted  in  the  form  set  forth  in  the  said  Schedule  (A.)   is  convicted, 

either  by  the  verdict  of  a  jury,  or  upon  his  own  confession,  of  any 
offence  for  which  he  is  indicted,  bis  licence  shall  be  forthwith  forfeited 
by  virtue  of  such  conviction ;  or  if  any  holder  of  a  licence  granted  under 
the  said  Penal  Servitude  Acts,  or  any  of  them,  who  shall  be  at  large  in 
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the  United  Ringdom,  shall^  unless  prevented  by  illness  or  other  unavoid- 
able cause,  fail  to  report  (a)  himself  personally,  if  in  Great  Britain  to  the 
chief  police  station  of  the  borough  or  police  division,  and  if  in  Ireland  to 
the  constabulary  station  of  the  locality,  to  which  he  may  go  within  three 
days  after  his  arrival  therein,  and  being  a  male  subsequenUy  once  in  each 
month,  at  such  time  and  plaoe,  in  such  manner,  and  to  such  person  as 
the  chief  officer  of  the  constabulaiy  force  to  which  such  station  belongs 
shall  appoint,  or  shall  change  his  residence  from  one  police  district  to 
another  without  having  previously  notified  the  same  to  the  police  or  con- 
stabidary  station  to  which  he  last  reported  himself,  he  shall  be  deemed 
guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and  may  be  summarily  convicted  thereof  and 
his  licence  shall  be  forthwith  forfeited  by  virtue  of  such  conviction, 
but  he  shall  not  be  liable  to  any  other  punishment  by  virtue  of  such 
conviction. 

5.  If  any  holder  of  a  licence  granted  in  the  form  set  forth  in  the  said 
Schedule  (A.) — 

1.  Fails  to  produce  his  licence  when  required  to  do  so  by  any  judge, 

justice  of  the  peace,  sheriff,  sheriff  substitute,  police  or  other 
magistrate  before  whom  he  may  be  brought  charged  with  any 
offence,  or  by  any  constable  or  officer  of  the  police  in  whose  cus- 
tody he  may  be,  and  also  fails  to  make  any  reasonable  excuse  why 
he  does  not  produce  the  same  ;  or 

2.  Breaks  any  of  the  other  conditions  of  his  licence  by  an  act  that  is 

not  of  itself  punishable  either  upon  indictment  or  upon  summary 

conviction  ; 
he  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  an  offence  punishable  summarily  by  impri- 
sonment for  any  period  not  exceeding  three  months,  with  or  without  hard 
labour. 

6.  Any  constable  or  police  officer  may,  without  warrant,  take  into  cus- 
tody any  holder  of  such  a  licence  whom  he  may  reasonably  suspect  of 
having  committed  any  offence,  or  having  broken  any  of  the  conditions  of 
his  licence,  and  may  detain  him  in  custody  until  he  can  be  taken  before 
a  justice  of  the  peace  or  other  competent  magistrate,  and  dealt  with 
according  to  law. 

7.  In  England  and  Ireland  any  offence  under  this  Act  punishable  sum- 
marily may  be  prosecuted  summarily  before  two  or  more  justices  ;  as  to 
England,  in  manner  directed  by  an  Act  passed  in  the  session  holden  in 
the  eleventh  and  twelfth  years  of  the  reign  of  Her  Majesty  Queen 
Victoria,  chapter  forty-three,  intituled  '  An  Act  to  facilitate  the  perform- 
ance of  the  duties  of  justices  of  the  peace  out  of  sessions  within  England 
and  Wales  with  respect  to  summary  convictions  and  orders,'  or  any  Act 
amending  the  same ;  and  as  to  Ireland,  in  manner  directed  by  the  Act 
passed  in  the  session  holden  in  the  fourteenth  and  fifteenth  years  of  the 
reign  of  Her  Majesty  Queen  Victoria,  chapter  ninety-three,  intituled  *  An 
Act  to  consolidate  and  amend  the  acts  regulating  the  proceedings  of  petty 
sessions,  and  the  duties  of  justices  of  the  peace  out  of  quarter  sessions  in 
Ireland,  or  any  Act  amending  the  same.' 

In  Scotland  any  offence  under  this  Act  punishable  summarily  may  be 
prosecuted  upon  summary  conviction  at  the  instance  of  the  procurator 
fiscal  before  any  sheriff  or  sheriff  substitute,  or  before  any  two  justices  of 
the  county,  or  before  the  magistrates  or  any  police  magistrate  of  the  biurgh 
in  which  the  offence  is  committed. 

.  8.  Where  any  holder  of  a  licence  granted  in  the  form  set  forth  in  the 
said  Schedule  (A.)  is  convicted  of  an  offence  punishable  summarily  under 
this  or  any  other  Act,  the  justices,  sheriff,  sheriff  substitute,  or  other  magis- 
trate convicting  the  prisoner  shall  without  delay  forward  by  post  a  oerti- 


(a)  See  84  &  85  Vict.  c.  112,  s.  21,  post,  p.  698. 
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ficate  in  tbe  form  given  in  Schedule  (B.)  to  this  Act  annexed,  if  in  England  magistrate  to 

or  Scotland  to  one  of  Her  Majesty's  principal  secretaries  of  state,  if  in  forward  cer- 

Ireland  to  the  lord  lieutenant  or  other  chief  governor  of  Ireland,  and  *^^^^_J^  * 

thereupon  the  licence  of  the  said  holder  may  be  revoked  in  manner  pro-  gtate^^lord 

vided  by  the  said  Penal  Servitude  Acts.  lieutenant  of 

9.  Where  any  licence  granted  in  the  form  set  forth  in  the  said  Schedule  Ireland. 
(A.)  is  forfeited  by  a  conviction  of  any  indictable  offence,  or  is  revoked  in  Effect  of  for- 
pursuance  of  a  summary  conviction  under  this  Act  or  any  other  Act  of  feit"™  or  w- 
Parliament,  the  person  whose  licence  is  forfeited  or  revoked  shall,  after  ^^^ 
undergoing  any  other  punishment  to  which  he  may  be  sentenced  for  the 

offence  in  consequence  of  which  his  licence  is  forfeited  or  revoked,  further 
undei^go  a  term  of  penal  servitude  equal  to  the  portion  of  his  term  of 
penal  servitude  that  remained  imezpired  at  the  time  of  his  licence  being 
granted,  and  shall,  for  the  purpose  of  his  undergoing  such  last-mentioned 
punishment,  be  removed  from  the  prison  of  any  county,  borough,  or  place 
in  which  he  may  be  confined,  to  any  prison  in  which  convicts  under  sen- 
tence of  penal  servitude  may  lawfully  be  confined,  by  warrant  under  the 
hand  and  seal  of  any  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  said  county,  borough,  or 
place,  and  shall  be  liable  to  be  there  dealt  with  in  all  respects  as  if  such 
term  of  penal  servitude  had  formed  part  of  his  original  sentence. 

10.  Provided  always,  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  Her  Majesty,  or  for  the  Lioenoea  may 
lord  lieutenant  or  other  chief  governor  in  Ireland,  whenever  they  shall  ^  P^.^.**^ 
respectively  think  fit,  to  grant  from  time  to  time  to  convicts  under  sen-  ?™  thaUn* 
tence  of  penal  servitude,  licences  in  any  other  form  different  from  that  set  Schedule  (A.) 
forth  in  Schedule  (A.),  which  they  may  respectively  consider  it  expedient 

to  adopt,  and  containing  other  and  different  conditions ;  and  such  last- 
mentioned  licences  shall  be  revocable  at  pleasure  by  the  authority  by 
which  they  are  granted ;  but  no  holder  of  such  last-mentioned  licence 
shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  an  offence  punishable  upon  summary  conviction 
merely  by  reason  of  the  breach  of  the  conditions  of  the  said  last-men- 
tioned licences,  or  any  of  them. 

SCHEDULB  (A.) 

Order  of  Licence  to  a  Convict  made  under  the  StattUe. 

Whitehall, 
day  of  18    , 

Her  Majesty  is  graciously  pleased  to  grant  to 
who  was  convicted  of  at  the 

for  the  on  the 

and  was  then  and  there  sentenced  to  be  kept  in  penal  servitude  for  the 
term  of  and  is  now  confined  in  the 

Her  Royal  licence  to  be  at  large  from  the  day 
of  his  liberation  under  this  order  during  the  remaining  portion  of  his  said 
term  of  penal  servitude,  unless  the  said 

shall  before  the  expiration  of  the  said  term  be  convicted  of  some  indict- 
able offence  within  the  United  Kingdom,  in  which  case  ^uch  licence  will 
be  immediately  forfeited  by  law,  or  unless  it  shall  please  Her  Majesty 
sooner  to  revoke  or  alter  such  licence. 

This  licence  is  given  subject  to  the  conditions  endorsed  upon  the  same, 
upon  the  breach  of  any  of  which  it  will  be  liable  to  be  revoked^  whether 
such  breach  is  followed  by  a  conviction  or  not. 

And  Her  Majesty  hereby  orders  that  the  said 
be  set  at  liberty  within  thirty  days  from  the  date  of  this  order. 

Given  under  my  hand  and  seal 
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Conditions, 

1.  The  holder  shall  presersre  his  licence  and  produce  it  when  called  upon 
to  do  so  by  a  magistrate  or  police  officer. 

2.  He  shall  abstain  from  anj  violation  of  the  law. 

3.  He  shall  not  habitually  associate  with  notoriously  bad  chaiucters, 
such  as  reputed  thieves  and  prostitutes. 

4.  He  shall  not  lead  an  idle  and  dissolute  life,  without  visible  means  of 
obtaining  an  honest  livelihood. 

If  his  licence  is  forfeited  or  revoked  in  consequence  of  a  conviction 
for  any  offence,  he  will  be  liable  to  undergo  a  term  of  penal  servitude 
equal  to  the  portion  of  his  term  of  years  which  remained 

unexpired  when  his  licence  was  granted,  viz.  the  term  of  years. 

Schedule  (B.) 

Form  of  Certificate  of  Conviction  of  Holder  of  Licence. 

I  do  hereby  certify  that  A.  B.,  the  holder  of  a  licence  under  the  Penal 
Servitude  Acts,  was  on  the  day  of  in  the  year 

duly  convicted  by  of  the  offence  of 

and  sentenced  to 

CD., 
Clerk  to  the  said  Justices. 


ProvisionB  of 
sec.  2  of  this 
Act  to  apply 
to  trials  com- 
menced on 
or  after 
Jnly  1,  1865. 

Samming  up 
of  evidence 
in  cases  of 
felony  and 
misdemeanor. 


28  Vict.  c.  18. 

An  Act  for  amending  tlie  Law  of  Evidence  and  Practice  on  Criminal 

Trials, 

[Qth  May,  1865.] 

*  Whereas  it  is  expedient  that  the  law  of  evidence  and  practice  on  trials 
for  felony  and  misdemeanor  and  other  proceedings  in  courts  of  criminal 
judicature  should  be  more  nearly  assimilated  to  that  on  trials  at  Nisi 
Prius  : '  be  it  enacted  by,  Aa,  as  follows ;  that  is  to  say, 

1.  That  the  provisions  of  section  two  of  this  Act  shall  apply  to  eveiy 
trial  for  felony  or  misdemeanor  which  shall  be  commenced  on  or  after  the 
first  day  of  July,  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  sixty-five,  and  that  the 
provisions  of  sections  from  three  to  eight,  inclusive,  of  this  Act  shall  apply 
to  all  coiurts  of  judicature,  as  well  criminal  as  all  others,  and  to  all  persons 
having,  by  law  or  by  consent  of  parties,  authority  to  hear,  receive,  and 
examine  evidence. 

2.  If  any  prisoner  or  prisoners,  defendant  or  defendants,  shall  be  defen- 
ded by  counsel,  but  not  otherwise,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  presiding 
judge,  at  the  close  of  the  case  for  the  prosecution,  to  ask  the  counsel  for 
each  prisoner  or  defendant  so  defended  by  counsel  whether  he  or  they 
intend  to  adduce  evidence,  and  in  the  event  of  none  of  them  thereupon 
announcing  his  intention  to  adduce  evidence,  the  counsel  for  the  prosecu- 
tion shall  be  allowed  to  address  the  jury  a  second  time  in  support  of  his 
case,  for  the  purpose  of  summmg  up  the  evidence  against  such  prisoner 
or  prisoners,  or  defendant  or  defendants  j  and  upon  eveiy  trial  for  felony 
or  misdemeanor,  whether  the  prisoners  or  defendants,  or  any  of  them, 
shall  be  defended  by  counsel  or  not,  each  and  every  such  prisoner  or  de^ 
fendant,  or  his  or  their  counsel  respectively,  shall  be  allowed,  if  he  or 
they  shall  think  fit,  to  open  his  or  their  case  or  cases  respectively ;  and 
after  the  conclusion  of  such  opening  or  of  all  such  openings,  if  more  than 
one,  such  prisoner  or  prisoners,  or  defendant  or  defendants,  or  their  coun- 
sel, shall  be  entitled  to  examine  such  witnesses  as  he  or  they  may  think 


28  Vict.  c.  18.  677 

fit,  and  T^hen  all  the  evidence  is  concluded  to  sum  up  the  evidence 
respectively  ;  and  the  right  of  reply,  and  practice  and  course  of  pro- 
ceedings, save  as  hereby  altered,  shall  be  as  at  present. 

3.  A  party  producing  a  witness  shall  not  be  allowed  to  impeach  his  How  far  wit- 
credit  by  general  evidence  of  bad  character,  but  he  may,  in  case  the  wit-  npsa  may  be 
ness  shall,  in  the  opinion  of  the  judge,  prove  adverse,  contradict  him  by  ^^^^^|!^       . 
other  evidence,  or,  by  leave  of  the  judge,  prove  that  he  has  made  at  other  duciDg. 
times  a  statement  inconsistent  with  his  present  testimony ;  but  before 

such  last- mentioned  proof  can  be  given  the  circumstances  of  the  supposed 
statement^  sufficient  to  designate  the  particular  occasion,  must  be  men- 
tioned to  the  witness,  and  he  must  be  asked  whether  or  not  he  has  made 
such  statement. 

4.  Tf  a  witness,  upon  cross  examination  as  to  a  former  statement  made  As  to  proof 
by  him  relative  to  the  subject-matter  of  the  indictment  or  proceeding,  ^  contradic- 
and  inconsistent  with  his  present  testimony,  does  not  distinctly  admit  ^^^  ^' 
that  he  has  made  such  statement,  proof  may  be  given  that  he  did  in  fact  adverse  wit 
make  it ;  but  before  such  proof  can  be  given  the  circumstances  of  the  ness. 
supposed  statement,  sufficient  to  designate  the  particular  occasion,  must 

be  mentioned  to  the  witness,  and  he  must  be  asked  whether  or  not  he 
has  made  such  statement. 

5.  A  witness  may  be  cross-examined  as  to  previous  statements  made  Cross-examina- 
by  him  in  writing  or  reduced  into  writing  relative  to  the  subject-matter  tion  as  to 

of  the  indictment  or  proceeding,  without  such  writing  being  shown  to  P'^^ous  state- 
him  ;  but  if  it  is  intended  to  contradict  such  witness  by  the  writing,  his  writing, 
attention  must,  before  such  contradictory  proof  can  bo  given,  be  called  to 
those  parts  of  the  writing  which  are  to  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  so  con- 
tradicting him:  provided  always,  that  it  shall  be  competent  for  the  judge, 
at  any  time  during  the  trial,  to  require  the  production  of  the  writing  for 
his  inspection,  and  he  may  thereupon  make  such  use  of  it  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  trial  as  he  may  think  fit. 

6.  A  witness  may  be  questioned  as  to  whether  he  has  been  convicted  Proof  of  pro- 
of any  felony  or  misdemeanor,  and  upon  being  so  questioned,  if  he  either  tIoub  convic- 
denies  or  does  not  admit  the  fact,  or  refuses  to  answer,  it  shall  be  lawful  *^°°  of  witness 
for  the  cross-examining  party  to  prove  such  conviction ;  and  a  certificate  ™*^     given, 
containing  the  substance  and  effect  only  (omitting  the  formal  part)  of 

the  indictment  and  conviction  for  such  offence,  purporting  to  be  signed 
by  the  clerk  of  the  court  or  other  officer  having  the  custody  of  the 
records  of  the  court  where  the  offender  was  convicted,  or  by  the  deputy 
of  such  clerk  or  officer  (for  which  certificate  a  fee  of  five  shillings,  and  no 
more,  shall  be  demanded  or  taken),  shall,  upon  proof  of  the  identity  of 
the  person,  be  sufficient  evidence  of  the  said  conviction,  without  proof  of 
the  signature  or  official  character  of  the  person  appearing  to  have  signed 
the  same. 

7.  It  shall  not  be  necessary  to  prove  by  the  attesting  witness  any  As  to  proof  by 
instrument  to  the  validity  of  which  attestation  is  not  requisite,  and  such  attesting 
instrument  may  be  proved  as  if  there  had  been  no  attesting  witness  ^t'^esses. 
thereto. 

8.  Comparison  of  a  disputed  writing  with  any  writing  proved  to  the  As  to  corn- 
satisfaction  of  the  judge  to  be  genuine  shall  be  permitted  to  be  made  by  JJ^^*^^* 
witnesses ;  and  such  writings,  and  the  evidence  of  witnesses  respecting  ,^ting. 
the  same,  may  be  submitted  to  the  court  and  jury  as  evidence  of  the 
genuineness  or  otherwise  of  the  writing  in  dispute. 

9.  The  word  'counsel'  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  to  apply  to  'Counsel.* 
attorneys  in  all  cases  where  attorneys  are  allowed  by  law  or  by  the  prac- 
tice of  any  court  to  appear  as  advocates. 

10.  This  Act  shall  not  apply  to  Scotland.  Not  to  apply 

to  Scotland. 
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Provisions  of 
27  &  28  Vict, 
c.  57,  to  apply 
to  this  Act 


Style  of  Com- 
missioners of 
Admiralty  in 
Suits. 


As  to  Costs. 


Prerogatives  of 
the  Crown  in 
Suits  pre- 
served, &c. 


Saving  for 
proceeding 
by  informa- 
tion, &c. 


Superinten- 
dents of  dock- 
yards to  be 
justices  for 
certain  pur- 
poses. 

Punishment 
for  uttering 
false  petitions, 
certificate,  &c. 


28  &  29  Vict.  c.  124. 

An  Act  for  consolidating  certain  Enactments  relating  to  the  Admiralty. 

\Joth  July,  1865.] 
BE  it  enacted  by,  &c.,  as  follows  : — 

1.  The  provisions  of  The  Admiralty  Lands  and  Works  Act,  1864, 
respecting  the  user  of  lands,  and  respecting  powers  of  management  and 
leasing,  and  other  rights  and  powers  relative  to  lands,  and  respecting 
recovery  of  possession  and  sale  of  landsf-and  respecting  actions  and  suits 
by  and  against  the  admiralty  relative  to  lands,  shall  apply  in  relation  to 
all  lands  for  the  time  being  vested  in  or  purchased  by  the  commissionerB 
of  the  admiralty. 

2.  Except  as  otherwise  expressly  provided,  the  commissioners  of  the 
admiralty  for  the  time  being  may  be  styled,  in  any  action,  suit,  or  other 
proceeding  at  law  or  in  equity,  '  The  Commissioners  for  executing  the 
Office  of  Lord  High  Admiral  of  the  United  Kingdom,'  without  more;  and 
any  action,  suit,  or  proceeding  shall  not  be  affected  by  any  change  among 
the  commissioners  of  the  admiralty ;  and  in  any  action,  suit,  or  proceed- 
ing the  commissioners  of  the  admiralty  shall  be  liable  and  entitled 
to  pay  or  receive  costs  according  to  the  ordinary  law  and  practice  relative 
to  costs. 

3.  Nothing  in  this  Act,  or  in  the  Admiralty  Lands  and  Works  Act, 
1864,  shall  take  away  or  abridge  in  any  action  or  suit  the  legal  rights, 
privileges  and  prerogatives  of  Her  Majesty,  her  heirs  and  successors,  but 
in  all  actions  and  suits  instituted  by  or  against  the  commissioners  of  the 
admiralty,  and  in  all  proceedings  and  matters  connected  therewith,  the 
commissioners  of  the  admiralty  may  exercise  and  enjoy  all  such  rights, 
privileges,  and  prerogatives  as  are  for  the  time  being  exemsed  and  en- 
joyed in  any  action  or  suit  in  any  court  of  law  or  equity  by  Her  Majesty, 
her  heirs  or  successors,  as  if  the  Crown  were  actually  a  party  to  such 
action  or  suit. 

4.  Notwithstanding  anything  in  this  Act,  or  in  The  Admiralty  Lands 
and  Works  Act,  1864,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  Her  Majesty,  her  heirs  and 
successors,  to  proceed  by  information  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  or  by 
any  other  Crown  process,  legal  or  equitable,  in  any  case  in  which  it  would 
have  been  competent  for  Her  Majesty,  her  heirs  or  successors,  so  to  pro- 
ceed if  no  provisions  respecting  procedure  had  been  inserted  in  this  Act, 
or  in  the  Admiralty  Lands*  and  Works  Act,  1864. 

5.  The  superintendents  of  Her  Majesty's  dockyards  shall  be  in  all 
places  justices  of  the  peace  in  respect  of  all  offences  specified  in  this  Act, 
and  of  all  matters  relating  to  Her  Majesty's  naval  service,  and  the  stores, 
provisions,  and  accounts  thereof. 

6.  If  any  person,  in  order  to  sustain  any  claim  to  any  pay,  "wages, 
allotment,  prize-money,  boimty-money,  grant,  or  other  allowance  in  the 
nature  thereof,  half  pay,  pension  or  allowance  from  the  Compasaionate 
Fund  of  the  navy,  or  other  money  payable  by  the  admiralty,  or  to  any 
effects  or  money  in  charge  of  the  admiralty,— or  in  order  to  procure  any 
person  to  be  admitted  a  pensioner  as  the  widow  of  an  officer  of  the  navy, 
— does  any  of  the  following  things,  namely, — offers  or  utters  to  any 
person  in  the  service  of  the  Crown  or  of  the  admiralty  any  false  affidavit, 
knowing  the  same  to  be  false,  or  makes  or  subscribes  or  offers  or  utters 
as  aforesaid  any  false  written  petition,  application,  statement,  answer, 
certificate,  or  voucher,  or  other  false  writing,  knowing  the  same  to  be 
false, — every  such  person  shall  be  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and  being 
convicted  thereof  shall  be  liable,  at  the  discretion  of  the  court,  to  be  kept 
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in  penal  servitude  for  any  term  not  exceeding  fiv  years,  or  to  be  impri- 
soned for  any  term  not  exceeding  two  years,  with  or  without  hard  labour, 
and  with  or  without  solitary  confinement,  or  on  summary  conviction 
before  a  justice,  sheriff,  or  magistrate  shall  be  liable  to  be  imprisoned  for 
any  term  not  exceeding  six  months,  with  or  without  hard  labour. 
I  7.  The  following  sections  of  the  Act  of  the  session  of  the  twenty-fourth   Parts  of  24  tL 

and  twenty-fifth  years  of  Her  Majesty's  reign  (chapter  ninety-eight),  *  to   25  Vict.  c.  ^a 
consolidate  and  amend  the  statute  law  of  England  and  Ireland  relating   incorporated. 
;  to  indictable  offences  by  forgery/  shall  be  incorporated  with  this  Act, 

I  and  shall  be  read  as  if  they  were  here  re-enacted,  namely, — sections  forty 

I  to  forty-two  and  fifty  to  fifty-three  (all  inclusive) ;  and  for  this  puq^ose 

I  the  expression  '  this  Act '  used  in  the  said  incorporated  sections  shall  be 

construed  to  include  the  present  Act,  and  expressions  therein  used  relat- 
{  ing  to  forgery  or  forged  writings  shall  be  construed  to  apply  to  any  Act 

being  a  misdemeanor  under  the  last  foregoing  provision  of  this  Act, 
1  and  to  writings  made,  subscribed,  offered,  or  uttered  in  contravention  of 

{  that  Provision. 

;  8.  If  any  peraon  in  order  to  receive  any  pay,  wages,  allotment,  prize-   Punishment 

[  money,  bounty-money,  grant,  or  other  allowance  in  the  nature  thereof,    'or  personation 

[  half  pay,  pension,  or  allowance  from  the  Compassionate  Fund  of  the  navy,   ^^  seamen,  &a. 

payable  or  supposed  to  be  payable  by  the  admiralty,  or  any  other  money 
I  so  payable  or  supposed   to   be   payable,   or  any  effects  or  money  in 

,  charge   or   supposed   to  be   in   charge  of   the  admiralty,  falsely  and 

deceitfully  personates  any  person  entitled  or  supposed  to  be  entitled  to 
receive  the  same,  every  such  person  shall  be  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor, 
and  being  convicted  thereof  shall  be  liable,  at  the  discretion  of  the  court, 
to  be  kept  in  penal  servitude  for  any  term  not  exceeding  five  years,  or  to 
be  imprisoned  for  any  term  not  exceeding  two  years,  with  or  without 
hard  labour,  and  with  or  without  solitary  confinement,  or  on  summary 
conviction  before  a  justice,  sheriff,  or  magistrate  shall  be  liable  to 
be  imprisoned  for  any  term  not  exceeding  six  months,  with  or  without 
hard  labour. 

9.  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  prevent  any  person  from  being  proceeded  Saving  for 
against  and  punished  under  any  other  Act  or  at  common  Law  in  respect  punishment 
of  an  offence  (if  any)  punishable  as  well  under  this  Act  as  under  any  other  ^^^^^^ 
Act  or  at  common  law.  " 

10.  This  Act  shall  commence  on  such  day,  not  later  than  the  first  day  Commence- 
of  January^  1866,  as  her  Majesty  in  Council  thinks  fit  to  direct  ment  of  Act. 

11.  Every  Order  in  Council  under  this  Act  shall  be  published  in  the  As  to  publica- 
London  Gazette,  and  shall  be  laid  before  both  Houses  of  Parliament  tion  of  Oidera 
within  thirty  days  after  the  making  thereof,  if  Parliament  is  then  sitting,  ^^  Council, 
and  if  not  then  within  thirty  days  after  the  next  meeting  of  Parliament. 

12.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  The  Admiralty  Powers,  &c.  Act,  1865.  short  title. 

32  &  33  Vict.  c.  89. 

An  Act  to  amend  tlie  Law  relating  to  the  Office  of  Clerk  of  Assixe  and  Offices 
united  thereto,  and  to  certain  Fees  upon  Orders  for  Payment  of  Wit' 
nesses  in  Criminal  Proceedings, 

[9«A  August,  1869.] 

WHEREAS  it  is  expedient  to  amend  the  law  relating  to  the  oflBce  of  The  Clerks  of 
clerk  of  assize  and  offices  united  thereto,  and  to  remove  doubts  which  have  Assize,  he, 
arisen  respecting  the  taking  of  certain  fees,  in  pursuance  of  section  5  of  ^^t,  1869. 
30  <&  31  Vict.  c.  35, '  to  remove  some  defects  in  the  administration  of  the 
criminal  law.' 

Be  it  therefore  enacted  by,  &c.,  as  follows  : — 
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Preliminary. 

1.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  The  Clerks  of  Assize,  &c.  Act,  1869. 

2.  This  Act  shall  not  extend  to  Scotland  or  Ireland. 

Part  I. 

Office  of  Clerk  of  Assize. 

Sec.  3  states  the  qualification  for  a  derk  of  assize. 

Sec.  4  relates  to  his  salary. 

5.  A  clerk  of  assize  who  is  paid  by  salary  shall  not  take  any  fee 
for  his  own  use ;  and  if  he  is  authorized  by  any  Act  passed  or  hereafter 
to  be  passed  to  take  any  fee  for  any  duty  performed  by  him,  he  shall 
take  (by  stamps  or  otherwise)  and  account  for  and  pay  over  such  fee  in 
such  manner  as  may  be  directed  by  the  Commissioners  of  her  Majesty ^s 
Treasury. 

Sec.  6.  Person  hereafter  appointed  not  to  be  entitled  to  compensa- 
tion if  office  abolished,  kc. 

Sec.  7  relates  to  the  removal  of  any  person  employed  by  any  clerk  of 
assize. 

8.  In  this  Act  the  term  '  clerk  of  assize '  includes  clerk  of  the  Crown 
and  associate  on  circuit,  and  any  other  office  the  duties  of  which  are  at 
the  passing  of  this  Act  or  may  hereafter  be  performed  by  the  clerk  of 
assize. 

Part  II. 

Fees  on  Orders  under  30  &  31  Vict.  c.  35,  s.  5. . 

9.  This  part  of  this  Act  shall  be  construed  as  one  with  the  re- 
cited Act  of  the  30  <fe  31  Vict.  c.  35,  which  may  be  cited  as  The  Crimi- 
nal Law  Amendment  Act,  1867. 

10.  Where  the  officer  of  the  court  who,  in  pursuance  of  section  five 
of  The  Criminal  Law  Amendment  Act,  1867,  maJsies  out  an  order  for  the 
payment  of  expenses  and  compensation  to  witnesses,  is  paid  by  salaxy,  or 
is  for  the  time  being  allowed  under  the  table  of  fees  relating  to  his  office 
to  take  one  fee  only  of  fixed  amount  in  respect  of  his  several  duties  relat- 
ing to  the  prosecution  of  an  ofiender,  such  officer  shall  make  out  and 
deliver  such  order  without  taking  any  fee  for  the  same,  and  the  said  sec- 
tion shall  be  construed  as  if  all  mention  of  the  sum  or  fee  of  sixpence 
were  omitted  therefrom. 

11.  Where  the  fee  of  sixpence  is,  in  pursuance  of  section  five  of 
The  Criminal  Law  Amendment  Act,  1867,  as  amended  by  this  Act,  taken 
by  a  clerk  of  the  peace  or  other  officer,  the  amount  of  such  fees  received 
by  him  during  any  year  after  the  passing  of  this  Act  shall  be  included  in 
the  total  amount  of  fees  in  criminal  prosecutions  received  by  him,  which 
is  to  be  ascertained  under  section  18  of  the  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  126,  'for 
diminishing  expense  and  delay  in  the  administration  of  criminal  justice 
in  certain  cases,'  and  shall  be  included  in  every  return  or  account. of  fees 
made  or  rendered  by  such  clerk  of  the  peace  or  other  officer. 

34&35  Vict.  0.  112. 

An  Act  for  the  more  Effectiwl  Prevention  of  Crime. 

[^\st  August  1871.] 

The  Pieveiition      WHEREAS  it  is  expedient  to  make  further  provision  for  the  effectual 
of  CrimoB  Act,  prevention  of  crime  : 

^^^^'  Be  it  enacted,  4w.,  as  follows :— • 
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Preliminary, 

1.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  *  The  Prevention  of  Crimes  Act,  1871.'        Short  title. 

2.  This  Act  shall  not  come  into  operation  until  the  second  day  of  Commence- 
November  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  seventy-one.  ment  of  Act 

Amendment  of  Penal  Servitude  Acts. 

3.  Penalty  on  holders  of  licenses  getting  their  living  by  dishonest 
means.     See  this  section  vol.  1,  p.  75. 

4.  Penalty  on  breach  of  conditions  of  license.    See  this  section  vol.  1, 
p.  75. 

5.  Convict  holding  license  to  notify  residence  to  police.     See  this  sec- 
tion vol.  1,  p.  75. 

Register  of   Criminals, 

6.  The  following  enactments  shall  be  made  with  a  view  to  facilitate  the  Eegister  and 
identification  of  criminals  :  photographmg 

(1.)  Registers  of  all  persons  convicted  of  crime  in  the  United  Kingdom  of  cnmi- 
shall  be  kept  in  such  form  and  containing  such  particulars  as       '  ^  ^' 
may  from  time  to  time  be  prescribed,  in  Great  Britain  by  one 
of  Her  Majesty's  Principal  Secretaries  of  State,  and  in  Ireland 
by  the  Lord  Lieutenant : 

(2.)  The  register  for  England  shall  be  kept  in  London  under  the 
management  of  the  commissioner  of  police  of  the  metropolis, 
or  such  other  person  as  the  Secretary  of  State  may  appoint : 

(3.)  The  register  for  Scotland  shall  be  kept  in  Edinburgh  under  the 
management  of  the  secretary  to  the  managers  of  the  General 
Prison  at  Perth,  or  such  other  person  as  the  Secretary  of  State 
may  appoint : 

(4.)  The  register  for  Ireland  shall  be  kept  in  Dublin  under  the  man- 
agement of  the  commissioners  of  police  for  the  police  district 
of  Dublin  metropolis,  or  such  other  person  as  the  Lord  Lieu- 
tenant may  from  time  to  time  appoint : 

(5.)  In  every  prison,  the  gaoler  or  other  governor  of  the  prison  shall 
make  returns  of  the  persons  convicted  of  crime  and  coming 
within  his  custody ;  and  such  returns  shall  be  in  such  form 
or  forms  and  contain  such  particulars  in  Great  Britain  as 
the  Secretary  of  State,  and  in  Ireland  as  the  said  Lord 
Lieutenant,  may  require ;  and  every  gaoler  or  other  governor 
of  a  prison  who  refuses  or  neglects  to  transmit  such  returns, 
or  wilfully  transmits  a  return  containing  any  false  or  imperfect 
statement,  shall  for  every  such  offence  forfeit  a  sum  not  exceed- 
ing twenty  pounds,  to  be  recovered  summarily  : 

(6.)  In  Great  Britain  the  Secretary  of  State,  and  in  Ireland  the  said 
Lord  Lieutenant,  may  make  regulations  as  to  the  photograph- 
ing of  all  prisoners  convicted  of  crime  who  may  for  the  time 
being  be  confined  in  any  prison  in  Great  Britain  or  Ireland, 
and  may  in  such  regulations  prescribe  the  time  or  times  at 
which  and  the  manner  and  dress  in  which  such  prisoners  are  to 
be  taken,  and  the  number  of  photographs  of  each  prisoner  to 
be  printed,  and  the  persons  to  whom  such  photographs  are  to  be 
sent : 

(h)  See  89  k  40  Yict.  c.  23,  post^  p.  692. 
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(7.)  Any  regulatioiis  made  by  the  Secretary  of  State  as  to  the 
photographing  of  prisoners  in  any  prison  in  England  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  regulations  for  the  government  of  that  prison, 
and  binding  on  aU  persons,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  they  were 
contained  in  the  first  schedule  annexed  to  The  Prison  Act, 
1865: 
(8.)  Any  regulations  made  by  the  Secretary  of  State  as  to  the 
photographing  of  prisoners  in  any  prison  in  Scotland  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  rules  for  prisons  in  Scotland,  and  as  such  shall  be 
binding  on  all  whom  they  may  concern,  in  the  same  manner  as 
if  the  same  were  made  under  and  in  virtue  of  the  powers  con- 
tained in  'The  Prisons  (Scotland)  Administration  Act, 
I860:' 
(9.)  Any  regulations  made  by  the  Lord  Lieutenant  as  to  the  photo- 
graphing of  prisoners  in  any  prison  in  Ireland  shall  be  deemed 
to  be  byelaws  duly  made  by  the  Lord  Lieutenant,  and  shall  be 
binding  on  all  persons,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  the  same  were 
made  under  the  authority  of  the  Act  passed  in  the  session 
holden'  in  the  nineteenth  and  twentieth  years  of  the  reign  of 
Her  present  Majesty,  chapter  sixty-eight : 
(10.)  Any  prisoner  refusing  to  obey  any  regulation  made  in  pur- 
suance of  this  section  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  an  offence 
against  prison  discipline,  in  England  within  the  meaning  of  the 
fifty-seventh  regulation  in  the  first  schedule  annexed  to  the  said 
Prison  Act>  1865,  in  Scotland  within  the  meaning  of  the  rules 
for  prisons  in  Scotland,  certified  under  the  hand  of  one  of  Her 
Majesty's  Principal  Secretaries  of  State,  under  and  by  virtue  of 
*The  Prisons  (Scotland)  Administration  Act,  1860,"  and  in 
Ireland  within  the  meaning  of  the  fifteenth  regulation  contained 
in  section  one  hundred  and  nine  of  the  Act  passed  in  the 
seventh  year  of  the  reign  of  His  late  Majesty  King  Creorge  the 
Fourth,  chapter  seventy-four : 
(11.)  Any  authority  having  power  to  make  regulations  in  pursuance 
of  this  section  may  firom  time  to  time  modify,  repeal,  or  add  to 
any  regulations  so  made  : 
(12.)  Any  expenses  incurred  in  pursuance  of  this  section  shall  be 
defrayed  as  follows ;  (that  is  to  say,) 

The  expense  of  keeping  the  register  in  London,  Edin- 
burgh, and  Dublin  shsdl,  to  such  amount  as  may  be  sanc- 
tioned by  the  treasury,  be  paid  out  of  moneys  provided  by 
parliament.  The  expenses  incurred  in  photographing  the 
prisoners  in  any  prison  [shall  be  deemed  to  be  part  of  the 
expenses  incurred  in  the  maintenance  of  the  prison,  and  shall 
be  defrayed  accordingly. 

This  section  shall  not  apply  to  the  prisons  for  convicts 
under  the  superintendence  of  the  directors  of  convict 
prisons,  or  to  any  military  or  naval  prison. 


Punidiment  of  Certain  Offenders. 

7.  Special  offences  by  persons  twice  convicted  of  crime.      See  this 
sec.  vol.  1,  p.  76.  . 

8.  Person  twice  convicted  may  be  subjected  to  police  supervision.   See 
this  sec.  vol.  1,  p.  77. 

Incorpora-  9.  The  rules  contained  in  the  116th  section  of  the  24  k  25  Vict,  a  96, 

tion  of  cer-        intituled,  *  An  Act  to  consolidate  and  amend  the  Statute  Law  of  Eng- 
tainirales  of      ^^^^  ^^^  Ireland  relating  to  Larceny  and  other  similar  ofiences,'    in 


34  d  35  Vict.  c.  112.  683 

relation  to  the  form  of  and  the  proceedings  upon  an  indictment  for  any  on  indiet- 
offence  punishable  under  that  Act  committed  after  previous  conviction,  ments. 
shall,  with  the  necessary  variations,  apply  to  any  indictment  for  com- 
mitting a  crime  as  defined  by  this  Act  after  previous  conviction  for  a 
crime,  whether  the  crime  charged  in  such  indictment  or  the  crime  to 
which  such  previous  conviction  relates  be  or  be  not  punishable  under  the 
said  Act,  24  &  25  Vict.  c.  96. 

10.  Every  person  who  occupies  or  keeps  any  lodging-house,  beer-  Penalty  for 
house,  public  house,  or  other  house  or  place  where  intoxicating  liquors  ♦?•  ^"^ 
are  sold,  or  any  place  of  public  entertainment  or  public  resort,  and 
knowingly  lodges  or  knowingly  harbours  thieves  or  reputed  thieves,  or 
knowingly  permits  or  knowingly  suffers  them  to  meet  or  assemble 
therein,  or  knowingly  allows  the  deposit  of  goods  therein  having  reason- 
able cause  for  believing  them  to  be  stolen,  shall  be  guilty  of  an  offence 
against  this  Act,  and  be  liable  to  a  penalty  not  exceeding  ten  pounds, 

and  in  default  of  payment  to  be  imprisoned  for  a  period  not  exceeding 
four  months,  with  or  without  hard  labour,  and  the  court  before  which 
he  is  brought  may,  if  it  think  fit,  in  addition  to  or  in  lieu  of  any  penalty, 
require  him  to  enter  into  recognizances,  with  or  without  sureties,  and  if 
in  Scotland  to  find  caution,  fbr  keeping  the  peace  or  being  of  good 
behaviour  during  twelve  months  :  Provided  that 

(1.)  No  person  shall  be  imprisoned  for  not  finding  sureties  or  cau- 
tioners in  pursuance  of  this  section  for  a  longer  period  than 
three  months ;  and 

(2.)  The  security  required  from  a  surety  or  cautioner  shall  not  exceed 
twenty  pounds : 

And  any  licence  for  the  sale  of  any  intoxicating  liquors,  or  for  keeping 
any  place  of  public  entertainment  or  public  resort,  which  has  been  granted 
to  the  occupier  or  keeper  of  any  such  house  or  place  as  aforesaid,  may, 
in  the  discretion  of  the  court,  be  forfeited  on  his  first  conviction  of  an 
offence  under  this  section,  and  on  his  second  conviction  for  such  an 
offence  his  licence  shall  be  forfeited  and  he  shall  be  disqualified  for  a 
period  of  two  years  from  receiving  any  such  licence ;  moreover,  where 
two  convictions  under  this  section  have  taken  place  within  a  period  of 
three  years  in  respect  of  the  same  premises,  whether  the  persons  con- 
victed were  or  were  not  the  same,  the  court  shall  direct  that  for  a  term 
not  exceeding  one  year  from  the  date  of  the  last  of  such  convictions  no 
such  licence  as  aforesaid  shall  be  granted  to  any  person  whatever  In 
respect  of  such  premises ;  and  any  licence  granted  in  contravention  of 
this  section  shall  be  void. 

Any  licensed  person  brought  before  a  court  in  pursuance  of  this 
section  shall  produce  his  licence  for  examination,  and  if  such  licence 
is  forfeited  shall  deliver  it  up  altogether,  and  if  such  person  wilfully 
neglects  or  refuses  to  produce  his  licence  he  shall,  in  addition  to  any  other 
penalty  under  this  section,  be  liable  on  summary  conviction  to  a  penalty 
not  exceeding  five  pounds ;  provided  that  any  person  convicted  under 
this  section  shall  have  a  right  to  appeal  against  such  conviction  in  the 
same  manner  in  all  respects  as  if  the  said  conviction  had  been  for  an 
offence  committed  against  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  the  ninth  George 
the  Fourth,  chapter  sixty-one. 

11.  Every  person  who  occupies  or  keeps  a  brothel,  and  knowingly   Penalty  on 
lodges  or  knowingly  harbours  thieves  or  reputed  thieves,  or  knowingly  brothel  keep- 
permits  or  knowingly  suffers  them  to  meet  or  assemble  therein,  or  know-  J"  harbouring 
ingly  allows  the  deposit  of  goods  therein  having  reasonable  cause  for      ^^^^    ^  • 
believing  them  to  be  stolen,  shall  be  guilty  of  an  offence  against  this  Act, 

and  be  liable  to  a  penalty  not  exceending  ten  pounds,  and  in  default  of 
payment  to  be  imprisoned  for  a  period  not  exceeding  four  months,  with 
or  without  hard  labour^,  and  the  court  before  which  he  is  brought  may,  if 
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it  think  fit,  in  addition  to  or  in  lieu  of  any  penalty  require'  him  to  enter 
into  recognizances,  with  or  without  sureties,  as  in  this  Act  described. 

12.  Where  any  person  is  convicted  of  an  assault  on  any  constable 
when  in  the  execution  of  his  duty,  such  person  shall  be  guilty  of  an 
offence  against  this  Act,  aud  shall,  in  the  discretion  of  the  court,  be 
liable  either  to  pay  a  penalty  not  exceeding  twenty  pounds,  and  in 
default  of  payment  to  be  imprisoned,  with  or  without  hard  labour,  for 
a  term  not  exceeding  six  months,  or  to  be  imprisoned  for  any  term 
not  exceeding  six,  or  in'  case  such  person  has  been  convicted  of  a 
similar  assault  within  two  years,  nine  months,  with   or  without  hard 

*  labour. 

13.  Any  dealer  in  old  metals  who  either  personally  or  by  any 
servant  or  agent  purchases,  receives,  or  bargains  for  any  metal  men- 
tioned in  the  first  column  of  the  schedule  annexed  hereto,  whether  new 
or  old,  in  any  quantity  at  any  time  of  less  weight  than  the  quantity  set 
opposite  each  such  metal  in  the  second  column  of  the  schedule  annexed 
hereto,  shall  be  guilty  of  an  offence  against  this  Act,  and  be  liable  to  a 
penalty  not  exceeding  five  pounds. 

For  the  purposes  of  this  section  the  term  'dealer  in  old  metals'  shall 
mean  any  person  dealing  in,  buying,  and  selling  old  metal,  scrap  metal, 
broken  metal,  or  partly  manufactured  metal  goods,  or  defaced  or  old 
metal  goods,  and  whether  such  person  deals  in  such  articles  only,  or 
together  with  second-hand  goods  or  marine  stores. 

'  14.  Where  any  woman  is  convicted  of  a  crime,  and  a  previous  convic- 
tion of  a  crime  is  proved  against  her,  any  children  of  such  woman  under 
the  age  of  fourteen  years  who  may  be  under  her  care  and  control  at  the 
time  of  her  conviction  for  the  last  of  such  crimes,  and  who  have  no 
visible  means  of  subsistence,  or  are  without  proper  guardianship,  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  children  to  whom  in  Great  Britain  the  provisions  of  The 
Industrial  Schools  Act,  1866,  and  in  Ireland  the  provisions  of  The 
Industrial  Schools  (Ireland)  Act,  1868,  apply,  aud  the  court  by  whom 
such  woman  is  convicted,  or  two  justices  or  a  magistrate,  shall  have  the 
same  power  of  ordering  such  children  to  be  sent  to  a  certified  industrial 
school  as  is  vested  in  two  justices  or  a  magistrate  by  the  fourteenth 
section  of  The  Industrial  Schools  Act,  1866,  and  by  the  eleventh  section 
of  The  Industrial  Schools  (Ireland)  Act,  1868,  in  respect  of  the  children 
in  the  said  sections  described. 


Bvidence  of 
Tagrancy  and 
amendment 
of  Vagrant 
Act. 


Amendment  of  Criminal  Law  in   certain  Cases, 

15.  Whereas  by  the  fourth  section  of  the  Act  passed  in  the  fifth 
year  of  the  reign  of  King  George  the  Fourth,  chapter  eighty-three, 
intituled  *  An  Act  for  the  punishment  of  idle  and  disorderly  persons,  and 
rogues  and  vagabonds,  in  that  part  of  Great  Britain  called  England,'  it 
Is,  amongst  other  things,  provided  that  every  suspected  person  or  reputed 
thief  frequenting  any  river,  canal,  or  navigable  stream,  dock,  or  basin,  or 
any  qxiay,  wharf,  or  warehouse  near  or  adjoining  thereto,  or  any  street, 
highway,  or  avenue  leading  thereto,  or  any  place  of  public  resort,  or 
any  avenue  leading  thereto,  or  any  street,  highway,  or  place  ad- 
jacent, with  intent  to  commit  felony,  shall  be  deemed  a  rogue  and 
vagabond,  and  may  be  apprehended  and  committed  to  prison  with  hard 
labour  for  any  time  not  exceeding  three  calendar  months  :  And  whereas 
doubts  are  entertained  as  to  the  construction  of  the  said  provision,  and 
as  to  the  nature  of  the  evidence  required  to  prove  the  intent  to  commit 
a  felony  :  Be  it  enacted,  firstly,  the  said  section  shall  be  construed  as  if 
instead  of  the  words  *  highway  or  place  adjacent '  there  were  inserted  the 
words  *  or  any  highway  or  any  place  adjacent  to  a  street  or  highway  ; ' 
and|  secondly,  that  in  proving  the  intent  to  commit  a  felony  it  shall  not 
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be  necessary  to  show  that  the  person  suspected  was  guilty  of  any  parti- 
cular act  or  acts  tending  to  show  his  pui'pose  or  intent,  and  he  may 
be  convicted  if  from  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  and  from  his 
known  character  as  proved  to  the  justice  of  the  peace  or  court  before 
whom  or  which  he  is  brought,  it  appears  to  such  justice  or  court  that  his 
intent  was  to  commit  a  felony  ;  and  the  provisions  of  the  said  section,  as 
amended  by  this  section,  shall  be  in  force  in  Scotland  and  Ireland.  For 
the  purposes  of  this  section,  in  Scotland  the  word  felony  shall  mean 
any  of  the  pleas  of  the  Crown,  any  theft,  which  in  respect  of  aggrava- 
tion, or  of  the  amount  in  value  of  the  money,  goods,  or  thing  stolen, 
may  be  punished  with  penal  servitude,  any  forgery,  and  any  uttering  of 
any  forged  writing. 

16.  Any  constable  may  under  the  circumstances  hereafter  in  this  sec-  power  to 
tion  mentioned  be  authorised  in  writing  by  a  chief  officer  of  police  to  Bearch  for 
enter,  and  if  so  authorised  may  enter,  any  house,  shop,  warehouse,  yard,   ^^^^^  P™- 
or  other  premises  in  search  of  stolen  property,  and  search  and  seize  and  ^"^' 
secure  any  property  he  may  believe  to  have  been  stolen,  in  the  same 
manner  as  he  would  be  authorised  to  do  if  he  had  a  search  warrant,  and 

the  property  seized,  if  any,  corresponded  to  the  property  described  in 
such  search  warrant. 

In  every  case  in  which  any  property  is  seized  in  pursuance  of  this  sec- 
tion the  person  on  whose  premises  it  was  at  the  time  of  seizure,  or  the 
person  from  whom  it  was  taken  if  other  than  the  person  on  whose  pre- 
mises it  was,  shall,  unless  previously  charged  with  receiving  the  same 
knowing  it  to  have  been  stolen,  be  summoned  before  a  court  of  summary 
jurisdiction  to  account^ for  his  possession  of  such  property,  and  such 
court  shall  make  such  order  respecting  the  disposal  of  such  property,  and 
may  award  such  costs  as  the  justice  of  the  case  may  require. 

It  shall  be  lawful  for  any  chief  officer  of  police  to  give  such  authority 
as  aforesaid  in  the  following  cases,  or  either  of  them  : — 

First.  When  the  premises  to  be  searched  are,  or  within  the  preceding 
twelve  months  have  been,  in  the  occupation  of  any  person  who  has 
been    convicted   of   receiving   stolen  property   or   of   harbouring 
thieves :  or 
Second.  When  the  premises  to  be  searched  are  in  the  occupation  of 
any  person  who  has  been  convicted  of  any  offence  involving  fraud 
or  dishonesty,  and  punishable  by  penal  servitude  or  imprisonment : 
And  it  shall  not  be  necessary  for  such  chief  officer  of  police  on  giving 
such  authority  to  specify  any  particular  proi)erty,  but  he  may  give  such 
authority  if  he  has  reason  to  believe  generally  that  such  premises  are 
being  made  a  receptacle  for  stolen  goods. 

Legal  Proceedings, 

17.  Any  offence  against  this  Act  may  be  prosecuted  before  a  court  of  Ab  to  legal 
summary  jurisdiction,  as  follows  :  proceedinga 

In  England,  in   manner  directed  by  the  Act  of  the  session  of  the  }?}^  **^^ 
eleventh  and  twelfth  years  of  the  reign  of  Her  present  Majesty,   of  TOmmaiy 
chapter  forty- three,  intituled  "  An  Act  to  facilitate  the  performance  jmudiction. 
of  the  duties  of  justices  of  the  peace  out  of  sessions  within  Eng- 
land and  Wales  with  respect  to  summary  convictions  and  orders," 
and  any  Act  amending  the  same  : 

In  Scotland,  under  the  provisions  of  "  The  Summary  Procedure  Act, 
1864,"  and  any  Act  amending  the  same  : 

In  Ireland,  within  the  police  district  of  Dublin  metropolis,  according 
to  the  provisions  of  the  Act  regulating  the  powers  and  duties  of 
justices  of  the  peace  for  such  district,  or  of  the  police  of  such 
district,  and  elsewhere  in  Ireland  in  manner  directed  by  "The Petty 
Sessions  (Ireland)  Act,  1851,"  and  any  Act  amending  the  same  : 
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"  Court  of  Summary  Jurisdiction  "  shall  in  this  Act  mean  and  include 
any  justice  or  justices  of  the  peace,  sheriff  or  sheriff  substitute, 
metropolitan  police  magistrate,  stipendiary  or  other  magistrate,  or 
officer,  by  whatever  name  called,  to  whom  jiurisdiction  is  given  by 
the  Acts  in  this  section  mentioned,  or  any  Acts  therein  referred  to, 
or  to  proceedings  before  whom  the  provisions  of  such  Acts  are  or 
may  be  made  applicable. 
Provided  as  follows  : — 

(1.)  The  "Court  of  Summary  Jurisdiction"  when  hearing  and  deter- 
mining an  information,  complaint,  or  other  proceeding  in  respect  of  an 
offence  against  this  Act,  shall  be  constituted  in  some  one  of  the  follow- 
ing manners ;  that  is  to  say,  in  England,  either  of  two  or  more  justices 
of  the  peace  in  petty  sessions  sitting  at  a  place  appointed  for  holding 
petty  sesions,  or  of  one  of  the  magistrates  hereinafter  mentioned,  sitting 
alone  or  with  others  at  some  court  or  other  place  appointed  for  the 
administration  of  justice  ;  that  is  to  say,  the  Lord  Mayor,  a  metropolitan 
police  magistrate,  a  stipendiary  magistrate,  or  some  other  officer  or 
officers  for  tlie  time  being  empowered  by  law  to  do  alone  or  with  others 
any  act  authorised  to  be  done  by  more  than  one  justice  of  the  peace  ; 
and  in  Scotland,  of  two  or  more  justices  of  the  peace  sitting  as  judges 
in  a  justice  of  the  peace  court,  or  of  one  of  the  magistrates  hereinafter 
mentioned,  sitting  alone  or  with  others  at  some  court  or  other  place 
appointed  for  the  administration  of  justice  ;  that  is  to  say,  the  sheriff  or 
sheriff  substitute  of  the  coiflity,  or  the  provost  or  other  magistrate  of  a 
royal  burgh,  or  some  other  officer  or  officers  for  the  time  being  empowered 
by  law  to  do  alone  or  with  others  any  act  authorised  to  be  done  by  more 
than  one  justice  of  the  peace ;  and  all  necessary  powers  and  authorities 
are  hereby  conferred  upon  such  court  in  Scotland  ;  in  Ireland,  within  the 
police  district  of  Dublin  metropolis,  of  one  of  the  divisional  justices  of 
the  said  district  sitting  at  a  police  court  within  the  said  district ;  and 
elsewhere,  of  a  stipendiary  magistrate  sitting  alone  or  with  others,  or  of 
any  two  or  more  justices  of  the  peace  sitting  in  petty  sessions  at  a  place 
appointed  for  holding  petty  sessions. 

(2.)  The  description  of  any  offence  against  this  Act  in  the  words  of  this 
Act  shall  be  sufficient  in  law. 

(3.)  Any  exception,  exemption,  proviso,  excuse,  or  qualification,  whether 
it  does  or  does  not  accompany  the  description  of  the  offence  in  this  Act, 
may  be  proved  by  the  defendant,  but  need  not  be  specified  or  negatived 
in  the  information  or  complaint,  and  if  so  specified  or  negatived  no  proof 
in  relation  to  the  matters  so  specified  or  negatived  shall  be  required  on 
the  part  of  the  informant  or  prosecutor  or  complainant. 

(4.)  Where  any  offence  against  this  Act  involves  the  forfeiture  of  i 
licence  granted  under  the  Penal  Servitude  Acts,  the  court  by  whom  the 
offender  is  convicted  may  commit  him  to  any  prison  within  its  jurisdic- 
tion, there  to  remain  until  he  can  conveniently  be  removed  to  some 
prison  in  which  convicts  under  sentence  of  penal  servitude  may  lawfully 
be  confined,  in  order  that  he  may  there  Undergo  the  term  of  penal 
servitude  to  which  he  is  liable  under  the  said  Penal  Servitude  Acts 
or  some  of  them;  and  any  person  so  committed  may  be  kept  to  hard 
labour. 

(5.)  Any  person  accused  of  an  offence  against  this  Act  may  be  remanded 
from  time  to  time  by  the  court  before  whom  he  is  brought  for  the  pur- 
pose of  enabling  evidence  to  be  obtained  against  him,  or  for  any  other 
just  cause. 

(6.)  No  warrantor  conviction  in  respect  of  any  offence  against  this  Act 
shsdl  be  quashed  for  want  of  form,  and  the  court  before  whom  any  ques- 
tion relating  to  the  validity  of  any  such  warrant  or  conviction  is  brought, 
may  amend  such  warrant  or  conviction  if  it  is  of  opinion  that  there  was 
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sufficient  evidence  before  the  court  by  whom  the  warrant  was  issued  or 
conviction  made  to  justify  the  issue  of  such  warrant  or  making  of  such 
conviction. 

(7.)  All  penalties  imposed  under  this  Act  in  Scotland  may,  unless  it  is 
otherwise  provided,  in  default  of  payment,  be  enforced  by  imprisonment 
for  a  term  to  be  specified  in  the  judgment  or  sentence  of  the  court,  but 
not  exceeding  thi*ee  calendar  months  ;  and  all  penalties  imposed  and 
recovered  under  this  Act  in  Scotland  shall  be  paid  to  the  derk  of  the 
court,  and  by  him  accounted  for  and  paid  to  the  Queen's  and  Lord 
TreaHurer's  Remembrancer  in  behalf  of  Her  Majesty. 

All  penalties  imposed  under  this  Act  in  Ireland  shall  be  applied  ac- 
cording to  The  Fines  (Ireland)  Act,  1851,  or  any  Act  amending  the  same. 

18.  A  previous  conviction  may   be  proved  in  any  legal   proceeding  Evidence  of 
whatever  against  any  person  by  producing  a  record  or  extract  of  such  previous 
conviction,  and  by  giving  proof  of  the  identity  of  the  person  against  conviction, 
whom  the  conviction  is  sought  to  be  proved  with  the  person  appearing 

in  the  record  or  extract  of  conviction  to  have  been  convicted. 

A  record  or  extract  of  a  conviction  shall  in  the  case  of  an  indictable 
oiFence  consist  of  a  certificate  containing  the  substance  and  effect  only 
(omitting  the  formal  part  of  the  indictment  and  conviction),  and  pur- 
porting to  be  signed  by  the  clerk  of  the  co\xrt  or  other  officer  having  the 
custody  of  the  records  of  the  court  by  which  such  conviction  was  made, 
or  purporting  to  be  signed  by  the  deputy  of  such  clerk  or  officer ;  and 
in  the  case  of  a  summary  conviction  shall  consist  of  a  copy  of  such  con- 
viction purporting  to  be  signed  by  any  justice  of  the  peace  having  juris- 
diction over  the  offence  in  respect  of  which  such  conviction  was  made, 
or  to  be  signed  by  the  proper  officer  of  the  court  by  which  such  convic- 
tion was  made,  or  by  the  clerk  or  other  officer  of  any  court  to  which 
such  conviction  has  been  returned. 

A  record  or  extract  of  any  conviction  made  in  pursuance  of  this  section 
shall  be  admissible  in  evidence  without  proof  of  the  signature  or  official 
character  of  the  person  appearing  to  have  signed  the  same. 

A  previous  conviction  in  any  one  part  of  the  United  Kingdom  may  be 
proved  against  a  prisoner  in  any  other  part  of  the  United  Kingdom;  and 
a  conviction  before  the  passing  of  this  Act  shall  be  admissible  in  the  same 
manner  as  if  it  had  taken  place  after  the  passing  thereof 

A  fee  not  exceeding  five  shillings  may  be  charged  for  a  record  of  a 
conviction  given  in  pursuance  of  this  section. 

The  mode  of  proving  a  previous  conviction  authorised  by  this  section 
shall  be  in  addition  to  and  not  in  exclusion  of  any  other  authorised  mode 
of  proving  such  conviction. 

19.  Where  procedings  are  taken  against  any  person  for  having  received  Evidence  in 
goods  knowing  them  to  be  stoien,  or  for  having  in  his  possesssion  stolen  cafcs  of  re- 
property,  evidence  may  be  given  at  any  stage  of  the  proceedings  that  ceiling  "tolen 
there  was  found  in  the  possession  of  such  person  other  property  stolen  ^"*^  ^* 
within  the  preceding  period  of  twelve  months,  and  such  evidence  may  be 

taken  into  consideration  for  the  piurpose  of  proving  that  such  person 
knew  the  property  to  be  stolen  which  forms  the  subject  of  the  proceed- 
ings taken  against  him. 

Where  proceedings  are  taken  against  any  person  for  having  received 
goods  knowing  them  to  be  stolen,  or  for  having  in  his  possession  stolen 
property,  and  evidence  has  been  given  that  the  stolen  property  has  been 
found  in  his  possession,  then  if  such  person  has  within  five  years  imme- 
diately preceding  been  convicted  of  any  offence  involving  fraud  or  dis- 
honesty, evidence  of  such  previous  conviction  may  be  given  at  any  stage 
of  the  proceedings,  and  may  be  taken  into  consideration  for  the  purpose 
of  proving  that  the  person  accused  knew  the  property  which  was  proved 
to  be  in  his  possession  to  have  been  stolen ;  provided  that  not  less  than 
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seven  days'  notice  in  writing  shall  have  been  given  to  the  person  accused 
that  proof  is  intended  to  be  given  of  such  previous  conviction ;  and  it 
shall  not  be  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  this  section  to  charge  in  the 
indictment  the  previous  conviction  of  the  person  so  accused. 


Interpreta- 
tion. 

*  Penal  Ser- 
vitude Acts.' 

*  Crime.* 


*  Offence.' 

'Indictment.' 

*  Police  dis- 
trict.' 


*  Chief  officer 
of  police. ' 


Definitions, 

20.  The  expression  ''  The  Penal  Servitude  Acts "  means,  as  the  case 
requires,  the  Penal  Servitude  Acts,  1853,  1857,  and  1864,  or  any 
of  them. 
The  expression  "  crime  '*  means,  in  England  and  Ireland,  any  felony, 
or  the  offence  of  uttering  false  or  counterfeit  coin,  or  of  possessing 
counterfeit  gold  or  silver  coin,  or  the  offence  of  obtaining  goods  or 
money  by  false  pretences,  or  the  offence  of  conspiracy  to  defraud,  or 
any  misdemeanor  under  the  24  k  25  Vict.  c.  96,  s.  58 ;  and  in  Scot- 
land, any  of  the  pleas  of  the  Crown,  any  theft  which,  in  respect  of 
any  aggravation,  or  of  the  amount  in  value  of  the  money,  goods,  or 
thing  stolen,  may  be  punished  with  penal  servitude,  any  forgery, 
and  any  uttdHng  of  any  forged  writing,  falsehood,  fraud,  and  wilfVil 
imposition,  uttering  base  coin,  or  the  possession  of  such  coin  with 
intent  to  utter  the  same. 
The  expression  ''  offence  "  means  any  act  or  omission  which  is  not  a 
crime  as  defined  by  this  Act,  and  is  punishable  on  indictment  or 
summary  conviction. 
The  expression  "  indictment "  shall  in  Scotland  include  criminal  letters 

and  criminal  libel. 
The  expression  "police  district"  means— 
In  England, — 

(1.)  The  city  of  London  and  the  liberties  thereof: 
(2.)  The  metropolitan  police  district : 

(3.)  Elsewhere  in  England,  any  county,  riding,  part,  division,  or 
liberty  of  a  county,  borough,  burgh,  city,  town,  place,  or 
union,  or  combination  of  places  maintaining  a  separate 
police  force  ;  and  all  the  police  under  one  chief  constable 
shall  be  deemed  to  constitute  one  force  for  the  purposes  of 
this  definition  : 
In  Scotland, — 

Any  county,  city,  burgh,  town,  place,  or  combination  of  places 
maintaining  a  separate  police  force  ;  and  all  the  police  under 
one  chief  constable  shall  be  deemed  to  constitute  one  force  for 
the  piu-poses  of  this  definition  : 
In  Ireland, — 

(1.^  The  police  district  of  Dublin  metropolis  : 
(2.)  Elsewhere  in  Ireland,  any  district,  whether  city,  town,  or 
country,  over  which  is  appointed  a  sub-inspector  of  the 
Royal  Irish  Constabulary. 
The  expression  "  chief  oflicer  of  police  "  means — 
In  England, — 

(1.)  In  the  city  of  London  and  the  liberties  thereof,  the  commis- 
sioner of  city  police  : 
(2.)  In  the  metropolitan   police  district,  the  commissioner    of 

police  of  the  metropolis  : 
(3.)  Elsewhere  in  England,  the  chief  constable,  or  head  constable, 
or  other  oflBcer,  by  whatever  name  called,  having  the  chief 
command  of  the  police  in  the  police  district  in  reference  to 
which  such  expression  occurs : 
In  Scotland, — 
The  chief  constable,  or  head  constable,  or  other  officer,  by  whatever 
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name  called^  having  the  chief  command  of  the  police  in  the 
police  district  in  reference  to  which  such  expression  occurs  : 
In  Ireland, — 

(1.)  In  the  police  district  of  Dublin  metropolis,  either  of  the 

commissioners  of  police  for  the  said  district  : 
(2.)  Elsewhere  in  Ireland,  in  any  other  police  district,  the  sub- 
inspector  of  the  Roj'al  Irish  Constabulary  : 
Any  act  or  thing  by  this  Act  authorised  to  be  done  by  the  chief  officer 
of  police  may  be  done  by  any  person  authorised  by  him  in  that  behalf. 

The  expression  "Lord  Lieutenant"  includes  the  Lords  Justices  or  'Lord  Lieu- 
other  chief  governors  or  governor  of  Ireland  for  the  time  being.  tenant.* 

Repeal  of  Ads,  and  Saving  Clause. 

21.  From  and  after  the  time  at  which  this  Act  comes  into  operation,  Repeal  of 
there  shall  be  repealed,  Acts. 

(1.)  "The  Habitual  Criminals  Act,  1869  :" 

(2.)  So  much  of  the  fourth  section  of  "The  Penal  Servitude  Act, 
1864,"  as  requires  the  holder  of  a  license  to  report  himself. 

Provided  that  the  repeal  enacted  in  this  Act  shall  not  affect  any 
penalty,  forfeiture,  or  other  punishment  incurred  or  to  be  incurred  in 
I'espect  of  any  offence  committed  before  this  Act  comes  into  operation,  or 
any  prosecution  or  other  remedy  or  legal  proceeding  for  enforcing  or  re- 
covering any  such  penalty,  forfeiture,  or  other  punishment  as  aforesaid. 

22.  This  Act  shall  not  affect  the  infliction  of  capital  punishment  in  Saying  as  to 
any  case  where  capital  punishment  would  have  been  inflicted  if  this  Act  capital  punish- 
had  not  passed.  ™®''*- 

SCHEDULE  above  referred  to. 

Column  1.  Column  2. 

List  of  Metals.  Quantities  of  not 

less  than 
Lead,  or  any  composite  the  principal  ingredient  of 

which  is  lead 112  lbs. 

Copper,  or  any  composite  the  principal  ingredient 

of  which  is  copper 56  lbs. 

Brass,  or  any  composite  the  principal  ingredient  of 

which  is  brass 56  lbs. 

Tin,  or  any  composite  the  principal  ingredient  of 

which  is  tin 56  lbs. 

Pewter,  or  any  composite  the  principal  ingredient 

of  which  is  pewter.  .         -         .         .         .  56  lbs. 

German  silver  or   spelter,  or  any  jcomposite  the 

principal  ingredient  of  which  is  german  silver 

or  spelter  ........  56  lbs. 

37  &  38  Vict.  c.  88. 

An  Act  to  amend  tlie  law  relating  to  tJie  registration  of  birtlis  and  deatlis  in 
England^  and  to  consolidate  tlie  law  resi>ecting  the  registration  of  birtlis 
and  deaths  at  sea,  [1th  August^  1874.] 

Registration  of  Birtlis  and  Deatlis  at  Sea. 

37.  The  provisions  of  this  Act,  save  as  is  herein  expressly  provided, 

shall  not  apply  to  the  registration  of  births  and  deaths  on  board  a  vessel 

at  sea,  with  respect  to  which  the  following  provisions  shall  have  effect. 

(1.)  The  captain  or  master  of,  or  other  person  hiving  the  command  or 

charge  of  a  British  ship  shall,  as  soon  as  may  be  after  the  occurrence 

of  the  birth  of  a  child  or  the  death  of  a  person  on  board  such 

ship,  record  in  his  log-book  or  otherwise  the  fact  of  such  birth  or 

VOL.  HI.  V  Y 
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death,  and  the  particulars  required  by  the  fourth  schedule  (a)  to 
this  Act  to  be  registered  coDcemiug  such  birth  or  death,  or 
such  of  them  as  may  be  known  to  him,  and  shall  (unless  the 
ship  is  one  of  Her  Majesty's  ships)  upon  the  arrival  of  such 
ship  at  any  port  of  the  United  Kingdom,  or  at  such  other  time 
or  place  as  the  Board  of  Trade  may  from  time  to  time  with 
respect  to  any  ship  or  class  of  ships  direct,  deliver,  or  send,  in 
such  form  and  manner  as  the  Board  of  Trade  may  from  time 
to  time  direct,  a  return  of  the  facts  so  recorded  to  the  Registrar- 
General  of  Shipping  and  Seamen. 

(2.)  Where  a  ship  which  is  not  a  British  ship  carries  passengers  to  or 
from  any  port  of  the  United  Kingdom  as  the  port  of  destina- 
tion or  the  port  of  departure  of  such  ship,  the  provisions  of  this 
section  shall  apply  to  the  captain  or  master  of,  or  other  person 
having  the  command  or  charge  of  such  ship,  in  like  manner  as  if 
it  were  a  British  ship. 

(3.)  Where  the  said  return  is  directed  by  the  Board  of  Trade 
(whether  the  ship  is  British  or  foreign)  to  be  delivered  upon  the 
arrival  of  the  ship,  or  the  discharge  of  the  crew,  or  otherwise  at 
any  port  or  place  out  of  the  United  Kingdom,  the  Board  of  Trade 
may,  if  they  think  fit,  direct  that  the  return,  instead  of  being 
delivered  to  the  Registrar-General  of  Shipping  and  Seamen, 
shall  be  delivered,  and  the  same  shall  accordingly  be  delivered, 
if  such  port  or  place  is  within  Her  Majesty's  dominions,  to  the 
shipping  master  or  collector  of  customs  at  such  port  or  place, 
and  if  it  is  a  foreign  port  or  place,  to  the  principal  British 
consular  officer  at  the  said  foreign  port  or  place,  and  such 
shipping  master,  collector,  or  officer  shall  send  the  same,  as 
soon  as  may  be,  by  post  or  otherwise,  to  the  Registrar-General 
of  Shipping  and  Seamen. 

(4.)  Where  it  appears  from  any  such  return  that  the  father  of  any 
child  so  bom,  or  if  the  child  is  a  bastard  the  mother  of  such 
child,  was  a  Scotch  or  Irish  subject  of  Her  Majesty,  or  that  any 
person  whose  death  is  mentioned  in  such  return  was  a  Scotch 
or  Irish  subject  of  Her  Majesty,  the  Registrar-General  of 
Shipping  and  Seamen  shall  from  time  to  time  send  a  certified 
copy  of  so  much  of  the  return  as  relates  to  such  birth  or  death 
to  the  Registrar-General  of  Births  and  Deaths  in  Scotland  or 
Ireland,  as  the  case  may  require. 

(5.)  The  Registrar- General  of  Shipping  and  Seamen  shall  from  time  to 
time  send  to  the  Registrar- General  of  Births  and  Deaths  in 
England,  a  certified  copy  of  every  other  such  return,  or  of  that 
part  of  every  such  return  which  is  not  so  sent  to  the  R^istrar- 
General  of  Births  and  Deaths  in  Scotland  and  Ireland. 


(a)  FOURTH  SCHEDULE. 


Particulars  to  be  Registered  by  Captain  of  a 
Ship  concerning  a  Birth  at  Sea. 


Particulars  to  be  Registered  by 

Captain  of  a  Ship  concerning 

a  Death  at  Sea. 


Date  of  death. 
Name  and  surname. 
Sex. 


Date  of  birth 

Name  (if  any)  and  sex  of  the  child. 

Name  and  surname,  and  rank,  profession,  or  occu- 
pation of  the  father |  Age. 

Name  and  surname  and  maiden  surname  of  mother.  '  Rank,  profession,  or  occupation. 

NationaUtv  and  last  place  of  abode  of  the  father     Nationality  and  last  place  of 
and  mother abode.     Cn use  of  death. 
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(6.)  A  captain  of,  or  other  person  having  charge  of  one  of  Her 
Majesty's  ships,  shall  upon  the  arrival  of  any  such  ship  in  any 
port  of  the  United  Kingdom,  or  at  such  other  time  as  the  Com- 
missioners of  the  Admiralty  may  from  time  to  time  direct, 
deliver,  or  send,  in  such  manner  and  form  as  the  said  Commis- 
sioners may  from  time  to  time  direct,  a  return  of  the  facts 
recorded  in  pursuance  of  this  section  to  that  Registrar-General 
of  Births  and  Deaths  to  whom  a  copy  of  such  return  would,  if 
the  ship  were  a  merchant  ship,  be  sent  under  the  provisions  of 
this  section  by  the  Registrar-General  of  Shipping  and  Seamen. 

(7.)  Every  Registrar-General  of  Births  and  Deaths  to  whom  a  copy  of 
any  return  or  a  return  is  sent  in  pursuance  of  this  section, 
shall  cause  the  same  to  be  filed  and  preserved  in  or  copied  in  a 
book  to  be  kept  by  him  for  the  piu^ose,  and  to  be  called  a 
marine  register  book,  and  such  book  shall  be  deemed  to  be  a 
certified  copy  of  a  register  book  within  the  meaning  of  the  Acts 
relating  to  the  registration  of  births  and  deaths  in  England, 
Scotland,  and  Ireland  respectively. 

(8.)  Every  captain,  or  master  of,  or  other  person  having  charge  of  a 
ship  who  fails  to  comply  with  this  section  shall  be  liable  to  a 
penalty  not  exceeding  five  pounds  for  each  offence,  and  such 
penalty  may  be  recovered  in  the  same  courts  and  places,  and 
in  the  like  manner,  and  when  recovered  shall  be  applied  in  like 
manner,  as  a  penalty  under  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act,  1854. 

(9.)  This  section  shall  extend  to  all  places  and  persons  within  British 
jurisdiction. 

(10.)  Terms  in  this  section  shall  have  the  same  meaning  as  in  the 
Merchant  Shipping  Act,  1854. 

39  &  40  Vict.  c.  20. 

An  Act  to  Facilitate  the  Revision  of  the  Statute  Law  by  substituting  in 
certain  Acts,  incorporating  enactments  which  luive  been  otiiervnse 
repealed,  a  reference  to  recent  enactments  still  in  force, 

[27  June,  1876.] 

3.  There  shall  be  repealed  so  much  of  sec.  7  of  the  Municipal  Cor- 
poration Mortgages,  &a  Act,  1860,  as  provides  that  a  person  guilty 
of  a  misdemeanor  thereunder  shall  be  subject  in  respect  thereof  to 
the  provisions  of  the  Act  20  die  21  Vict.  c.  54,  applicable  to  any 
person  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor  under  that  Act  (which  Act  has  since 
been  repealed),  and  in  place  thereof  be  it  enacted  as  follows  :  that  any 
person  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor  under  sec.  7  of  the  Municipal  Corporation 
Mortgages,  &o.  Act,  1860,  shall  be  subject  in  respect  thereof  to  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Larceny  Act,  1861,  (24  &  25  Vict.  c.  96)  applicable  to  any 
person  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor  under  sec.  75  of  that  Act. 

4.  There  shall  be  repealed  so  much  of  the  23rd  section  of  the 
18  &  19  Vict.  c.  126,  as  provides  for  the  definition  of  **  property  "  by 
reference  to  the  7  ib  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29,  which  Act  has  since  been  repealed, 
and  in  place  thereof  be  it  enacted  that — 

" Property"  as  used  in  the  18  <fc  19  Vict.  o.  126  shall  have  the  same 
meaning.as  "Property"  has  in  the  Larceny  Act,  1861.  (24  k  *^5  Vict, 
c.  96). 

5.  There  shall  be  repealed  so  much  of  sec.  10  of  the  Prevention  of 
Crimes  Act,  1871>  as  provides  that  "  any  person  convicted  under  that  sec- 
tion shall  have  a  right  to  appeal  against  such  conviction  in  the  same 
manner  in  all  respects  as  if  the  said  conviction  had  been  for  an  offence 
committed  against  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  the  9  Geo.  4,  c.  61," 
which  last  mentioned  provisions  have  since  been  repealed,  and  in  place 
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thereof  be  it  euActed  that  :  Any  person  convicted  under  sec.  10  of  the 
Prevention  of  Crimes  Act,  1871,  shall  have  a  right  to  appeal  against  such 
conviction  in  tbe  same  manner  in  all  respects  as  a  person  may  appeal 
who  feels  aggrieved  by  a  conviction  made  by  a  court  of  summary  juris- 
diction under  the  Licensing  Act,  1872,  and  all  the  provisions  of  such 
last-mentioned  Act,  and  of  any  Act  amending  the  same,  relating  to  an 
appeal  from  a  conviction  made  by  a  court  of  summary  jurisdiction  under 
such  last-mentioned  Act.  shall  apply  accordingly. 
G.  The  repeals  enacted  in  this  Act  shall  not  affect  : 
(1.)  Anything  duly  done  or  suffered ;  or 

(2.)  Any  penalty,  forfeiture,  or  other  punishment  incun-ed  or  to   be 
incurred  in  respect  of  any  offence  against  any  enactment  hereby 
repealed  ;  or 
(3.)  The  institutiou  of  any  investigation  or  legal  proceeding  for  en- 
forcing or  recovering  any  such  i)enalty,  forfeiture,  or  punish- 
ment as  aforesaid,  and  such  investigation  or  legal  proceeding 
may  be  carried  on  as  if  this  Act  had  not  passed. 
8.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  "  The  Statute  Law  Revision  (substituted 
enactments)  Act,  1876." 

39  k  40  Vict.  c.  23. 

An  Act  to  Amend  tlie  Prevention  of  CAmes  Act,  1871. 

[13  JwZy,  1876.] 

Whereas  by  the  Prevention  of  Crimes  Act,  1871,  all  persons  convicted 
of  crime  in  the  United  Kingdom  are  required  to  be  registered  and 
photographed,  and  unnecessary  expense  is  thereby  incurred  : 

Be  it  therefore  enacted  by,  tVc,  as  follows  : — 

1.  This  Act  may  be  cited  for  all  purposes  as  the  Prevention  of  Crimes 
Amendment  Act,  1876. 

2.  In  Great  Britain  the  Secretary  of  State,  and  in  Ireland  the  Lord 
Lieutenant,  nuiy  from  time  to  time  by  order  prescribe  the  class  or 
classes  of  prisoners  to  which  the  enactments  of  the  Prevention  of  Crimes 
Act,  1871,  relating  to  registry  and  photographing  are  for  the  time  being 
to  apply  ;  and  such  enactments  shall,  so  long  as  any  such  orders  are  in 
force,  be  deemed  to  apply  to  the  prescribed  class  or  classes  of  prisoners 
only,  and  not  to  all  persons  convicted  of  crime. 

39  &  40  Vict.  c.  36. 
An  Act  to  Consolidate  the  Customs  Lam, 

[24  July,  1876.] 

Whereas  it  is  expedient  that  the  several  Acts  now  in  force  for  the 
management  and  regulation  of  Customs  should  be  consolidated  into  one 
Act,  be  it  enacted,  <&c. 

As  to  making  and  signing  false  declarations  relating  to  the  Customs, 
falsely  answering  questions,  and  counterfeiting  documents  : — 

168.  If  any  person  shall  in  any  matter  relating  to  the  Customs  or  under 
the  control  or  management  of  the  Commissioners  of  Customs,  make  or 
subscribe,  or  cause  to  be  made  or  subscribed,  any  false  declaration,  or 
make  or  sign  any  declaration,  certificate,  or  other  instrument  required 
to  be  verified  by  signature  only,  the  same  being  false  in  any  particular, 
or  if  any  person  shall  make  or  sign  any  declaration  made  for  the  con- 
sideration of  the  Commissioners  of  Customs  on  any  application  presented 
to  them,  the  same  being  untrue  in  any  particular,  or  if  any  person 
required  by  this  or  any  other  Act  relating  to  the  Customs  to  answer 
questions  put  to  him  by  the  officers  of  Customs  shall  not  truly  answer 
such  questions,  or  if  any  person  shall  counterfeit,  falsify,  or  wilfully  use 
when  counterfeited  or  falsified,  any  document  required  by  this  or  any 
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Act  relating  to  the  Customs,  or  by  or  under  the  directions  of  the  Com- 
missioners of  Customs,  or  any  instrument  used  in  the  transaction  of  any 
busiuess  or  matter  relating  to  the  Customs,  or  shall  alter  any  document 
or  instniment  after  the  same  has  been  officially  issued  ;  or  counter- 
feit the  seal,  signature,  initials,  or  other  mark  of  or  used  by  any  officer 
of  the  Customs  for  the  verification  of  any  such  document  or  instrument, 
or  for  the  security  of  goods,  or  any  other  purpose  in  the  conduct  of 
business  relating  to  the  Customs,  or  under  the  control  or  management 
of  the  Commissioners  of  Customs  or  their  officers,  every  person  so  ofifend- 
ing  shall  for  every  such  offence  forfeit  the  penalty  of  one  hundred  pounds. 

181.  If  any  ship  or  boat  liable  to  seizur^or  examination  under  the   sh\^  not 
Customs  Act  shall  not  bring  to  when  required  so  to  do,  the  master  of  bringing  to 
such  ship  or  boat  shall  forfeit  the  sum  of  twenty  pounds  :  and  on  such   ^l^en  rc- 
ship  or  boat  being  chased  by  any  vessel  or  boat  in  Her  Majesty's  navy   ^"^^  ^oW 
having  the  proper  pendant  and  ensign  of  Her  Majesty's  ship  hoisted,  or  ^^^  bringing 
by  any  vessel  or  boat  duly  employed  for  the  prevention  of  smuggling,    to  may  be 
having  a  proper  pendant  and  ensign  hoisted,  it  shall  bo  lawful  for  the  fired  into, 
captain,  master,  or  other  person  having  the  charge  or  command  of  such 

vessel  or  boat  in  Her  Majesty's  navy,  or  employed  as  aforesaid  (first 
causing  a  gun  to  be  fired  as  a  signal),  to  fire  at  or  into  such  ship  or 
boat,  and  such  captain,  master,  or  other  person  acting  in  his  aid  or  by 
his  direction  shall  be  and  is  hereby  indemnified  and  discharged  from  any 
indictment,  penalty,  action,  or  other  proceeding  for  so  doing. 

182.  Any  officer  of  Customs  or  other  person  duly  employed  for  the   Ships  may  bo 
prevention  of  smuggling  may  go  on  board  any  ship  or  boat  which  shall  Bcarched 

be  within  the  limits  of  any  port  of  the  United  Kingdom  or  the  Channel  J^^*'^"^  ^)*fl 

Islands,  and  rummage  and  search  the  cabin  and  all  other  parts  of  such  ^ 
ship  or  boat  for  prohibited  or  uncustomed  goods,  and  remain  on  board  such 
ship  or  boat  so  long  as  she  shall  continue  within  the  limits  of  such  port. 

184.  Any  officer  of  Customs  or  other  persons  duly  employed  for  the  PerBons  may 
prevention  of  smuggling  may  search  any  pci^son  on  board  any  shij)  or  ^  searched 
boat  within  the  limits  of  any  port  in  the  United  Kingdom  or  the  Channel  j^^^^^  ^^^ 
Islands,  or  any  person  who  shall  have  landed  from  any  ship  or  boat,  pro-  p^^t  smuggled 
vided  such  officer  or  other  person  duly  employed  as  aforesaid  shall  have  goods  are 
good  reason  to  suppose  that  such  pcraon  is  carrying  or  has  any  uncus-  concealed  upon 
tomed  or  prohibited  goods  about  his  pei*son  ;  and  if  any  person  shall  *'**™' 
rescue,  destroy,  or  attempt  to  destroy  any  goods  to  prevent  seizure,  or 

obstruct  any  such  officer  or  other  person  duly  employed  as  aforesaid  in 
going,  remaining,  or  returning  from  on  board,  or  in  searching  such  ship 
or  boat,  or  person,  or  otherwise  in  the  execution  of  his  duty,  every  sucfi 
person  shall  forfeit  a  sum  not  exceeding  one  hundred  pounds, 

185.  Before  any  person  shall  be  searched  he  may  require  to  be  taken   PenoDs  before 
with  all  reasonable  dispatcli  before  a  justice,  or  before  the  collector  or   aearch  may 
other  superior  officer  of  Customs,  who  shall,  if  he  see  no  reasonable  cause   Hv^^'Tif  ^ 
for  search,  discharge  such  pci*son  ;  but  if  otherwise,  direct  that  he  be   justice,  or 
searched,  and  if  a  female  she  shall  not  be  searched  by  any  other  than  a   officer  of  ens- 
female  ;  but  if  any  officer  shall  without  reasonable  ground  cause  any   toms,  &c 
person  to  be  searched,  such  officer  shall  forfeit  and  pay  a  sum  not  ex- 
ceeding ten  pounds.     If  any  passenger  or  other  person  on  board  any 

such  ship  or  boat,  or  who  may  have  landed  from  any  such  ship  or  boat, 
shall,  upon  being  questioned  by  any  officer  of  Customs  or  other  person 
duly  employed  for  the  prevention  of  smuggling  whether  he  has  any 
foreign  goods  upon  his  pei-son  or  in  his  possession  or  in  his  baggage, 
deny  the  same,  and  any  such  goods  shall  after  such  denial  be  discovered 
to  be  or  to  have  been  upon  his  person  or  in  his  possession  or  in  his 
baggage,  such  goods  shall  be  forfeited,  and  such  person  shall  forfeit  one 
hundred  pounds,  or  treble  the  value  of  such  goods,  at  the  election  of  the 
Commissioners  of  Customs. 
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18G.  Every  person  who  shall  import  or  bring,  or  be  concerned  in  im- 
porting or  bringing  into  the  United  Kingdom,  any  prohibited  goods  or  any 
goods  the  importation  of  which  is  restricted,  contrary  to  such  prohibi- 
tion or  restriction,  whether  the  same  be  unshipped  or  not ;  or  shall 
imship,  or  assist  or  be  otherwise  concerned  in  the  unshipping  of  any 
goods  which  arc  prohibited,  or  of  any  goods  which  are  restricted  and 
imported  contrary  to  such  restriction,  or  of  any  goods  liable  to  duty,  tlie 
duties  for  which  have  not  been  paid  or  secured ;  or  shall  deliver, 
remove,  or  witlidraw  from  any  sliip,  quay,  wharf,  or  other  place  previous 
to  the  examination  thereof  by  the  proper  oflficer  of  Cnstoms,  unless  under 
the  care  or  authority  of  such  officer,  any  goods  imported  into  the  United 
Kingdom,  or  any  goods  entered  to  be  warehoused  after  the  landing 
thereof,  so  that  no  sufficient  account  is  taken  thereof  by  the  proper 
officer,  or  so  that  the  same  are  not  duly  warehoused  ;  or  shall  carry  into 
the  warehouse  any  goods  entered  to  be  y^arehoused  or  to  be  re-warehoused, 
except  with  the  authority  or  under  the  care  of  the  proper  officer  of 
Customs,  and  in  such  manner,  by  snch  person,  within  such  time,  and 
by  such  roads  or  ways  as  such  officer  shall  direct ;  or  shall  assist 
or  be  otherwise  concerned  in  the  illegal  removal  or  withdrawal  of  any 
goods  from  any  warehouse  or  place  of  security  in  which  they  shall  have 
been  deposited  ;  or  shall  knowingly  harbour,  keep,  or  conceal,  or  know- 
ingly permit  or  suffer,  or  cause  or  procure  to  be  harboured,  kept,  or 
concealed,  any  prohibited,  restricted,  or  uncustomed  goods,  or  any  goods 
which  shall  have  been  illegally  removed  without  payment  of  duty  from 
any  warehouse  or  place  of  security  in  which  they  may  have  been  deposited  ; 
or  shall  knowingly  acquire  possession  of  any  such  goods ;  or  shall  be  in 
any  way  knowingly  concerned  in  carrying,  removing,  depositing,  conceal- 
ing, or  in  any  manner  dealing  with  any  such  goods  with  intent  to  de- 
fraud Her  Majesty  of  any  duties  due  thereon,  or  to  evade  any  prohibi- 
tion or  restriction  of  or  applicable  to  such  goods ;  or  shall  be  in  any 
way  knowingly  concerned  in  any  fraudulent  evasion  or  attempt  at  evasion 
of  any  duties  of  Customs,  or  of  the  law  and  restrictions  of  the  Customs 
relating  to  the  importation,  unshipping,  landing,  and  delivery  of  gixKis, 
or  otherwise  contrary  to  the  Customs  Acts  ;  shall  for  each  such  offence 
forfeit  either  treble  the  value  of  the  goods,  hicluding  the  duty  payable 
thereon,  or  one  hundred  pounds,  at  the  election  of  the  Commissioners  of 
Customs  ;  and  the  offender  may  either  be  detained  or  proceeded  against 
by  summons. 

187.  Eveiy  person  who  shall  rescue,  or  endeavour  to  rescue,  any  goods 
seized  by  any  officer  of  Customs  or  other  person  authorised  to  seize  the 
same,  or  before  or  after  the  seizure  shall  stave,  break, or  destroy,  or  endea- 
vour to  stave,  break,  or  destroy  any  goods,  to  prevent  the  seizure  or  the 
securing  thereof  by  such  officer  or  other  person  ;  or  shall  rescue  any 
person  apprehended  for  any  offence  punishable  by  fine  or  imprisonment 
under  the  Customs  Acts,  or  prevent  or  attempt  to  prevent  his  apprehen- 
sion ;  or  shall  assault  or  obstruct  any  officer  of  the  army,  navy,  marines, 
coastguard,  customs,  or  other  person  duly  employed  for  the  prevention 
of  smuggling,  in  the  execution  of  his  duty,  or  in  the  seizing  of  any 
goods  liable  to  forfeiture  under  the  Customs  Acts,  or  shall  aid,  abet,  or 
assist  in  committing  any  of  the  foregoing  oflfences,  shall  for  each  such. 
offence  forfeit  a  penalty  of  one  hundred  pounds. 

188.  All  persons  to  the  number  of  three  or  more  who  shall  assemble 
for  or  having  so  assembled  shall  unship,  land,  run,  carry,  convey,  or 
conceal  any  spirits,  tobacco,  or  prohibited,  restricted,  or  uncustomed 
goods,  shall  each  forfeit  a  penalty  not  exceeding  five  hundred  pounds  nor 
less  than  one  hundred  pounds. 

189.  Every  person  who  shall  by  any  means  procure  or  hire,  or  shall 
depute  or  authorise  any  other  person  to  procure  or  hire,  any  person  or 
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persons  to  assemble  for  the  purpose  of  being  concerned  in  the  lauding  or  to  assemble  to 
unshipping,  or  carrying,  convejiug,  or  concealing  any  goods  which  are  ^^  goods, 
prohibited  to  be  imported,  or  the  duties  for  which  have  not  been  paid  or  P®"?^  armed, 
secured,  shall  be  imprisoned  for  any  term  not  exceeding  twelve  months,  with^ds 
and  if  any   person  engaged  in  the   commission   of  any  of  the   above  within  fiv6 
offences  be  armed  with  fire-arms  or  other  offensive  weapons,  or  whether  ™»1<»  of  coast, 
so  armed  or  not  bo  disguised  in  any  way,  or  be  so  armed  or  disguised, 
shall  be  found  with  any  goods  liable  to  forfeiture  under  the  Customs  Acts, 
within  five  miles  of  the  seacoast  or  of  any  tidal  river,  shall  be  imprisoned 
with  or  without  hard  labour  for  any  term  not  exceeding  three  years. 

190.  No    person  shall,  after  sunset  or  before  sunrise,  between    the  Persons  sig- 
twenty-fii*st  day  of  September  and  the  first  day  of  April,  or  after  the  nailing  smug- 
horn'  of  eight  in  the  evening,  and  befuro  the  hour  of  six  in  the  morning,  ghng  vessels 
at  any  other  time  of  the  year,  make,  aid,  or  assist  in  making,  any  signal  tained  and 
in  or  on  board  or  from  any  ship  or  boat,  or  on  or  from  any  part  of  the  forfeit  100/. 
coast  or  shore  of  the  United  Kingdom,  or  within  six  miles  of  any  part  of  or  to  be  kept 
such  coast  or  shore,  for  the  purpose  of  giving  notice  to  any  person  on  to  l^ard  labour 
board  any  smuggling  ship  or  boat,  whetlier  any  person  so  on  board  of   ^^  °'*®  ^^^* 
such  ship  or  boat  be  or  not  within  distance  to  notice  any  such  sigm\l ; 
and  if  any  person,  contrary  to  the  Customs  Acts,  shall  make  or  cause  to 
be  made,  or  aid  or  assist  in  making  any  such  signal,  he  shall  be  guilty  of 
a  misdemeanor,  and  may  be  stopped,  an*ested,  detained,  and  conveyed 
before  any  justice,  who,  if  ho  see  cause,  shall  commit  the  offender  to  the 
next  county  gaol,  there  to  remain  until  delivered  by  due  course  of  law ; 
and  it  shall  not  be  necessary  to  prove  on  any  indictment  or  information 
iu  such  case  that  any  ship  or  boat  was  actually  on  the  coast ;  and  the 
offender  being  duly  convicted,  shall,  by  order  of  the  Court  before  whom 
he  shall  be  convicted,  either  forfeit  the  penalty  of  one  hundred  pounds, 
or,  at  the  discretion  of  such  Court,  be  committed  to  a  gaol  or  house  of 
correction,  there  to  be  kept  to  hai-d  labour  for  any  term  not  exceeding 
one  year. 

lyi.  If  any  person  be   charged  with  having   made  or   caused  to  be  Proof  of  a 
made,  or  for  aiding  or  assisting  in  making,  any  such  signal  as  aforesaid,  signal  not 
the  burden  of  proof  that  such  signal  so  charged  as  having  been  made   "®*"8^"t«°*  ^  » 
with  intent  and  for  the  purpose  of  giving  such  notice  as  aforesaid  was  not 
made  with  such  intent  and  for  such  purpose,  shall  be  upon  the  defendant 
against  whom  such  charge  is  made. 

192.  Any   person   whatsoever  may   prevent   any  signal  being  made  Any  person 
as  aforesaid,  and  may  go  upon  any  lands  for  that  purpose,  without  being  ^7  prevent 
liable  to  any  indictment,  suit,  or  action  for  the  same.  signals. 

193.  If  any  pereon    shdl  maliciously  shoot  at  any  vessel   or   boat  Persons 
belonging  to  Her  Majesty's  navy,  or  in  the  service  of  the  revenue,  or  shooting  at 
shall  mi\liciously  shoot  at,  maim,  or  wound  any  officer  of  the  army,  navy,  .    *f  belong- 

t/'if'    inff  to  navv  or 

marines,  or  coastguard,  being  duly  employed  in  the  prevention  of  smug-  avenue  ser- 
gling,  and  on  full  pay,  or  any  officer  of  customs  or  excise,  or  any  person  yioe  guilty  of 
acting  in  his  aid  or  assistance,  or  duly  employed  for  the  prevention  of  felony, 
smuggling,  in  the  execution  of  his  office  or  duty,  every  person  so  offend- 
ing, and  every  pcreon  aiding,  abetting,  or  assisting  therein,  shall,  upon 
conviction,  be  adjudged  guilty  of  felony,  and  shall  be  liable,  at  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  Court,  to  penal  servitude  for  any  term  not  less  than  five 
years,  or  to  be  imprisoned  for  any  term  not  exceeding  three  years, 

198.  Where  any  person,  being    part  of  the    crew  of    any    ship    in  Persons  in  Her 
Her  Majesty's  employment  or  service,  shall  have  been  detained  under  the  Majesty's  ser- 
Customs  Acts,  such  peraon,  upon  notice  thereof   to   the  commanding  J^^  detainetj, 
officer  of  the  ship,  shall  be  placed  in  security  by  such  commanding  officer  ^j,  j^^j^  ^^^^i 
on  board  such  ship  or  vessel,  until  required  to  be  brought  before  a  justice  warrant  pro- 
to  be  dealt  with  according  to  law,  for  which  purpose  such  commanding  cured, 
officer  shall  deliver  him  to  the  detaining  officer. 
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199.  If  any  person  liable  to  be  detained  under  the  Customs  Acts 
shall  not  be  detained  at  the  time  of  committing  the  offence,  or  being 
detained,  shall  escape,  he  may  afterwards  be  detained  at  any  place  in  the 
United  Kingdom  within  three  years  from  the  time  such  offence  was  com- 
mitted, and  if  detained,  may  be  taken  before  any  justice  to  be  dealt  with 
as  if  he  had  been  detained  at  the  time  of  committing  such  offence,  or  if 
not  so  detained,  may  be  proceeded  against  by  information  and  sum- 
mons. 

200.  If  any  person,  not  being  an  officer  of  the  navy,  customs,  or 
excise,  shall  intermeddle  with  or  take  up  any  spirits  being  in  casks  of  less 
content  than  twenty  gallons  found  floating  upon  or  sunk  in  the  sea,  such 
spirits  shall  be  forfeited,  together  with  any  vessel  or  boat  in  which  they 
may  be  found ;  but  if  any  pei-son  shall  give  information  to  any  such 
officer  so  that  seizure  of  such  spirits  may  be  made,  he  shall  be  entitled  to 
such  reward  as  the  Commissioners  of  Customs  may  direct. 

201.  If  any  peraon  shall  offer  for  sale  any  goods  under  pretence 
that  the  same  are  prohibited,  or  have  been  unshipped  and  run  ashore 
without  payment  of  duties,  all  such  goods  (although  not  liable  to  any 
duties  or  prohibited)  shall  be  forfeited,  and  every  person  so  offering  the 
same  for  sale  shall  forfeit  treble  the  value  of  such  goods. 

202.  All    ships,    boats,    carriages,    or    other    conveyances,    together 
with  all  horses  and  other  animals  and  things  made  use  of  in  the  importa- 
tion, landing,  removal,  or  conveyance  of  any  uncustomed,  prohibited, 
restricted,  or  other  goods  liable  to  forfeiture  under  the  Customs  Acts  shall 
be  forfeited,  and  all  ships,  boats,  goods,  carriages,  or  other  conveyances, 
together  with  all  horses  and  other  animals  and  things  liable  to  forfeiture, 
and  all  persons  liable  to  be  detained  for  any  offence  under  the  Customs 
Acts,  or  any  other  Act  whereby  officera  of  Customs  are  authorized  to 
seize  or  detain  persons,  goods,  or  other  things,  shall  or  may  be  seized  or 
detained  in  any  place  either  upon  land  or  water  by  any  of  the  following 
persons,  being  duly  employed  for  the  prevention  of  smuggling,  that  is  to 
say,  any  officer  of  Her  "Majesty's  ai-my,  navy,  marines,  coastguard,  cus- 
toms, or  excise,  or  by  any  pei-son  having  authority  from  the  Commis- 
sioners of  Customs  or  Inland  Revenue  to  seize,  or  by  any  constable  or 
police  officer  of  any  county,  city,  or  borough  in  the  United  Kingdom  so 
employed  with    the    sanction    of  the  magistrates  having  jurisdiction 
therein,  or  under  or  by  vu'tue  of  any  Act  in  relation  thereto,  and  all 
ships,  boats,  goods,  carriages,  or  other  conveyances,  together  with  all 
horses  and  other  animals  and  things  so  seized,  shall  forthwith  be  deli- 
vered into  the  care  of  the  collector  or  other  proper  officer  of  customs  at 
the  nearest  custom-house ;  and  the  forfeiture  of  any  ship,  boat,  carriage, 
animal,  or  other  things  shall  be  deemed  to  include  the  tackel,  apparel, 
and  furniture  thereof,  and  the  forfeiture  of  any  goods  shall  be  deemed  to 
include  the  package  in  which  the  same  are  found,  and  all  the  contents 
thereof. 

203.  Any  officer  of  customs,  excise,  coastguard,  constabulary,  police, 
or  other  person  duly  employed  for  the  prevention  of  smuggling,  may, 
upon  reasonable  suspicion  or  probable  cause,  stop  and  examine  any  cart, 
carte  *&r^  and  waggon  or  other  conveyance,  to  ascertain  whether  any  smuggled  goods 
search  for  a^©  contained  therein  ;  and  if  none  shall  be  found,  the  officer  or  other 

gooLls.  person  shall  not,  on  account  of   such  stoppage  and    examination,   be 

liable  to  any  prosecution  or  action  at  law  on  account  thereof,  and  any 
person  driving  or  conducting  such  cart,  waggon,  or  other  conveyance, 
refusing  to  stop  or  allow  such  examination  when  required  in  the  Queen's 
name,  shall  forfeit  not  less  than  twenty  nor  more  than  one  hundred 
pounds. 
Officers  autLor-  204.  All  writs  of  assistance  issued  from  the  Court  of  Exchequer  or 
ised  by  writ  of  other  proper  Court  shall  continue  in  force  during  the  reign  for  which 


Officers  of 
customs  may, 
on  probable 
cause,  stop 
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they  were  granted,  and  for  six  months  afterwai-ds ;  and  any  officer  of  awistanc:  or 

Customs  or  person  acting  under  the  direction  of  the  Commissioners  of  warrant  may 

Customs,  havins:  such  writ  of  assistance  or  any  warrant  issued  by  a  ^^^'^  houses 

lor  uncus* 

justice  of  the  peace  may,  in  the  day  time,  enter  into  and  search  any  tomed  or  pro- 
house,  shop,  cellar,  warehouse,  room,  or  other  place,  and  in  case  of  resist-  bibited  goods. 
ance,  break  open  doors,  chests,  trunks,  and  other  packages,  and  seize 
mid  bring  away  any  uncustomed  or  prohibited  goods,  and  put  and  secure 
the  same  in  the  Queen's  warehouse,  and  may  take  witli  him  any  con- 
stable or  police  officer,  who  may  act  as  well  without  as  within  the  limits 
of  the  district  or  place  for  which  he  shall  have  been  sworn  or  appointed. 

205.  If  any  officer  of  customs  shall  have  reasonable  cause  to  suspect  Officers  may 
that  any  uncustomed  or  prohibited  goods  are  harboured,  kept,  or  con-  search  pre- 
coaled  in  any  house  or  other  place  either  in  the  United  Kingdom  or  the   ""'"f^  ^^  ^J^' 
Channel  Islands,  and  it  shall  be  made  to  appear  by  information  on  oath  on"r^sonable 
before  any  justice  of  the  peace  in  the  United  Kingdom  or  the  Channel  cause  shown. 
Islands,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  such  justice,  by  special  warrant  under  his 

hand,  to  authorize  such  officer  to  enter  and  search  such  house  or  other 
place,  and  to  seize  and  carry  away  any  such  uncustomed  or  prohibited 
goods  as  may  be  foimd  therein ;  and  it  shall  be  lawful  for  such  officer, 
and  he  is  hereby  authorized,  in  case  of  resistance,  to  break  open  any 
door,  and  to  force  and  remove  any  other  impediment  or  obstruction  to 
such  entry,  search,  or  seizure  as  aforesaid ;  and  such  officer  niay,  if  he 
see  fit,  avail  himself  of  the  service  of  any  constable  or  police  officer  to 
aid  and  assist  in  the  execution  of  such  warrant,  and  any  constable  or 
other  police  officer  is  hereby  required  when  so  called  upon,  to  aid  and 
assist  accordingly. 

206.  If  any  such  goods  liable  to  duties  of  customs,  or  prohibited  to  be  Goods  stopped 
imported,  or  in  any  way  restricted,  shall  be  stopped  or  taken  by  any  police  ^  justice  may 
officer  on  suspicion  that  the  same  had  been  feloniously  stolen,  he  may  triiS^of^Dereon 
carry  the  same  to  the  police  office  to  which  the  offender  if  detained  is  charged  with 
taken,  there  to  remain  until,  and  in  order  to  be  produced  at  the  trial  stealing 

of  such  offender,  and  in  such  case  the  officer  is  required  to  give  notice  them, 
in  writing  to  the  Commissionera  of  Customs  of  such  stoppage  or  de- 
tention, with  the  particulars  of  the  goods  ;  but  immediately  after  such 
stoppage,  if  the  offender  be  not  detained,  or  if  detained  immediately 
after  the  trial  of  such  offender,  such  officer  shall  convey  to  and  deposit 
the  goods  in  the  nearest  customs  warehouse,  to  be  proceeded  against 
according  to  law ;  and  if  any  police  officer  so  detaining  any  such  goods 
shall  neglect  to  convey  the  same  to  such  warehouse,  or  to  give  th^ 
notice  hereinbefore  prescribed,  he  shall  forfeit  a  sum  not  exceeding 
twenty  pounds. 

207.  Whenever  any  seizure  shall  be  made,  unless  in  the  possession  or  Notice  to  be 
in  the  presence  of  the  offender,  master,  or  owner,  as  forfeited  under  the  Ki^en  by  scii- 
Customs  Acts  or  under  any  Act  by  which  customs  officers  are  emix>wered  ^"^'  officer  to 
to  make  seizures,  the  seizing  officer  shall  give  notice  in  writing  of  such   oJ^^o'^j*  ^  l^ 
seizure  and  of  the  grounds  thereof  to  the  master  or  owner  of  the  things  and  seissure ' 
seized,  if  known,  cither  by  delivering  the  same  to  him  personally  or  by  may  ba  claimed 
letter  addressed  to  him  and  transmitted  by  post  to  or  delivered  at  his  ^it^"»»  on® 
last  known  place  of  abode  or  business,  if  known  ;  and  all  seizures  made  pe^^gJaijU 
under  the  Customs  Acts,  or  under  any  Act  by  which  customs  officers  goods,  .ic, 
are  empowered  to  make  seizures,  shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  con-   may  be  sold, 
demned,  and  may  be  sold  or  otherwise  disposed  of  in  such  manner  as  the 
Commissioners  of  Customs  may  direct,  unless  the  person  from  whom  such 

seizure  shall  have  been  made,  or  the  master  or  owner  thereof,  or  some 
person  authorized  by  him,  shall,  within  one  calendar  month  from  the 
day  of  seizure,  give  notice  in  writing,  if  in  London,  to  the  person  seizing 
the  same,  or  to  the  secretary  or  solicitor  for  the  Customs,  and  if  else- 
where, to  the  person  seizing  the  same,  or  to  the  collector  or  other  chief 
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officer  of  CustomB  at  the  nearest  port,  that  he  claims  the  things  so  seized 
or  intends  to  claim  them,  whereupon  proceedings  shall  be  taJcen  for  the 
forfeiture  or  condemnation  thereof  either  by  infoiTnation  filed  in  the 
Exchequer  Division  of  the  High  Court  of  Justice  in  England  on  the 
Eevenue  side,  or  exhibited  before  any  justice  of  the  peace  ;  but  if  any 
things  so  seized  shall  be  of  a  perishable  nature,  or  consist  of  horses  or 
other  animals,  the  same  may  by  direction  of  the  Commissioners  of  Cus- 
toms be  sold,  and  the  proceeds  thereof  retained  to  abide  the  result  of  any 
claim  that  may  legally  be  made  in  respect  thereof. 
Disposal  of  208.  All  seizures  whatsoever  which  shall  have  been  made  and  cou- 

seiiures.  demned  under  the  Customs  Acts  or  any  other  Act  by  which  seizures  are 

authorised  to  be  made  by  officers  of  customs  shall  be  disposed  of  in  such 
manner  as  the  Commissioners  of  Customs  may  direct 
Seixures  may  209.  When  any  seizure  shall  have  been  made,  or  any  fine  or  penalty 

be  restored  and  incurred  or  inflicted,  or  any  person  committed  to  prison  for  any  offence 
punishment  under  the  Customs  Acts,  the  Commissioners  of  the  Treasury  or  Customs 
mitigated.  ^^^y  ^[j^q^  the  restoration  of  such  seizure,  whether  condemnation  shall 

have  taken  place  or  not,  or  waive  proceedings,  or  mitigate,  or  remit  such 
fine  or  penalty,  or  release  from  confinement  either  before  or  after  convic- 
tion such  peraon  on  any  terms  and  conditions  as  they  shall  see  fit. 
Offences  on  the       ^^^'  Where  any  offence  shall  be  committed  in  any  place  upon  the 
water  and  water  not  being  within  any  county  of  the  United  Kingdom,  or  where  the 

jurisdiction.  officers  have  any  doubt  whether  such  place  is  within  the  boundaries  or 
limits  of  any  such  county,  such  offence  shall  for  the  purposes  of  the  Cus- 
toms Act  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  an  offence  committed  on  the  high 
seas ;  and  for  the  pui-pose  of  giving  jurisdiction  under  such  Acts,  every 
offence  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  committed,  and  every  cause  of  com- 
plaint to  have  arisen,  either  in  the  place  in  which  the  same  actually  was 
committed  or  arose,  or  in  any  place  on  land  where  the  offender  or  person 
complained  against  may  be  or  be  brought. 
Tersons  pre-  237.  When  any  verdict  shall  pass  or  conviction  be  had  against  any 

Tjouely  con-  person  for  any  offence  against  the  Customs  Acts,  and  he  shall  have  been 
victed  may,  on  adjudged  to  pay  a  penalty  exceeding  one  hundred  pounds,  the  presiding 
verdict,  be  im-  jyjg^  q^  justice  may,  if  for  a  first  offence,  commit  the  offender  to  prison 
Hoiwe^of  Cor-  for  ^oi  less  than  six  nor  more  than  nine  months,  and  if  for  a  subsequent 
rectiou.  offence,  may  order  that  the  offender  shall,  in  lieu  of  payment  of  the 

penalty,  be  imprisoned  in  gaol,  or  house  of  con'ection,  with  or  without 
hard  labour,  for  a  period  of  not  less  than  six  nor  more  than  twelve 
months,  and  the  governor  or  keeper  of  such  gaol  or  house  of  correction 
is  hereby  required  to  receive  any  person  committed  under  such  order. 

As  to  Prosecutions  by  Indictment  or  Information* 

In  whose  255.  All  indictments  or  suits  for  any   offences  or  the  recovery  of 

names  indict-  any  penalties  or  forfeitures  under  the  Customs  Acts  shall,  except  in  the 
ment3  or  suits  cases  where  summary  jurisdiction  is  given  to  justices,  be  preferred  or 
f*  ^^^^  commenced  in  the  name  of  Her  Majesty's  Attorney-General  for  England 

or  Ireland,  or  of  the  Lord  Advocate  of  Scotland,  or  of  some  officer  of 
Customs  or  Inland  Revenue. 
The  Attorney-  256.  In  any  prosecution  for  recovery  of  any  fine,  penalty,  or  forfeiture 
General  or  incurred  under  the  Customs  Acts,  Her  Majesty's  Attorney-General  for 
Lord  Advocate  gugiaud,  Her  Majesty's  Attorney-General  for  Ireland,  or  the  Lord 
"<3J/wwo«i.    Advocate  of  Scotland,  if  satisfied  that  such  fine,  penalty,  or  forfeiture 

was  incuiTcd  without  any  intention  of  fraud,  or  that  it  may  be  inex- 
pedient to  proceed  in  the  said  prosecution,  may  enter  a  nolle  prosequi  or 
otherwise  on  such  hiformation. 
Suits  &c.,  to  257.  All  suits,  indictments,  or  informations  brought  or  exhibited  for 

be  exhibited       any  offence  against  the  Customs  Acts  in  any  court  or  before  any  justice, 
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shall  be  brought  or  exhibited  within  three  years  next  after  the  date  of  within  three 

the  offence  committed.  ye^"- 

258.  Any  indictment,  prosecution^  or  information  which  may  be  insti-  Indictments  or 
tuted  or  brought  under  the  direction  of  tlie  Commissioners  of  Customs  informations 
for  offences  against  the  Customs  Acts  shall  and  maybe  inquired  of,  ™ay Retried 
examined,  tried,  and  determined  in  any  county  of  England  when  the  j^  England*  ^ 
offence  is  committed  in  England,  and  in  any  county  of  Scotland  when  Scotland,  or 
the  offence  is  committed  in  Scotland,  and  in  any  county  in  Ireland  when  Ii-eland,  re- 
the  offence  is  committed  in  Ireland,  in  such  manner  and  form  as  if  the  sjectively. 
offence  had  been  committed  in  the  said  county  where  the  said  indict- 
ment or  information  shall  be  tried. 

As  to  Pivofs  in  Proceedings. 

259.  If  in  any  prosecution  in  respect  of  any  goods  seized  for  non-  Defendant's 
payment  of  duties,  or  any  other  cause  of  forfeiture,  or  for  the  recovering  PJ".^^  "'  smug- 
any  penalty  or  penalties  under  the  Customs  Acts,  any  disputes  shall  arise  ^  ^^  "^*' 
whether  the  duties  of  Customs  have  been  paid  in  respect  of  such  goods, 

or  whether  the  same  have  been  lawfully  imported  or  lawfully  unshipped, 
or  concerning  the  place  from  whence  such  goods  were  brought,  then  and 
in  every  such  case  the  proof  thereof  shall  be  on  the  defendant  in  such 
prosecution,  and  where  any  such  proceedings  are  had  in  the  Exchequer 
bivision  of  the  High  Court  of  Justice  on  the  Revenue  side,  the  defendant 
shall  be  competent  and  compellable  to  give  evidence. 

260.  The  averment  that  the  Commissioners  of  Customs  or  Inland   Arerments  in 
Ilevenue  have  directed  or  elected  that  any  information  or  proceeding   smuggling 
under  the  Customs  Acts  shall  be  instituted,  or  that  any  ship  or  boat  is   *^^*®*' 
foreign  or  belonging  wholly  or  in  part  to  Her  Majesty's  subjects,  or  that 

any  person  detained  or  found  on  board  any  ship  or  boat  liable  to  seizure 
is  or  is  not  a  subject  of  Her  Majesty,  or  that  any  goods  thrown  overboard, 
staved  or  destroyed,  were  so  thrown  overboard,  staved  or  destroyed 
to  prevent  seizure,  or  that  any  goods  thrown  overboard,  staved  or  de- 
stroyed during  chase  by  any  ship  or  boat  in  Her  Majesty's  service,  or  in 
the  service  of  the  Revenue,  were  so  thrown  overboard,  staved  or  destroyed 
to  avoid  seizure,  or  that  any  person  is  an  officer  of  customs  or  excise, 
or  that  any  person  was  employed  for  the  prevention  of  smuggling,  or 
that  the  offence  was  committed  within  the  limits  of  any  port,  or  where 
the  offence  is  committed  in  any  poit  of  the  United  Kingdom,  the  naming 
of  such  port  in  any  information  or  proceedings  shall  be  deemed  to  be 
sufficient,  unless  the  defendant  in  any  such  case  shall  prove  to  the 
contimy, 

20 1.  If,  upon  any  trial,  a  question  shall  arise  whether  any  person  is  an   Evidence  that 
officer  of  the  army,  navy,  marines,  or  coastguard,  duly  employed  for  the   party  is  an 
])revention  of  smuggling,  or  an  officer  of  customs  or  excise,  his  own  evi-  officer,  compo- 
dence  thereof,  or  other  evidence  of  his  having  acted  as  such,  shall  be  **"*^^  °^  ^*^^" 
deemed  sufficient,  without  production  of  his  commission  or  deputation  ; 

and  every  such  officer,  and  any  pei-son  acting  in  his  aid  or  assistance,  shall 
be  deemed  a  competent  witness  upon  the  trial  of  any  suit  or  information 
on  account  of  any  seizure  or  penalty  as  aforesaid,  notwithstanding  such 
officer  or  other  person  may  be  entitled  to  the  whole  or  any  part  of  such 
seizure  or  penalty,  or  to  any  reward  upon  the  conviction  of  the  party 
charged  in  such  suit  or  information. 

202.  Upon  the  trial  of  any  issue,  or  upon  any  judicial  hearing  or  in-  What  shall  be 
vestigation  touching  any  seizure,  penalty,  or  forfeiture,  or  other  proceed-  evidence  of 
ing  under  the  Customs  Acts,  or  any  Act  relating  to  the  excise,  or  incident  ^^  °' 
thereto,  where  it  may  be  necessary  to  give  proof  of  any  order  issued  by  CommSiionere 
the  Commissioners  of  the  Treasury,  or  by  the  Commissioners  of  Customs,   of  Customs,  or 
or  Inland  Revenue  respectively,  the  order,  or  any  letter  or  instructions  Inland 
referring  thereto,  which  shall  have  been  officially  received  by  any  officer  ^^'®'*'*«' 
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of  customs  or  excise  for  his  government,  and  under  which  he  shall  have 
acted  as  such  officer,  shall  be  admitted  and  taken  as  sufficient  evidenco 
and  proof  of  such  order. 

263.  Condemnation  by  any  justice  under  the  Customs  laws  may  be 
proved  in  any  court  of  justice,  or  before  any  competent  tribunal,  by  the 
production  of  a  certificate  of  such  condemnation  purporting  to  be  signed 
by  such  justice,  or  an  examined  copy  of  the  record  of  such  condemnation 
certified  by  the  clerk  to  such  justice. 

3fi8:ellaneou8  Matters  as  to  tlie  Interpretation  of  Terms  used  in  t\is  Act. 

284.  For  the  purposes  of  this  or  any  other  Act  relating  to  the  Customs 
and  in  construing  the  same,  the  following  terms,  wlien  not  inconsistent 
with  the  context  or  subject  matter,  shall  have  the  several  meanuigs,  and 
include  the  sevenal  matters  aud  things  hereinafter  prescribed  and  as- 
signed to  them  ;  that  is  to  say  : 

*  Attorney-General '  shall  include  solicitor-general,  attorney-general  in 
tiie  Isle  of  Man,  procureur,  or  other  chief  law  officer  of  the  Crown,  in  any 
of  Her  Majesty's  possessions  abroad,  where  there  is  no  attorney- general. 

'  British  possession '  shall  mean  and  include  colony,  plantation,  island, 
territory,  or  settlement  belonging  to  Her  Majesty. 

'  Channel  Islands '  shall  mean  the  islands  of  Guernsey,  Jersey,  Alder- 
uey,  and  Sark,  and  their  respective  dependencies. 

*  Commissioners  of  the  Treasury '  shall  mean  the  Lords  Commissioners 
of  Her  Majesty's  Treasuiy. 

*  County  *  shall  mean  and  include  any  city,  county  of  a  city,  county  of 
a  town,  borough,  or  other  magisterial  jurisdiction  where  such  construc- 
tion is  not  inconsistent  with  the  context. 

'  Customs  Acts  *  shall  mean  and  include  this  and  all  or  any  other  Acts 
or  Act  relating  to  the  Customs. 

*  Exporter  of  goods  for  which  no  bond  is  required '  shall  include  and 
apply  to  the  person  subscribing  the  declaration  required  at  the  foot  of 
the  specification  forms  No.  8  and  No.  9,  or  manifest  in  lieu  thereof,  as 
the  case  may  be. 

*  Drawback '  shall  include  bounty. 

*  Gaoler '  shall  mean  and  include  any  governor  or  keeper  of  Her 
Majesty's  prisons. 

'  Her  Majesty '  shall  mean  Her  Majesty,  her  heirs  and  successors. 

*  Importer'  shall  mean,  include,  and  apply  to  any  owner  or  other  per- 
son for  tlie  time  being  possessed  of  or  beneficially  interested  in  any  goods 
at  and  from  the  time  of  the  importation  thereof,  mitil  the  same  are  duly 
delivered  out  of  the  charge  of  the  officers  of  (Customs. 

'  Justice '  shall  mean  and  include  justice  of  the  peace,  county  ooui-t 
judge,  recorder,  sheriff  depute,  governor,  deputy  governor,  lieutenant- 
governor,  bailiff,  chief  magistrate,  deemster,  jurat,  and  any  other  magis- 
trate in  the  United  Kingdom  and  the  Channel  Islands. 

'  Master '  shall  mean  the  person  having  or  taking  the  charge  or  com- 
mand of  any  ship. 

'  Official  import  lists  aud  official  export  lists '  shall  mean  any  lists  which 
are  now  or  shall  from  time  to  time  be  issued  under  the  authority  of  the 
Commissioners  of  the  Treasury  or  Customs,  prescribing  the  denominations, 
descriptions,  and  quantity  by  tale,  weight,  measure,  value,  or  otherwise, 
by  which  articles  of  merchandise  shall  be  required  to  be  entered  on  their 
importation  into  or  exportation  from  the  United  Kingdom. 

*  Proper  officer  of  Inland  Revenue,'  in  the  fourth  section  of  the  Act  of 
the  thirtynseventh  and  thirty-eighth  years  of  Her  Majesty's  reign,  shall 
mean  '  proper  officer  of  customs.' 

'  Queen's  warehouse '  shall  mean  any  place  provided  by  the  Crown  or 
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approved  by  the  Commissiioners  of  Customs  for  the  deposit  of  goods  for 
security  thereof  and  of  the  duties  due  thereon. 

*  Warehouse '  shall  mean  any  place  in  which  goods  entered  to  be  ware- 
housed may  be  lodged,  kept,  and  secured. 

288.  The  several  Acts  and  parts  of  Acts  set  forth  in  Schedule  (A.)  to 
this  Act  annexed  are  hereby  rej  culed,  to  the  extent  to  which  such  Acts 
or  parts   of  Acts   are   by  such   Schedule   expressed    to    be    repealed, 
except    as    to    any    thing    done    before    the   commencement   of    this 
Act,  and  except   so  far  as  i-elat«s  to  any  an*ears  of  duty  or  to   any 
drawback   which   shall   have   become   due   or  payable,  and   except   so 
far  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  supporting  or  continuing 
any  proceeding  heretofore  taken  or  to  be  taken  after  the  commence- 
ment of  this  Act,  and  except  as  to  the  recoveiy  or  application  of  any 
penalty  for  any  offence   which    shall   have    been    committed,  or  any 
forfeiture  which   shall   have  been   incurred  before   the  commencement 
of  this  Act;   and   all   ordei-s   made   by  Her   Majesty  in    Council,   all 
bonds  taken  or  licences  granted,  and  all  things  done  under  the  autho- 
rity or  in  pursuance  of  any  of  the  Acts  hereby  repealed,  shall  nevertheless 
be  valid  and  effectual ;  and  all  commissions,  deputations,  and  appoint- 
ments granted  to  any  officer  of  customs  in  force  at  the  commencement  of 
this  Act  shall  continue  in  force  as  if  the  same  had  been  granted  under 
the  authority  of  this  Act ;  and  all  bonds  or  other  securities  which  shall 
have  been  given  by  or  for  such  officers  and  their  respective  sureties  for 
good   conduct   or  otherwise  shall  remain   in  force ;  and  all  warrants, 
licences,  orders,  and  regulations  made  by  the  Commissioners  of  the  Trea- 
sury or  the  Customs  under  any  Act  or  Acts  relating  to  the  Customs  now 
repealed,  shall  remain  in  force  until  altered,  revoked,  or  rescinded,  or 
others  made  by  them  in  lieu  thereof ;  and  all  Acts  done  in  pursuance  of 
any  such  orders  and  regulations  shall  be  and  are  hereby  declared  to  be 
valid ;  and  all  ports,  inland  bonding  places,  havens,  creeks,  and  boarding 
stations,  legal  quays,  sufferance  wharves  and  warehouses  appointed  or 
approved  under  any  of  the  Acts  hereby  repealed,  shall  continue  until  the 
appointment  or  approval  thereof  shall  be  annulled,  varied,  or  altered  by 
the  said  Commissioners. 

290.  This  Act  shall  come  into  opemtion  on  the  day  of  the  passing  of 
this  Act,  and  in  citing  it  in  other  Acts  of  Parliament  and  in  legal  instru- 
ments it  shall  be  sufficient  to  use  the  expression  **  The  Customs  Consoli- 
dation Act,  1876." 

SCHEDULE  (A)  OF  ACTS  TO  BE  REPEALED. 


Acts  set  forth 
in  schedule  (A) 
repealed. 
Orders,  &c., 
under  Acts  re- 
pealed to  be 
vdMd.     Com- 
missions, depu- 
tations, bonds, 
kc.f  to  remain 
in  force. 
Warrants, 
orders,  and 
regulations  to 
remain  in 
force.     Ports, 
bonding  places, 
havens,  creeks, 
&c.,  to  con- 
tinue. 


Commence- 
ment of  Act, 


Schedule. 


Date  of  Act. 


Title  of  Act. 


8  &  9  Vict  c.  85. 


16  &  17  Vict,  c  107. 


An  Act  for  the  Management  of 
the  Ciistoins. 

An  Act  to  amend  and  consoli- 
date the  laws  relating  to 
the  Customs  of  the  United 
Kingdom  and  of  the  Isle  of 
Man,  and  certain  laws  re- 
lating to  Trade  and  Naviga- 
tion and  the  British  posses- 
sions. 


Extent  of  Repeal. 


Sections  2  &  8. 


The  whole  Act,  except  sec- 
tions 114,  115,  and  116, 
relating  to  cards  ;  sec- 
tions 165, 166,  181,182, 
183,  185,  187,  and  188, 
80  far  as  they  relate  to 
those  of  Her  Majesty's 
possessions  abroad  in 
which  other  provisions 
have  not  been  substi- 
tuted by  Local  Act  or 
Ordinance  with  the 
sanction  of  Her  Ma- 
jesty ;  sections  324  to 
327,  both  inclusive,  and 
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Date  of  Act. 


18  k  19  Vict.  c.  96. 

18  k  19  Vict,  c  97. 

19  &  20  Vict  c.  75. 

20  Vict.  c.  15. 

20  k  21  Vict.  c.  61. 

20  k  21  Vict,  c.  62. 

21  Vict  c.  12. 

22  &  23  Vict  c.  37, 

23  Vict  c.  22. 

23  k  2i  Vict  c.  36. 

24  Vict.  c.  20. 

25  Vict,  c,  22. 

26  Vict  c  22. 

27  Vict  c.  18. 

28  Vict.  c.  30. 

28  &  29  Vict  c.  95. 

30  Vict  c.  10. 
30  Vict  c.  28. 

30  k  31  Vict  c.  82. 

31  Vict.  c.  28. 


Title  of  Act 


The     Supplemental    Customs 
Consolidation  Act 

The  Customs  Tariff  Act,  1855. 

The  Customs  Laws  and  Duties 
Amendment  Act,  1856. 

The  Customs  Duties  Amend- 
ment Act,  1857. 

The  Customs  and  Excise  Duties 
Act,  1857. 

The  Customs  Amendment  Act, 
1857. 

The  Customs  Duties  Act,  1858. 

The  Customs  Amendment  Act, 
1859. 

The  Customs    Tariff   Amend- 
ment Act,  1860. 

The  Customs  Inland  Bonding 
Act,  1860. 

The  Customs  and  Inland  Re- 
venue Act,  1861. 

The  Customs  and  Inland  Re- 
venue Act,  1862. 

The  Customs  and  Inland  Re- 
venue Act,  1863. 

The  Customs  and  Inland  Re- 
venue Act,  1864. 

The  Customs  and  Inland  Re- 
venue Act,  1865. 

The  Sugar  Duties  and  Draw- 
backs Act,  1865. 

The  Sugar  Duties  Act,  1867. 

The  Customs  and  Inland  Re- 
venue Act,  1867. 

The  Customs  Amendment  Act, 
1867. 

The  Customs  and  Income  Tax 
Act,  1868. 


Extent  of  Repeal 


329  to  331,  both  inclu- 
sive, relating  to  reci- 
procity in  commerce  ; 
and  sections  332,  333, 
and  335  to  341,  both 
inclusive,  and  also  343, 
344,  and  345,  relating 
to  the  acquisition  and 
disposal  of  lands. 

The  whole  Act. 


The  whole  Act. 

The  whole  Act  except  sec- 
tion 6. 

The  whole  Act. 


The  whole  Act. 


The  whole  Act. 


The  whole  Act 
The  whole  Act. 


The  whole  Act 


The  whole  Act 


So  much  as  relates  to  Cus- 
toms. 

So  much  as  relates  to  Cus- 
toms. 

So  much  as  relates  to  Cus- 
toms. 

So  much  as  relates  to  Cus- 
toms. 

So  much  as  relates  to  Cus- 
toms. 

The  whole  Act 


The  whole  Act 

So  much  as  relates  to  Cus- 
toms. 

The  whole  Act. 


So  much  as  relates  to  Cus- 
toms. 


39  &  40  Vict.  c.  48. 
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Date  of  Act. 


32  &  83  Vict.  c.  H. 

33  Vict.  c.  12. 

33  &  34  Vict.  c.  32. 

34  Vict.  c.  21. 

36  Vict.  c.  29. 

37  &  88  Vict.  c.  16. 


Title  of  Act. 


The  Customs  and  Inland  Re- 
venue Duties  Act,  1869. 

The  Customs  (Isle  of  Man)  Act, 
1870. 

The  Customs  and  Inland  He- 
venue  Act,  1870. 

The  Customs  and  Income  Tax 
Act,  1871. 

The  Customs  Sugar  Duties  (Isle 
of  Man)  Act,  1873. 

The  Customs  and  Inland  Re- 
venue Act,  1874. 


Extent  of  Repeal. 


So  much  as  relates  to  Cus- 
toms. 

The  whole  Act 


So  much  as  relates  to  Ciis- 
toms. 

So  much  as  relates  to  Cus- 
toms. 

The  whole  Act 


So  much  as  relates  to  Cus- 
toms. 


Societies  Act, 
1876. 


39  &  40  ViCT.  c.  45. 

An  Act  to  Consolidate  and  Amend  tlie  Laws  relating  to  Industrial  and 

Provident  Societies, 

[Wth  August,  1876.] 

Whereas  it  is  expedient  to  consolidate  and  amend  the  law  relating  to  industrial  and 
Industrial  and  Provident  Societies,  and  to  assimilate  the  same  in  cer-   Provident 
tain  respects  to  the  law  relating  to  Friendly  Societies. 

Be  it  enacted  by,  <ko.,  as  follows  : — 

1.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  "  The  Industrial  and  Provident  Societies 
Act,  1876.'' 

2.  This  Act  shall  extend  to  Great  Britain  and  Ireland  and  the  Channel 
Islands. 

11.  Registered   societies   shall   be   entitled   to   the   following   privi- 
leges : — 

(1.)  The  registration  of  a  society  shall  render  it  a  body  corporate  by 
the  name  described  in  the  acknowledgment  of  registry  by  which 
it  may  sue  and  be  sued,  with  perpetual  succession  and  a  common 
seal,  and  with  limited  liability ;  and  shall  vest  in  the  society  all 
property  for  the  time  being  vested  in  any  person  in  trust  for 
the  society ;  and  all  legal  proceedings  pending  by  or  against  the 
trustees  of  any  such  society  may  be  prosecuted  by  or  against 
the  society  in  its  registered  name  without  abatement. 
24.  Every  instrument  or  document,  copy,  or  extract  of  an  instrument 
or  document,  bearing  the  seal  or  stamp  of  the  central  office,  shall  be  re- 
ceived in  evidence  without  further  proof ;  and  every  document  purporting 
to  be  signed  by  the  chief  or  any  assistant  registrar,  or  any  inspector  or 
public  auditor  under  this  Act,  shall,  in  the  absence  of  any  evidence  to 
the  contrary,  be  received  in  evidence  without  proof  of  the  signature. 


39  &  40  Vict.  c.  48. 

An  Act  to  Amend  the  Law  toith  reference  tx>  Bankers  Books  Evidence, 

[llth  August,  187 6.] 

Whereas  serious  inconvenience  has  been  occasioned  to  bankers  and 
also  to  the  public  by  reason  of  the  ledgers  and  other  account  books  having 
been  removed  from  the  banks  for  the  purpose  of  being  produced  in  legal 
proceedings. 
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Power  under 
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books  and  take 
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Bank  not  com> 
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And  whereas  it  is  expedient  to  facilitate  the  proof  of  the  transactious 
recorded  iu  such  ledgers  and  account  books  : 
Bo  it  therefore  enacted,  etc.,  as  follows : — 

1.  This  Act  may  be  cited  for  all  purposes  as  "  The  Bankers  Books  Evi- 
dence Act,  1876." 

2.  The  word  *  bank '  in  this  Act  shall  mean  any  person  or  persons, 
])artner8hip  or  company,  can-ying  on  the  business  of  bankers,  and  who  at 
the  commencement  of  each  year  shall  have  made  their  return  to  the 
Commissioners  of  Inland  Revenue,  and  any  savings'  bank  certified  under 
the  Act  of  1863. 

The  words  *  legal  proceedings '  in  this  Act  shall  include  all  proceedings, 
whether  preliminary  or  final,  in  courts  of  justice,  both  criminal  and  civil, 
legal  and  equitable,  and  shall  include  all  proceedings,  whether  prelinii< 
nnry  or  final,  by  way  of  arbitration,  examination  of  witnesses,  assessment 
of  damages,  compensation,  or  otherwise,  in  which  there  is  power  to  ad- 
minister an  oath. 

The  words  'the  court '  iu  this  Act  shall  mean  the  court,  judge,  magis- 
trate, sheriff,  arbitrator,  or  other  person  authorized  to  preside  over  the 
said  legal  proceedings  for  the  time  being,  and  shall  include  all  persons, 
judges,  or  officera  having  jurisdiction  and  authorized  to  preside  over  or  to 
exercise  judicial  control  over  the  said  legal  proceedings  or  the  procedure 
or  any  steps  therein. 

The  words  *  a  judge  of  one  of  the  superior  courts '  shall  mean  respec- 
tively a  judge  of  Her  Majesty's  High  Court  of  Justice  in  so  far  as  this  Act 
applies  to  England  and  Wales,  a  lord  ordinary  of  the  outer  house  of  the 
Court  of  Session  in  Scotland  in  so  far  as  it  applies  to  Scotland,  and  a 
judge  of  one  of  the  superior  courts  at  Dublin  in  so  far  as  it  applies  to 
Ireland. 

Sects,  3,  4,  and  5.     See  vol.  3,  pp.  438,  439. 

6.  On  the  application  of  any  party  to  any  legal  proceedings  who  has 
received  such  notice,  a  judge  of  one  of  the  superior  courts  may  order  that 
such  party  be  at  liberty  to  inspect  and  to  take  copies  of  any  entry  or 
entries  in  the  ledger,  day  books,  cash  books,  or  other  account  books  of 
any  such  bank  relating  to  the  matters  in  question  in  such  legal  proceed- 
ings, and  such  orders  may  be  made  by  such  judge  at  his  discretion  either 
with  or  without  summoning  before  him  such  bank  or  the  other  party  or 
parties  to  such  legal  proceedings,  and  shall  be  intimated  to  such  bank  at 
least  three  days  before  such  copies  are  required. 

Sect.  7.  See  vol.  3,  p.  439. 

8.  No  bank  shall  be  compellable  to  produce  the  ledgers,  day  books, 
cash  books,  or  other  account  books  of  such  bank  in  any  legal  proceedings, 
unless  a  judge  of  one  of  the  superior  courts  specially  orders  that  such 
ledgers,  day  books,  cash  books,  or  other  account  books  should  be  produced 
at  such  legal  proceedings. 

Sect.  9.  See  vol.  3,  p.  439. 


Short  title. 


39  k  40  Vict.  c.  57. 

An  Act  to  Amend  Oie  Law  respecting  ilie  Holding  of  Winter  Assizes. 

lllth  Augmt-,  1876.] 

Whereas  it  is  usual  to  hold  winter  assizes  in  some  coimties,  and  not  to 
hold  them  in  other  counties  in  which  there  are  but  few  prisoners  await- 
ing trial,  and  it  is  expedient  to  provide  for  the  more  speedy  trial  of  such 
last-mentioned  prisoners : 

Be  it  therefore  enacted,  <kc : — 

1.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  *•  The  Winter  Assizes  Act,  1876." 
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2.  Where  it  appears  to  Her  Majesty  that  by  reason  of  the  small  num-  Power  by 
ber  of  prisoners  or  otherwise  it  is  usually  inexpedient  to  hold  separate  Order  in 
winter  assizes  for  any  county,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  Her  Majesty  by  Order  ^^^^^^  *^+- 
in  Council  from  time  to  time  to  provide  in  such  manner  and  subject  to  f^^  purpose  of 
such  regulations  as  to  Her  Majesty  may  seem  meet  for  all  or  any  of  the  winter  assizes, 
following  matters : 

(1.)  For  uniting  such  county  for  the  purpose  of  winter  assizes  to  any 
neighbouring  county  or  counties  ;  and 

(2)  For  the  appointment  of  the  place  or  places  at  which  winter  assizes 

are  to  be  held  for  such  united  counties,  with  power  to  direct 
that  they  shall  be  held  at  different  places  in  different  years  ; 
and 

(3)  For  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  and  the  attendance,  jurisdiction, 

authority,  and  duty  of  sheriffs,  gaolers,  officers,  jurors,  and  per- 
sons, the  use  of  any  prison,  the  removal  of  prisoners,  the 
alteration  of  any   commissions,  writs,  precepts,  indictments,  * 

recognizances,  proceedings,  and  documents,  the  transmission  of 
recognizances,  inquisitions,  and  documents,  and  the  expenses 
of  prosecutors  and  witnesses,  and  of  maintaining  and  removing 
prisoners,  so  far  as  may  seem  to  Her  Majesty  necessai*y  for 
carrying  into  effect  an  Order  in  Council  under  this  Act ;  and 

(4)  For  any  matters  which  appear  to  Her  Majesty  to  be  necessary  or 

proper  for  carrying  into  effect  an  Order  in  Council  under  this 
Act. 

An  Order  in  Council  purporting  to  be  made  in  pursuance  of  this  Act 
shall  be  deemed  to  be  within  the  powers  of  this  Act,  and  shall  while  it 
is  in  force  have  effect  as  if  it  were  enacted  in  this  Act,  and  for  all  the 
purposes  of  the  holding  of  the  winter  assizes  the  counties  united  by  the 
Order  shall,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  Order,  be  deemed  to  be  one 
county,  and  the  winter  assizes  held  in  and  for  such  united  county  shall 
be  deemed  also  to  be  held  in  and  for  each  of  the  constituent  counties. 

3.  Her  Majesty  may  from  time  to  time  by  Order  in  Council  revoke,  Provision  as 
alter,  or  add  to  any  Order  made  in  pursuance  of  this  Act.  ^  Order  in 

Every  Order  in  Council  made  in  pursuance  of  this  Act  shall  be  pub-  ^**"^^^  • 
lished  in  the  London  Gazette  and  laid  before  both  Houses  of  Parliament 
within  one  month  after  it  is  made,  if  Parliament  is  then  sitting,  and  if . 
not,  within  one  month  after  the  then  next  meeting  of  Parliament. 

4.  All  enactments  relating  to  the  power  of  Her  Majesty  to  alter  the  Application  of 
circuits  of  the  judges,  or  places  at  which  assizes  are  holden,  or  otherwise  existing  Acta 
relating  to  assizes  and  circuits,  shall  apply  and  may  be  put  in  force  for  JfoJ^^f  q^' 
the  purpose  of  carrying  into  effect  this  Act  or  any  Order  made  there-  cuits. 
under. 

5.  It  shall  be  lawful  for  Her  Majesty  from  time  to  time  by  Order  in  Provision  for 
Council  to  direct  that,  subject  to  any  exceptions  contained  in  the  Order,  neighbouring 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  justices  and  judges  of  the  Central  Criminal  Court  centr^Crimi- 
at  any  session  of  oyer  and  terminer  and  gaol  delivery  held  for  the  Cen-  ^al  Court  dia- 
tral  Criminal  Court  district  in  the  months  of  November,  December,  or  trict. 
January  shall  extend  to  any  neighbouring  county  or  part  of  a  county 
mentioned  in  the  Order  as  if  such  county  or  part  of  a  county  were  in- 
cluded within  the  limits  of  the  Central  Criminal  Court  district,  and  to 

apply,  with  such  modifications  and  exceptions  (if  any)  as  to  Her  Majesty 
may  seem  fit,  the  Central  Criminal  Court  Act  to  the  said  county  or 
part  of  a  county  and  offences  committed  therein  as  if  the  same  were  a 
county  or  part  of  a  county  mentioned  in  that  Act. 

An  Order  in  Council  purporting  to  be  made  in  pursuance  of  this  sec- 
tion shall  be  deemed  to  be  within  the  powers  of  this  Act,  and  shall,  while 
it  is  in  force,  have  effect  as  if  it  were  enacted  in  this  Act. 

VOL.  HI.  z  z 
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Defimtions. 
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6.  In  this  Act — 

The  expression  'winter  assizes'  means  any  court  of  assize  or  any 
sessions  of  oyer  and  terminer  or  gaol  delivery  held  in  the  month  of 
November,  the  month  of  December,  or  the  month  of  January. 

The  expression  *  Central  Criminal  Court  district  *  means  the  district 
within  the  limits  of  the  Act  4  &  5  Will  4,  c.  3G,  mtituled  "  An 
Act  for  establishing  a  new  court  for  the  trial  of  offences  com- 
mitted in  the  metropolis  and  parts  adjoining  f*  and  the  expression 
'Central  Criminal  Court  Act '  means  the  last-mentioned  Act. 

The  expression  *  county '  in  this  Act  shall  include  any  county  of  a 
city  or  county  of  a  town,  and  any  such  division  of  any  county  as 
is  constituted  by  Order  in  Council  under  the  Act  3  &  4  WilL  4, 
c  71,  intituled  *'Aii  Act  for  the  appointment  of  convenient  places 
for  the  holding  of  Assizes  in  England  and  Wales.'' 


39  &  40  Vict.  c.  80. 

An  Act  to  amend  the  Merchant  Shipjnng  Acts, 

[I5th  August,  1876.] 
Be  it  enacted  by,  &c.,  as  follows  : — 


Short  title. 

Construction  of 
Act 


Commence- 
ment of  Act. 


Freliminary, 

1.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  "  The  Merchant  Shipping  Act,  1876." 

2.  This  Act  shall  be  construed  as  one  with  "  The  Merchant  Shipping 
Act,  1854,"  and  the  Acts  amending  the  same  ;  and  the  said  Acts  and  this 
Act  may  be  cited  collectively  as  "The  Merchant  Shipping  Acts,  1854  to 
1876." 

3.  This  Act  shall  come  into  operation  on  the  first  day  of  October,  1876 
(which  day  is  in  this  Act  referred  to  as  the  commencement  of  this  Act) ; 
nevertheless,  any  Orders  in  Council  and  general  rules  imder  this  Act 
may  be  made  at  any  time  after  the  passing  of  this  Act,  but  shall  not 
come  into  operation  before  the  commencement  of  this  Act 


I 


Unseaimrthy  Ships. 

Sending  unsea-  4.  Every  person  who  sends  or  attempts  to  send,  or  is  party  to  sending 
worthy  ship  to  or  attempting  to  send  a  British  ship  to  sea  in  such  unseaworthy  state 
sea  a  misde-  that  the  life  of  any  person  is  likely  to  be  thereby  endangered,  shall  be 
meanor.  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  unless  he  proves  that  he  used  all  reasonable 

means  to  insure  her  being  sent  to  sea  in  a  seaworthy  state,  or  that  her 
going  to  sea  in  such  unseaworthy  state  was,  under  the  circumstances, 
reasonable  and  justifiable,  and  for  the  purpose  of  giving  such  proof  he 
may  give  evidence  in  the  same  manner  as  any  other  witness. 

Every  master  of  a  British  ship  who  knowingly  takes  the  same  to  sea 
in  such  unseaworthy  state  that  the  life  of  any  person  is  likely  to  be 
thereby  endangered  shall  be  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  unless  he  proves 
that  her  going  to  sea  in  such  unseaworthy  state  was,  under  the  ciroum- 
Btances,  reasonable  and  justifiable,  and  for  the  purpose  of  giving  such 
proof  he  may  give  evidence  in  the  same  manner  as  any  other  witness. 

A  prosecution  under  this  section  shall  not  be  instituted  except  by  or 
with  the  consent  of  the  Board  of  Trade,  or  of  the  governor  of  the 
British  possession  in  which  such  prosecution  takes  place. 

A  misdemeanor  under  this  section  shall  not  be  punishable  upon  sum- 
mary conviction. 
Obligation  of  6.  In  eveiy  contract  of  service,  express  or  implied,  between  the  owner 

shipowner  to 
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of  a  ship  and  the  master  or  any  seaman  thereof,  and  in  every  instrument  crew  with 
of  apprenticeship  whereby  any  person  is  bound  to  serve  as  an  apprentice  "^spect  to  ae- 
on board  any  ship,  there  shall  be  implied,  notwithstanding  any  agree-  J^in^^^^°^ 
mcnt  to  the  contrary,  an  obligation  on  the  owner  of  the  ship,  that  the 
owner  of  the  ship,  and  the  master,  and  every  agent  charged  with  the 
loading  of  the  ship,  or  the  preparing  thereof  for  sea,  or  the  sending 
thereof  to  sea,  shall  use  all  reasonable  means  to  insure  the  seaworthiness 
of  the  ship  for  the  voyage  at  the  time  when  the  voyage  commences,  and 
to  keep  her  in  a  seaworthy  condition  for  the  voyage  during  the  same : 
Provided,  that  nothing  in  this  section  shall  subject  the  owner  of  a  ship 
to  any  liability  by  reason  of  the  ship  being  sent  to  sea  in  an  uuseaworthy 
state  where,  owing  to  special  circumstances,  the  so  sending  thereof  to  sea 
is  reasonable  and  justifiable. 

40.  For  the  purpose  of  punishment,  jurisdiction,  and  legal  proceedings,  Legal  proceed - 
an  oifence  under  this  Act  shall  be  deemed  to  be  an  ofifence  under  **  The  ^°^ 
Merchant  Shipping  Act,  1854." 

Sec.  45  repeals  as  from  the  commencement  of  the  Act  (amongst  other  B«peal  of  Acts, 
enactments)  17  &  18  Vict,  c.  104,  s.  449 ;  34  &  35  Vict.,  c.   110  (The 
Merchant  Shipping  Act,  1871),  s.  11  ;  36  <k  37  Vict,  c.  85  (The  Mer- 
chant Shipping  Act,  1873),  S8.  11,  12,  13  and  14,  and  38  &  39  Vict, 
c.  88  (The  Merchant  Shipping  Act,  1875). 
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THE    THREE    VOLUMES, 


A. 

ABANDONING  CHILDREN,  L  947 

offence  and  punishment,  ib. 
ABATEMENT, 
pleas  in,  L  37 

undue,  of  price  of  native  commodities  indictable,  i.  350 
ABDUCTION,  i.  883.— See  tit.  Kidnapping. 

forcible  and  fraudulent,  of  women,  i6.,  et  seq. 
offence  at  common  law,  i.  883 
by  statute,  ib. 
for  lucre,  &c.,  i.  886 

offender  incapable  of  taking  any  property,  i.  883 
forcible  abduction,  i  884 
accessories,  ib. 

construction  of  3  Hen.  7  (now  repealed),  ih, 
county  in  which  offence  is  committed,  i.  885,  et  seq. 
taking  with  intent  to  marry  sufficient,  L  885 
indictment,  i.  886 

evidence  of  woman  carried  away,  i.  887 
construction  of  the  9  Geo.  4,  c.  31,  s.  19,  i.  886 
there  must  be  evidence  of  taking  from  motives  of  lucre,  ib. 

unlawful  abduction   of  a  girl  under  sixteen  from   her  parents  or 
guardians,  L  888 
knowledge  of  defendant  that  girl  was  under  age,  ib. 
marriage  of  Royal  family,  i.  900 

construction  of  4  &  5  Ph.  &  M.  o.  8  and  9  Geo.  4,  c.  31   (now  re- 
pealed),  i.  892 
forcible  abduction  and  sending  of  persons  into  other  countries,  i.  901 
masters  of  vessels  forcing  men  on  shore  and  leaving  them,  L  902 
ABETTORS,  i.  156,  et  seq. — See  tit  Aiders  and  ABBTroRS. 
ABORTION, 

murder  in  attempt  to  procure,  i.  760 

administering  poison,  &g.,  to  cause  miscarriage,  dec.,  L  853,  et  seq. 
procuring  drugs,  <fec.,  for  that  purpose,  ib. 
destroying  infants  in  the  mother's  womb,  L  605,  853 
ABROAD, 

conspiracy  to  murder  any  one  abroad,  i.  906 
murder  or  manslaughter  abroad,  where  triable,  L  14,  786 
where  death  or  wound  abroad,  L  15,  790 
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ACCEPTANCE, 

of  a  bill,  forgery,  ii.  819 
ACCESSORY.— See  Index,  Vol.  T. 
Consolidation  Act,  as  to,  iii.  648 
at  the  fact,  i.  156 
before  tliefact,  i.  164 

who  is  to  be  so  considered,  ih. 
in  murder,  i.  167. — See  Murder. 
may  be  in  manslaughter,  i.  167 
how  and  where  to  be  tried,  i.  175,  et  seq, 
indictment  against  accessory  before  conviction  of  principal,  i.  180 
joinder  of  counts  in  indictment  against  accessories,  i.  181 
after  the  fact, 

in  murder,  i.  780,  et  seq.,  799 
in  manslaughter,  i.  167,  810,  841 
proceedings  against,  indictment,  &c.,  i.  174 

principal  and  accessory  in  same  indictment,  ih. 
accessory  before  may  be  charged  as  principal,  t6. 
or  for  a  substantive  felony,  ib. 
punishment  o^  i.  185 
accessory  after  may  be  charged  with  a  substantive  felony,  i.  176 
punishment  of,  i.  81,  174,  176, 186 
prosecution  of  accessories,  i.  177 
several  charged  in  one  indictment,  ib. 
where  trial  may  be,  ih, 
offences  at  sea,  i.  179 

indicted  as  accessory  to  several,  found  guilty  as  accessoiy  to  one,  the 
verdict  good,  i.  182 
no  person  shall  be  tried  more  than  once  for  the  same  offence  of 
being  accessory,  i.  177 
former  acquittal,  when  a  good  bar,  i.  182 

he  may  be  tried  where  principal  has  been  convicted,  though  not  at- 
tainted, i.  177 
he  may  controvert  the  guilt  of  the  principal,  i.  183,  ei  geq, 
in  what  county  he  shall  be  tried,  i.  177 

a  confession  by  the  principal  no  evidence  against  the  accessory,  i.  184 
letters  and  statements  of  principal,  ib. 
in  murder,  i.  780,  et  seq, 
in  manslaughter,  i.  810,  841 
in  rape,  i.  865 
in  sodomy,  L  880 
in  abduction  of  women,  i.  884 

in  every  felony  under  Offences  against  the  Person  Act,  i.  178 
in  mayhem,  none,  i.  911 
in  offences  respecting  coin,  L  208 
in  cases  offelo  de  86,1  179 
poisoning,  ib, 
in  piracy,  i.  "260 
none  in  extortion,  i.  396 
all  are  principals  in  a  riot,  i.  367 
ACCESSORIES, 

in  burglary,  ii.  51 

in  sacrilege,  ii.  55 

in  housebreaking,  ii.  58,  61 

in  stealing  in  a  dwelling-house  to  the  value  of  51.,  ii.  64 

in  breaking,  <fec.,  and  stealing  in  buildings  within  the  curtilage,  ii.  70 

in  breaking,  <kc.,  shops,  &c.,  and  stealing  therein,  ii.  74 

in  robbery,  ii.  82,  117 
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ACCESSORIES— «)w/iwMtfd 

in  larceny,  ii.  284 

in  stealing  from  the  person,  ii.  285 

in  stealing  horses,  cows,  sheep,  <fcc.,  ii.  287 

in  stealing  and  destroying  deer,  (fee,  ii.  300 

in  taking,  (be,  fish,  iL  305 

in  plundering  shipwrecked  vessels,  ii.  308 

in  larceny  by  servants,  &c.,  ii.  329 

in  embezzlement,  ii.  342 

in  forgery,  ii.  689,  738 

in  malicious  injuries,  ii.  895  * 

in  sending  threatening  letters,  iii.  236 
ACCOMPLICES, 

include  all  the  participes  criminis,  i.  156 

dying  declaration  of,  iii.  359 

evidence  agiiinst  a  prisoner,  iii.  600 

approvement,  ib, 

mode  of  admitting  to  give  evidence,  ib. 

principal  a  witness  against  accessory,  iiL  609 

accomplice's  evidence  alone  sufficient  in  point  of  law,  iii.  603 

but  in  practice  corroboration  always  deemed  essential,  t6. 

corroboration  should  be  such   as   goes  to  fix  the  identity  of  the  party 
charged,  iii.  604,  et  seq, 

and  to  fix  each  prisoner,  ib, 

confirmation  by  wife  of  accomplice  insufficient,  iii.  608 

confirmation  as  to  principal  none  as  to  receiver,  and  vice  versd,  ib, 

where  there  are  several  accomplices,  iii.  609 

where  confirmation  is  not  required,  ib, 

in  cases  of  misdemeanor,  iii.  610 

where  accomplice  has  been  summarily  convicted,  ib. 

the  jury  may  convict  some  and  acquit  others  on  the  same  accomplice's 
evidence,  ib, 

accomplice  evidence  for  prisoner,  ib. 
ACCOUNTABLE  RECEIPTS, 

forging,  ii.  819 
ACCOUxVTANT-GENERAL, 

forging  signature  of,  ii.  805 
ACCOUNTS, 

falsification  of,  ii.  883 

clerk  falsifying  books,  ii.  884 
ACCUSING  OF  CRIMES.— See  Threats  and  THRBATBmNG  Lettbrs. 

with  intent  to  extort  property,  ii.  80  ;  iii.  231,  et  seq, 

letter  accusing,  t6. 
ACKNOWLEDGING, 

recognizance,  bail,  cognovit,  &c.,  without  authority,  ii.  890 
ACQUITTANCE 

for  money,  forging,  ii.  819 

exchequer  stealing,  ii.  223 
AD  QUOD  DAMNUM, 

writ  of,  virtually  abolished,  i.  457 

repairs  of  a  road  made  in  pursuance  of,  i.  488 
ADMINISTERING 

poison,  <&G.,  with  intent  to  murder,  i.  911 
so  as  to  endanger  life,  ko.,  i.  915 

with  intent  to  injure,  &c.,  ib. 

with  intent  to  procure  abortion,  i.  853 

chloroform,  <fec.,  with  intent  to  commit  offences,  i.  947 

attempting  to  administer  poison,  ko.y  i.  913 
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ADMIN  ISTERlNG—con^iwMw/. 

administering  cantharides,  i.  269 
ADMINISTRATION, 

proof  of,  iii.  418 
ADMIRALTY, 

statute  consolidating  certain  enactments  as  to,  iii.  678 

jurisdiction  of,  i.  \\,et  seq, — See  tit.  Venue,  Sea,  Offences  at. 

offences  committed  on  the  sea,  i.  10,  13,  18  ;  iii.  641 

Admiralty  Powers  Act,  1865,  frauds  under,  ii.  615 

uttering  false  petitions,  <kc.,  ii.  798 

forging  signature  or  s^l,  ii.  747 

offences  against  Larceny  Act,  within  jurisdiction  of,  ii.  273 

Forgery  Act,  within  juiisdiction  of,  ii.  738 
Malicious  Injuries  Act^  within  jurisdiction  of,  IL  895 
ADMISSION.— See  tit.  Confession. 
ADULTERER, 

taking  goods  by  the  delivery  of  adulteress,  i.  148,  et  8ey[. 

provocation  to  kill,  by  detection  of,  i.  687 
AFFIDAVIT, 

forging,  ii.  746 
AFFRAY.— See  Index,  VoL  L 

definition  of,  i.  390 

notice  of  authority  to  arrest  by  officer,  <fec.,  interposing,  i.  723 

killing  in,  i.  852 
AGAINST  THE  FORM  OF  THE  STATUTE, 

allegation,  in  indictment,  i.  35 
AGENT, 

in  whom  ownership  of  goods  may  be  laid,  ii.  253 

embezzling  money,  <&c.  iutrusted  to  him  with  a  written  direction,  ii.  390 

or  goods,  &G.,  power  of  attorney  to  transfer  stock,  &c.  intrusted  to  him  for 
safe  custody,  ii.  391 

obtaining  advances  on  the  property  of  his  principal  without  authority,  iL 
393 

innocent,  offences  committed  by  means  of,  L  160,  161 
AIDERS  AND  A  BETTORS.— See  tit.  Principal  in  Sboond  Degree. 

abettors  in  misdemeanors,  i.  178 

principals  in  the  second  degree,  i.  156 

formerly  considered  accessories  at  the  fact,  ib, 
and  not  triable  till  principal  convicted,  ih, 

how  far  they  must  be  present  at  the  commission,  ib, 

what  shall  constitute  such  presence,  L  157,  et  seq. 

of  a  crime  done  in  pivsecution  of  some  unlawful  purpose  by  several,  i.  162 
where  there  is  a  general  resolution  against  all  opposers,  L  163 

indictment  against,  i.  164 
AIRWAY  OF  MINE, 

obstructing,  ii.  945 
ALEHOUSE, 

authority  of  constable  in,  i.  727,  et  seq. 

keeping,  without  a  license,  why  not  indictable,  i.  194 

disorderly,  i.  426 
ALE  LICENSES, 

granting,  and  refusing  improperly,  i.  298 
ALTERING  DOCUMENTS, 

equivalent  to  forging,  ii.  619 
AMBASSADORS, 

arrest  of,  i.  960 
AMENDMENTS.— See  Index,  Vol.  I. 

at  trial,  i.  52 
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ANCHORS, 

left  or  cut  from  ships,  ii  307,  508 
ANIMALS,  DOMESTIC, 
larceny  of,  U.  233 
killing,  maiming,  <kc.,  ii.  927 
APPREHENSION.— See  tit.  Arrest. 

without  a  wari*ant,  of  persons  suspected  of  felony,  by  night,  ii.  52 

of  persons  found  committing  offences  against  the  Larceny  Act,  t6.,  iii.  657 

Malicious  Injuries  Act,  ii.  895 
of  persons  offering  to  sell,  dca,  property  suspected  to  have  been  stolen,  iii. 

657 
abroad,  costs  of,  L  95 
APPRENTICE, 

causing  bodily  harm  to,  <ba,  i.  947 
neglect  of,  who  indictable  for,  L  949 
neglect  by  master  to  provide  food  for,  iii  162 
murder  by  harsh  usage,  i.  652 

correction  of,  by  master,  inforo  domestico,  i.  773,  et  seq. 
costs  in  case  of  ill-treatment  of,  i.  89 
enlisting  and  receiving  bounty  money,  ii  515,  616 
APPROVEMENT, 

method  of,  iii  600 
ARMS, 

affray  by  going  armed,  i.  391 

prohibition  by  2  Edw.  3,  from  going  armed,  i.  391 

construction  of  this  statute,  i.  392 
loaded  arms,  what,  i.  914 
ARRAIGNMENT, 

of  idiots,  deaf  and  dumb  persons,  <&c.,  L  113,  and  note  (n), 
ARREST. — See  Index,  Vol.  I. ;  and  see  id,  tit.  Process. 
ARREST  OF  JUDGMENT, 

what  objections  to  indictments  cannot  be  moved,  i.  35 
all  defendants  must  be  in  court,  iii.  159,  319 
ARSON.— See  Index,  Vol.  II. 

offence  at  common  law,  ii.  896 
present  enactments,  ii.  900 

setting  fire  to  any  church  or  chapel,  ib. 

a  dwelling-house,  any  person  being  therein,  ib, 
any  house,  outhouse,  manufactory,  farm  building,  <fec  ,ii.  901 
railway  station,  or  building  belonging  to  any  dock, 

canal,  <bc.,  ib. 
public  building,  ii.  902 
other  building,  ib. 
goods  in  any  building,  iL  903 
attempting  to  set  fire  to  buildings,  ii.  904 
destroying  or  damaging  buildings  with  powder,  ib. 
attempting  to  do  so,  ib. 
malice  to  the  owner  not  necessary,  ii.  906 
12  Geo.  3,  c.  24,  s.  1,  setting  fire  to  ships  of  war,  &c.,  ii.  905 
articles  of  the  navy,  burning  any  ships,  <kc.,  ii.  906 
cases  on  the  statutes  now  repealed,  i6.,  et  seq. 
the  indictment,  ii.  918,  et  seq. 
evidence,  ii.  923,  et  seq. 
ART, 

works  of,  damaging,  (fee,  iL  965 
ASSAULT. — See  Index,  Vol.  I. ;  and  see  ib.,  tits.  Indeci  nt  Assault,  Matmino. 
common  assault, 

definition  of  an  assault,  i.  956 
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ASSAULT — continued. 

act  done  with  consent  not  an  assault,  i.  9 GO 

but  if  resistance  is  prevented  by  fraud,  it  is,  ib. 

injury  accidental  or  undesigned,  i.  962 

servant  defending  master,  and  vice  versd^  i.  9G3 

$on  assaxdt  demesne^  a  good  defence,  i&, 

excess  of  violence,  i.  964,  966 

indictment,  i.  966 

defence,  i.  967 

verdict  and  punishment,  ib, 

costs,  i.  89,  90,  968 

summary  conviction  before  two  magistrates  of  common  assault,  L 

968 
aggravated  assault  on  females  and  boys,  ih. 

certificate  of  dismissal  of  complaint,  i.  969 
certificate  or  conviction  a  bar,  ib, 
provision  not  to  apply  to  certain  cases,  L  970 
aggravated  assaults, 

attempts  to  murder,  or  to  do  great  bodily  harm,  i.  971 
with  intent  to  ravish,  i.  870 

to  commit  an  unnatural  crime,  i.  879 
upon  officers  executing  process,  i.  558,  et  seq. 
in  eJBTecting  a  rescue,  i.  390,  559,  582,  et  seq.,  971 
in  obstructing  revenue  officers,  i.  274,  et  seq,,  971 
in  hindering  the  exportation  or  circulation  of  com,  i.  281,  et  seq.^ 

971 
laying  violent  hands  in  a  church  or  churchyard,  i.  971 
striking,  or  drawing  a  weapon  in  a  church  or  churchyard,  t&. 
malicious  striking  or  shedding  blood  in  the  Eing*s  palaces,  ib, 
drawing  a  weapon  or  striking  in  the  King's  courts  of  justice,  ib. 

noli  prosequi  as  to  judgment  of  amputation,  i.  972 
rescuing  a  person  from  courts  without  striking,  i.  973 
assaults  in  inferior  courts  of  justice,  ib. 
indictment,  ib. 

with  intent  to  commit  robbery,  ib, 
assaulting  commanders  of  vessels,  ib, 
assaulting  a  clergyman  during  divine  service,  i.  401,  973 
assaults  on  officers,  &c.,  for  their  endeavours  to  save  shipwrecked 

vessels,  i.  974 
assault  with  intent  to  commit  felony ;  assaults  upon  peace  officers  ; 

or  to  prevent  arrest  of  offenders,  ib, 
assaults  with  intent  to  obstruct  the  baying  and  selling  of  grain,  or 

its  free  passage,  ib. 
assaults  on  peace  officers,  i.  974,  et  seq, — See  Constable. 
assault  on  seaman  to  prevent  his  working,  i.  975 
on  collectors  of  taxes,  i.  980 

unlawful  arrest,  i.  982 

revenue  officers,  ib. 

officers  of  Pentonville  and  Millbank  Penitentiary,  i.  984 

poor  law  officers,  ib, 

persons  arresting  offenders  by  night,  ib. 

special  constables,  i.  975 

rural  police,  ib. 

parish  constables,  i.  976 

town  police,  ib. 

county  and  borough  police,  ib. 

persons  loitering  at  night,  i.  985 

punishment  under  Prevention  of  Crimes  Act,  t^. 
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ASSAULT—  continued. 

vrith  intent  to  commit  robheryj  ii.  114 

construction  of  the  former  statutes,  ii.  112 

an  assault  and  threat  to  charge  with  an  infamous  crime  is  an  assault 
with  intent  to  rob,  xb, 

the  assault  must  be  made  on  the  party  intended  to  be  robbed, 

ii.  114 
no  actual  demand  of  money,  &c.,  necessary,  ii.  115 
the  intent  to  rob  the  material  part,  and  must  be  properly 
alleged,  ii.  116 
conviction  of  on  indictment  for  robbery,  ib. 
ASSAY  MARK 

on  gold  or  silver,  forging,  (5m5.,  ii.  775 
ASSEMBLY, 

unlawful,  i.  364,  et  $eq. — See  tit.  Unlawful  AssfiMBLT. 
ASSIZES, 

statute  as  to  winter  assizes,  iii.  704 
clerk  of  assize,  statute  as  to,  iii.  679 
ATHEISTS, 

competency  of,  as  witnesses,  iii.  27,  613 
ATTAINDER 

of  another  crime  not  pleadable,  iii.  637 
ATTEMPTS, 

to  commit  crimes  or  misdemeanors,  when  indictable,  i.  188,  et  seq, 
endeavouring  to  provoke  another  to  send  a  challenge,  i.  396 
inciting  persons  to  assemble  in  a  riotous  manner,  i.  367 
to  commit  a  rape,  i.  869 

to  commit  murder,  i.  910,  et  seq. — See  tit.  Maiming. 
maliciously  shooting  at  persons,  i.  913,  et  seq. 
attempts  to  murder  by  shooting  or  wounding,  i.  913 
by  destroying  buildings,  i.  912 
by  setting  fire  to  ships,  ih, 
by  any  other  means,  i.  913 

to  maim,  disfigure,  <fec.,  i.  914 
to  choke,  with  intent  to  commit  an  offence,  i.  946 
giving  chloroform,  with  like  intent,  i.  947 
a  person  caught  in  the  night  in  an  attempt  to  commit  a  felony  may  be 

detained  without  a  warrant,  L  933 
conviction  of  an  attempt  on  an  indictment  for  a  felony  or   misdemeanor, 

L  62 
to  take  or  destroy  fish,  ii.  303 
to  set  fire  to  buildings,  ii.  904,  924 
to  destroy  buildings  with  gunpowder,  ii.  904 
to  set  fire  to  crops,  stacks,  &c.,  ii.  932 
to  set  fire  to  mines,  ii.  945 
ships,  ii.  958 
by  servant  to  commit  larceny,  ii.  330 

to  set  fire  to  a  house,  inciter  though  absent  may  be  convicted, 
ii.  925 
ATTESTING  WITNESS, 

when,  need  not  now  be  called,  iii.  434 
ATTORNEY, 

acting  as,  when  unqualified,  i.  193 

embezzling  money  or  securities  intrusted  to  him  with  a  written  direction, 

ii.  390 
goods,  &c.,  or  power  of  attorney  intrusted  to  him  for  safe  custody,  ii. 

391 
fraudulently  selling  property  intrusted  to  him  for  safe  custody,  tb. 
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AUTREFOIS  ACQUIT, 

plea  of. — See  tit.  Pleas. 

in  burglary,  ii.  4  8 

in  forgery,  ii.  709 

B. 
BAIL, 

of  accused  persons,  iii.  500,  et  seq,,  511 

acknowledging  in  name  of  another  not  privy,  ii.  890 

personating,  t6. 
BAILEE, 

converting  property  guilty  of  larceny,  ii.  134 

may  be  convicted  on  indictment  for  larceny,  ii.  134,  136 

evidence  of  conversion  by,  iL  142 

special  property  of,  so  as  to  be  laid  as  owner  in  indictment,  ii.  245 
BAKER, 

indictment  for  mixing  alum  with  flour,  i.  195  ;  note  (a),  268 

answerable  for  acts  of  servants,  ib,  * 

BALLOT  ACT,  I  330 
BANK, 

deposit  in,  stealing  securities  for,  ii.  223 
BANK  OF  ENGLAND  AND  IRELAND, 

embezzlement  by  officers  and  servants  of,  ii.  404 

making  false  entries  in  books  of,  ii.  749 

forging  transfers,  dbc.,  of  stock  at,  ii.  748,  et  seq, 

forging  securities  of,  ii.  758,  et  seq, — See  tit.  Forgery. 

personating  owner  of  stock,  ii.  748 

forging  attestation  of  power  of  attorney  to  transfer  stock,  ii.  748,  755 

clerks  making  out  false  dividend  warrants,  ii.  750 

forging  the  notes  or  bills  of,  ii.  758 

purchasing  or  receiving  forged  bank  notes,  i6. 

making  paper  with  *  Bank  of  England  *  or  *  Bank  of  Ireland '  or  waving 
bar  lines,  &c.,  in  it,  ii.  759 

engraving,  <fec.,  plates  for  making  notes  of  the  Banks  of  England  or  Ireland, 
or  having  such  plates,  dbc,  ii.  760 

search  for  such  notes  or  instruments  for  forging  them,  ii.  736 
BANK  NOTES, 

description  of,  i.  24 

are  vcJuable  securities,  ii.  223 

country  notes,  paid  in  London,  larceny  of,  ii.  224,  et  seq, 

how  stated  in  indictment,  ii.  263,  266 

forgery,  <kc.,  of  the  notes  of  the  Banks  of  England  and  Ireland  or  other 
banks,  ii.  758 

purchasing,  <fec.,  forged  notes,  ib, 
BANK  POST  BILL, 

larceny  of,  ii.  266 

how  stated  in  an  indictment,  ii.  266,  695 
forging,  ii.  758 
BANKER, 

cheque  on,  larceny  of,  ii.  222 

where  the  drawer  had  no  effects  or  authority,  ii.  551 

embezzlement  by,  of  money  or  securities  intrusted  to  him  with  a  written 
direction,  ii.  390 

of  goods,  &c.,  or  power  of  attorney  intrusted  to  him  for  safe  custody 
ii.  391 

fraudulently  selling  property  intrusted  to  him  for  safe  custody,  ib, 
BANKING  BOOKS, 

when  evidence,  iii.  438 

copies  of  entries  in  same,  ib. 
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BANKING  BOOKS— co7i<wittfr/. 

proof  as  to  status  of  bank,  iii.  439 

statute  as  to,  iii.  703 

inspection  of,  iii.  704 

bank  in  certain  cases  not  compellable  to  produce,  ib, 
BANKRUPT.— See  Index,  Vol.  II. 

embezzlements  and  frauds  by,  ii.  440 

compulsory  examination  of  when  evidence,  iii.  478 

examination  of,  admissible  against  him,  iii.  413,  e^  8e<i. 

costs,  i.  91 
BANNS, 

marriage  by,  iii.  273,  et  seq, 
BAPTISM, 

register  of,  forging  entries  in,  ii.  806 
BARGE, 

stealing  from,  in  river,  canal,  &a,  ii.  307 
BARN, 

setting  fire  to,  ii.  901 
BARON  AND  FEME.— See  tit.  Feme  Covert. 
BARRATRY, 

definition  of,  i.  362 

by  whom  it  may  be  committed,  ih, 

indictment  and  proceedings,  ib. 

trial,  i.  363 

punishment,  ih, 
BASTARD, 

bringing  into  a  parish  not  indictable,  i.  195  ;  and  see  note  (c) 

indictment  for  secreting  a  woman  with  child,  i6.  note  (6) 

murder  of,  i.  646 

concealment  of  birth  of,  i.  801 

verdict  on  trial  for  murder  of,  ih,  et  seq. 

conspiracy  to  charge  as  father  of,  iii.  119 
BATHING, 

when  indictable,  i.  436 
BATTERY, 

definition  of,  i.  957 

every  imprisonment  does  not  include,  i.  961 

if  one  be  indicted  for  assault  and  battery,  and  the  assault  be  ill  laid  he 
may  be  convicted  of  the  battery,  i.  967  ' 

BAWDY-HOUSE, 

indictment  of,  as  a  nuisance,  i.  430,  et  seq, 

proceedings  on  indictment,  evidence,  <fec.,  i.  432,  et  sea. 
BEAST, 

stealing  horses  and  other  cattle,  ii.  287 

the  subject  of  larceny,  killing  with  intent  to  steal,  ib, 

ordinarily  kept  in  confinement,  or  for  any  domestic  purpose,  &c.,  stealing 

ii.  295 
possession  of,  ii.  296 

killing  with  intent  to  steal,  tb. 
maliciously  killing,  &c.  cattle,  ii.  927 

any  beast  not  being  cattle,  but  being  either  the  subject  of  larceny,  or 
ordinarily  kept  in  confinement,  or  for  some  domestic  Duroose  th 
BEGGARS,  ^    y  ^>  «^- 

fraud  by  maiming  in  order  to  beg,  L  911  :  ii.  515 
BIGAMY, 

its  proper  signification,  iii.  264 

originally  of  ecclesiastical  cognizance  only,  ib. 

a  felony  by  the  24  <fe  25  Vict  c.  100,  ».  57,  ib. 
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BIGAMY — con  tinned, 

exception  where  second  marriage  contracted  out  of  England  by  any  other 
than  a  British  subject,  iiL  265 
exception  where  husband  or  wife  shall  be  absent  seven  years,  and 

not  known  to  have  been  living,  ih, 
exception  as  to  persons  divorced,  iii  266 

persons  whose  former  marriage  has  been  declared  void,  iii.  267 
of  the  two  marriages,  iii.  267 
principals  in  second  degree  and  accessories,  iii.  268 
trial,  269 

of  the  first  marriage,  ih. 
Marriage  Acts,  iii.  272 

banns,  iii.  273,  278,  287 

marriage  of  minors,  iii.  274,276,  277 

license  for  marriage,  iii.  276,  277,  278 

marriage  in  church  or  chaj)el,  iii.  277 

marriage  of  Quakers  and  Jews,  iii.  279,  288,  293,  312 

marriage  on  production  of  registrar's  certificate,  iiL  278,  282 

6  A;  7  Will.  4,  c.  85,  iii.  278 

registration  of  places  of  worship  for  solemnizing  marriages,  iii.  284 

marriage  in  presence  of  registrar,  ih, 

licensing  chapels  for  solemnization  of  marriage,  iii.  285 

marriages  void  if  unduly  solemnized  with  knowledge  of  both 

parties,  iii.  286  * 
provision  for  marriages  in  Welsh  tongue,  iii.  287 
banns  may  be  published  in  chapels  where  marriages  may  be 

solemnized,  t6. 
Roman  Catholic  chapels,  ih. 
no  notice  of  marriage  to  be  published  before  poor  law  guardians, 

iiL  288 
as  to  notices  of  marriage  under  6  <&  7  Will.  4,  o.  85,  <fea,  iiL  288, 

et  seq, 
form  of  license  granted  by  superintendent  registrar,  iiL  291 
mode  of  solemnizing  marriage  in  registered  building,  ih, 
proof  of  observance  of  6  <fe  7  Will  4,  c,  85,  <fec.  in  certain  matters 

not  necessary,  iiL  293 
marriages  in  extra  parochial  places,  iiL  294 
cases  decided  upon  Marriage  Acts,  ib, 

where  marriage  in  an  assumed  name,  ib. 
banns  in  wrong  name,  iii.  295 

assuming  a  fictitious  name  on  second  marriage,  iiL  296 
marriage  by  license  in  wrong  name,  iii.  298 
evidence  of  marriage  by  special  license,  ib. 
marriage  by  a  minor  without  consent  since  4  Gea  4,  c.  76,  iiL  299 
clergymen  must  be  present  at  marriage  by  the  common  law,  t6. 
clergyman  cannot  marry  himself,  iiL  300 

under  6  &  7  Will  4,  what  necessary  to  prove  in  support  of  mar- 
riage, ib, 
marriages  in  churches  erected  since  26  Geo.  2,  a  33,  evidence  of 

banns  before  that  Act,  iiL  303 
marriages  in  district  churches,  ib. 

certain  chapels  and  buildings  held  valid,  iiL  304 
Scotland,  iii.  305 
St.  Domingo,  iii.  306 
Ireland,  ih. 
of  Protestants  by  Ilonian  Catholic  priest,  iii.  310 
in  ambassador's  chapel,  «kc.,  or  in  the  army  abroad,  ih, 
mairiages  before  British  consuls,  iii.  311 
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BIGAMY —  cont  in  ued. 

xaaniages  in  Mexico,  Moscow,  and  other  places,  iii.  312 
in  India,  ib, 
in  Newfoundland,  ib. 
proof  of  marriage  in  France,  iii.  313 
marriages  of  lunatics,  ib. 

marriages  by  reputation  when  not  sufficient,  ib, 
evidence  of  marriage,  iii.  314 
prisoner's  acknowledgment  of  marriage,  ib. 
true  wife  cannot  be  a  witness,  iii.  316 
indictment,  iii.  317 
BILL  OF  EXCEPTIONS,  iii.  318 
BILL  OF  EXCHANGE, 

forging,  ii.  819 
stealing,  ii.  223 
may  be  laid  as  a  warrant  for  the  payment  of  money,  ii.  851 
causing  to  be  executed  by  force,  ii.  81 

by  fraud,  ii.  525 
BILL  OF  LADING, 

stealing,  &c.,  ii.  223 
BIRD, 

ordinarily  kept  in  confinement  or  for  some  domestic  purpose,  stealing,  ii.  295 

killing  with  intent  to  steal,  ib. 
possession  of,  ii.  296 
maliciously  killing,  maiming,  &c.,  ii.  927 
BIRTH, 

register  of,  proof  of,  iii.  426 
register  of,  forging,  ii,  806 
Births  and  Deaths  Registration  Act,  ii.  808 
concealment  of,  i.  801,  etseq, 
BISHOPS  COURT, 

extortion  in,  i.  304 
BLASPHEMY, 

still  indictable  at  common  law,  i.  194  ;  iii.  193 
punishment  for,  iiL  225 
BOAT, 

stealing  from  in  port,  river,  &c.,  ii.  307 
BODILY  INJURY, 

causing  with  intent  to  murder,  L  911 
attempting  to  cause  with  like  intent,  i.  913 
with  intent  to  maim,  dec,  L  914 
to  prevent  apprehension,  ib. 
inflicting  with  or  without  a  weapon,  ib. 
exploding  gunpowder  with  intent  to  cause,  i.  953 
placing  gunpowder  near  buildings,  *fec.  with  like  intent,  i.  954 
setting  spring  guns  with  like  intent,  i.  987 
drivers  of  carriuges  causing,  i.  986 
causing,  to  apprentices  or  servants,  i.  947 
BODY  CORPORATE, 

how  described,  iL  258 
BOND, 

a  valuable  security,  ii.  223 
stealing,  ib. 
forging,  ii.  819 
BOOKS, 

public,  how  proved,  iii.  426 
BOROUGH  FUND, 
costs  out  of,  i.  99 
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BOUNDARIES, 

of  counties,  offonces  committed  near. — See  Indictablb  Venue. 
BOXING  MATCH, 
death  by,  i.  819 
BRASS, 

stealing  from  buildings,  ii.  210 
BREAD, 

putting  unwholesome  ingredients  in,  by  a  baker,  indictable,  i.  195,  268 
by  servant  with  master's  knowledge,  mastOT  indictable,  i.  268 
BRIBERY.— See  Index,  Vol.  I. 
in  what  it  may  consist,  i.  318 

in  elections  for  members  of  parliament,  L  319,  f^  seq. 
at  municipal  elections,  i.  331,  333 
Ballot  Act,  i.  330 
tampering  with  jurors,  i.  318 
BRIDGES.— See  Index,  Vol.  L 

of  public  bridges,  i.  630  I 

of  private  bridges,  i.  531  i 

dedication  of  a  bridge  to  the  public,  i.  533  I 

a  bridge  may  be  indictable  as  a  nuisance,  ih. 

of  nuisances  to  by  obstructions,  i.  533  J 

of  nuisances  by  not  repairing  them,  i6.,  et  seq.  ' 

liability  of  the  county  and  others  to  repair,  i.  534,  et  seq. 
power  of  justices  to  order  bridges  to  be  widened,  Ac,  or  rebuilt,  ib. 
composition  as  to  repair  between  county  and  parish,  where  the  latter  is 

liable  to  repair,  under  3  Gea  4,  c.  i.  126,  541 
one  bridge  within  three  hundred  feet  of  another  in  another  county,  i.  547, 

548 
party  liable  to  repair  a  bridge  is  primA  facie  liable  to  repair  the  approaches, 
i.  547 

county  not  bound  to  widen,  ih. 
procuring  monies  for  repairs  of  bridges,  and  of  contributions,  i.  549 
justices  may  contract  for  repairs,  &c.,  ib, 

information,  presentment,  or  indictment,  for  not  repairing,  i.  550,  et  teq, 
pleadingSi  special  plea,  Jcc,  ib.,  et  seq, 
trial,  county,  &c.  i.  555 
evidence,  ib, 
the  judgment,  i.  556 
costs  for  a  frivolous  defence,  ih, 
certiorari  to  remove  presentments  or  indictments,  i5. 

riotously  destroying  bridges,  &c.  belonging  to  collieries,  mines, 

<S^.,i.  368 
destroying,  whether  over  a  stream  or  not,  ii.  942 
for  conveying  minerals  from  mines,  ii.  946 
BROKER, 

embezzlement  by,  of  money  or  securities  intrusted  to  him  with  a  written 
direction,  ii.  390 

of  goods,  <fec.,  or  power  of  attorney  intrusted  to  him  for  safe  custody,  ib, 
fraudulently  selling  property  intrusted  to  him  for  safe  custody,  ii.  391 
BUILDING, 

destroying  with  intent  to  murder,  L  912 
riotously  demolishing,  i.  368 
blowing  up  with  gunpowder,  i,  954 
setting  fire  to,  ii.  900,  et  seq. 
destroying,  &c.  with  gunpowder,  ii.  904 
injuries  to  by  tenants,  ii.  926 
BUILDING  SOCIETIES  ACTS, 

proof  of  certificates  and  rules,  iii.  412 
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BUILDING  WITHIN  THE  CURTILAGE, 

what  is,  ii.  70,  et  seq, 
breaking  into  and  committing  any  felony  in,  ii.  ib. 
committing  any  felony  in,  and  breaking  out  of,  ib. 
BULL, 

stealing  or  killing  with  intent  to  steal,  il  287 
maliciously  killing,  &c^  ii.  927 
BULL-BAITING, 

assemblies  for,  not  riotous,  i.  d(S5 
BULLION, 

frauds  relating  to,  i.  217,  et  seq, 

making  gold  and  silver  under  the  true  alloy,  H, 

fraudulently  affixing  marks,  indictable  at  common  law,  ib. 
frauds  in  the  exportation  of  bullion,  ih, 
BUOY, 

removing,  destroying,  or  concealing,  ii.  959 
BURGLARY.- See  Index,  Vol.  II. 
definition  of  the  ofifence,  ii.  I 
breaking  and  entering,  ii.  2 

the  breaking, — Of  an  actual  breaking,  ii.  2,  3 

constructive  breaking,  ii.  7 
the  entering,  ii.  10 
of  the  mansion-house,  ii.  l^,  et  seq. 

what  shall  be  considered,  ib, — See  tit.  Dwelling- House, 
.    not  buildings  within  the  curtilage,  ii.  15 
part  of  a  house  severed  from  the  rest,  ib. 
of  the  inhabitancy,  ii.  20,  et  seq. 
of  the  ovmership,  ii.  24,  et  seq. 

owner  of  house  breaking  open  apartments  of  his  lodgera,  ii.  36 
of  the  time,  viz.,  the  night,  when  the  offence  must  be  committed,  ib. 
of  the  intent  to  commit  a  felony,  ii.  38 
indictment,  trial,  dtc,  ii.  43,  et  seq, 

of  joining  burglary,  larceny,  and  felony,  ii,  51 
of  ifie  plea  of  autr^ois  acquit,  ii.  48 
evidence,  ib, 
the  verdict,  ii.  49 
when  several  are  indicted  for  burglary  and  larceny,  the  offence  of  some  mny 

be  burglaiy,  of  the  others  only  larceny,  ib. 
punishment,  ii.  50,  51 

entering  house  by  night  with  intent  to  commit  a  felony,  ib. 
principals  in  second  degree  and  accessories,  t6. 
BURIAL, 

obstructing  burial  service,  i.  401 
omitting  and  refusing  to  bury,  i.  613 
right  to,  i.  614 
preventing,  i.  619 
register  o^  proof  of,  iii.  426,  689 
register  of,  forging,  &c.,  ii.  806 
BURNING,  ii.  896.— See  tit.  Arson. 
BUYING  AND  SELLING, 

public  offices,  i.  309. — See  tit  Offices, 
pretended  titles,  i.  359 

C. 

CADETSHIP, 

in  India,  i.  316 
CANAL, 

stealing  from  vessels  on,  ii.  307 

VOL.    lit.  3   A 
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CANAL — continued, 

breaking  down  bank,  dam,  dbc.,  ii.  940 
removing  piles,  <&a  to  secure  bank,  ib. 
opening  floodgate,  <kc.  or  doing  other  injury  to,  ib. 
setting  fire  to  building  belonging  to,  ii.  901 
CAPABILITY, 

of  oommitting  crimes,  i.  108 
general  rule,  ib, 
want  or  defect  of  will,  ib. 

1.  Infants,  %b, 

oommitting  misdemeanors,  ib, 
capital  crimes,  i.  109,  et  seq, 
murder,  t6.,  et  seq. 
rape,  L  110 
new  statutory  felonies,  L  112 
treasons,  ib, 
execution  of,  respited,  &o.  for  their  want  of  discretion,  L  113 

2.  Non  compotes,  L  1 13,  e^  seq. 

Idiots,  ib. 

what  constitutes,  ib. 

deaf  and  dumb,  ib.,  and  see  note  {m) 
from  sickness,  i.  114 
lunatics,  ib. 
persons  drunk,  tb. 

voluntary  and  involuntary  drunkenness,  ib. 
affecting  question  of  intent,  L  115 
distinction  between  idiocy  and  lunacy,  i.  116 
in  what  cases  defect  of  sense,  &o.  shall  excuse,  ib.^  et  seq. 
opinions  of  the  Judges  in  M'Naghte's  case,  i.  121 
cases  subsequently,  i.  123,  et  seq. 
examination  of  medical  man,  L  133 
insanity  in  the  family,  i.  134 
rule  derived  from  cases,  ib. 
lunatic  offenders,  proceedings  with  respect  to,  L  135 
disposal  of  persons  acquitted  on  ground  of  insanity,  i.  136 
insane  persons  charged  with  misdemeanors,  L  137 
the  jury  may  judge  from  demeanor  of  the  party,  I  138 

facts  necessary  to  constitute  the  crime  must  be  proved 

in  order  to  bring  a  case  within  the  Act,  ib. 
grand  jury  are  bound  to  find  the  bill,  ib. 
persons  found  insane  on  arraignment  or  trial,  L  137 
discharged  for  want  of  prosecution,  ib. 
3.  Persons  subject  to  the  power  of  others,  L  139 
feme  covert,  ib, 

not  answerable  for  her  husband^s  breach  of  duty,  i.  144 
indictment  against  husband  and  wife  as  such,  i.  141 
when  responsible,  i.  139,  et  seq, 
coercion  of  husband  when  presumed,  L  139 

not  presumed  when  not  present, 
L  146 
receiving  stolen  goods  with  her  husband,  L  141,  f^  seq. 

in  some  cases  she  is  responsible,  i.  145,  et  seq. 
husband  accessory  before,  i.  146 
presumption  may  be  rebutted,  i.  147 
not  guilty  of  felony  in  stealing  her  husband's  goods, 

i.  148 
when  a  stranger  can  commit  larceny  of  husband's  goods 
by  delivery  of  wife,  ib.  et  seq. 
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CAPABILITY— cow^int^d 

cases  of  adultery,  i.  148,  et  seq 
not  accessory  for  receiving  her  husband,  i.  153 
indictment  against  husband  and  wife,  i6. 
evidence  of  being  the  wife,  t6. 
4.  Persons  committing  crimes  through  ignorance,  L  \Bi 
ignorance  of  law  no  excuse,  ib. 
CAPITAL, 

what  felonies  are,  iii.  637 
CAPTION, 

to  depositions,  iii.  518,  519 
CARNAL  KNOWLEDGE, 

what  is  sufficient,  i.  864 
CARNALLY  KNOWING, 
girl  under  twelve,  i.  872 

between  twelve  and  thirteen,  ib, 
attempt  to  commit  these  offences,  ih, 
CARRIAGES, 

forging  licenses  for,  il  817 

CARRIERS^ 

larceny  by,  ii.  134,  et  seq. 

special  property  of,  to  support  ownership  in  indictment,  il  245 

false  pretence  by,  to  obtain  money  for  carriage,  iL  531 

CASE  RESERVED, 

by  court  on  trial,  ilL  318 
CAT, 

stealing,  ii.  238 

maliciously  wounding,  dbc,  ii.  927 

CATTLE, 

stealing,  iL  287 

how  described  in  indictment,  ii.  290,  ei  seq. 
slaughtering,  ii.  293 
destroying  or  burying  hides,  ib, 
maiming  and  killing,  ii.  927 

no  indictment  at  common  law  for  maiming  a  horse,  iK 

new  statute,  U>, 

cases  on,  ii.  928 

as  to  the  meaning  of  the  word  ^  cattle '  in  the  9  Geo.  1,  c.  22,  ih, 

horses,  pigs,  asses,  ii.  929 

as  to  the  degree  of  maiming,  ih, 

pouring  acid  into  the  eye  of  a  mare  and  blinding  her,  ib, 

wounds  inflicted  by  a  dog,  iL  930 

burning  a  building  with  a  cow  in  it,  ib. 

malice  against  the  owner  not  necessary,  ib, 

indictment  and  evidence,  ib, 

other  acts  of  adjninistering  poison  admissible  to  show  the  intent, 
ii.  931 

principals  and  accessories,  ib, 

CENTRAL  CRIMINAL  COURT, 
costs  at,  i.  91 

CERTIFICATE 

of  dismissal  of  assault,  L  969 

CERTIORARI, 

costs  of  removal  by,  i.  95,  96 

to  remove  indictments  for  nuisances  to  highways,  i.  503 

costs  after  removal,  i.  508 

for  nuisances  to  bridges,  L  556 

3  A  2 
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CHALLENGING, 
tofight,  i.  396 

provocation  no  excuse,  ib. 

of  endeavouring  to  provoke  another  to  send  a  challenge,  ib. 
of  the  intent,  t&. 

of  words  of  provocation,  i.  397 

in  what  county  the  venue  may  be  laid,  tb. 

criminal  information  for,  ib. 

punishment  for,  ib. 
jury,  iii.  637 
CHAMPERTY, 

description  of,  i.  356 
by  statutes,  i6. 
punishment  for,  ib. 
place  of  trial,  ib. 
CHANCE  MEDLEY, 

killing  by,  i.  845. — See  tit  Homicide. 
CHANCERY, 

forgery  of  documents  relating  to  suitors  in,  ii.  805 
answers  and  depositions  of  prisoner  in,  when  evidence,  iii.  479 
CHAPELS, 

sacrilege  in,  ii.  55,  56 
setting  fire  to,  ii.  900 
pulling  down  by  rioters,  i.  368 
CHARACTER, 

giving  evidence  of,  on  indictment  for  subsequent  felony,  i,  67 

of  prosecutrix  in  rape,  impeaching,  i.  868 

of  prosecutor,  when  and  how  it  may  be  impeached,  iii  388 

of  prisoner,  ib. 

evidence  of  good  character  must  be  applicable  to  the  particular  charge,  ih, 

must  not  refer  to  particular  acts,  ib. 
prosecutor  cannot  show  prisoner's  bad  character,  iii  389 

unless  he  give  evidence  of  character,  ib, 
only  general  evidence  admissible,  ib. 
mode  of  leaving  it  to  the  jury,  iiL  391 
bad  character  as  a  ground  of  suspicion,  iiL  390 
good  character,  presumption  from,  iii.  323 
evidence  of  knowledge  of,  iii.  377 

of  witness  to  impeach  his  credit,  iii.  591. — See  tit.  Witness. 
CHEATS.— See  Index,  Vol.  IL 

attempts  to  defraud,  when  not  indictable,  i.  195 
frauds  relating  to  bullion,  i.  217 
frauds  by  public  officers,  i.  302 

undue  abatement  of  the  price  of  native  commodities,  i.  349 
in  order  to  constitute,  there  must  be  a  prejudice  received,  ii.  511 
if  on  a  trial  for  a  cheat  it  appears  in  evidence  to  amount  to  a  larceny,  it 
will  still  be  punishable  as  a  misdemeanor,  ii.  511 

cheats  and  frauds  punishable  at  common  law,  ii.  527,  et  seq, 

indictment,  ii.  523 

punishment,  ii.  524 
cheats  and  frauds  by  means  of  false  pretences,  IL  524,  et  deq. — See  tit. 

False  Pretences. 
of  cheats  and  frauds  punishable  by  other  statutes,  iL  607,  et  seq. 

fraudulent  conveyances,  ii.  607 

gaming,  ii.  609 

conjuration,  fortune-telling,  &c,  ih, 

forging,  &C.,  trade  marks,  ii.  610,  et  seq. 

fraudulent  concealment  of  deeds,  or  falsifying  pedigree,  ii.  614 
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CEEATB—continued, 

Land  Transfer  Act,  1875,  ii.  615 
Coal  Mines  Regulation  Act,  1872,  ib. 
Admiralty  Powers  Act,  i6. 
Mutiny  Acts,  ii.  616 

cheats  and  frauds  in  particular  trades,  ii.  617 
CHEMISTS, 

forging  register  of,  ii.  792 
CHEQUE, 

on  banker,  without  effects  or  authority,  not  indictable  at  common  law, 
iL  521 

but  it  is  as  a  false  pretence  under  the  statute,  ii  551,  et  seq. 

forging,  altering,  <fec.,  the  crossing  of,  ii.  821 
CHILD.— See  tit.  Infant. 

woman  concealing  the  birth  of,  i.  801 

carnal  knowledge  of,  i.  871,  et  seq. 

child  stealing,  i.  905 

exposing  or  abandoning,  i.  904,  et  seg.^  196 

when  competent  as  a  witness,  iiL  612 

care  of  child  of  woman  convicted  of  crimes,  iii.  684 
CHLOROFOKM, 

administering  to  commit  offences,  L  947 
CHOKE, 

attempting  to,  in  order  to  commit  offences,  i.  946 
CHRISTIAN  RELIGION, 

libels  upon,  iii.  193 

part  of  the  law  of  the  land,  iii.  195 

court  will  not  meddle  with  differences  of  opinion,  ih. 

dispassionate  discussions  allowable,  iii.  196 
CHURCH.— See  tit.  Sacbilegb. 

riotously  pulling  down,  i.  368 

affrays  in,  i.  391 

breaking  windows  of,  i.  400 

arrest  of  clergyman  in,  i.  401 

burglary  in,  how  stated,  il  40 

goods  belonging  to ;  how  laid,  ii.  5G 

burning,  iL  900 

injuring  monuments,  <fec.  in,  ii.  965 
CHURCHWARDEN, 

refusing  to  call  vestries,  <Scc.,  i.  301 

obtaining  a  silver  cup  or  the  like,  colore  officii^  i.  304 
CHURCHYARD, 

affrays  in,  i.  391 

5  &  6  Edw.  6,  c.  4,  L  398 

striking  in,  kCy  ib. 

arrest  of  clergyman  in,  i.  401 

stealing  fixtures  in,  ii.  211 

injuring  monuments,  <&c.  in,  il  965 
CIRCUMSTANTLA.L  EVIDENCE,  iii.  320 
CLERGY, 

benefit  of,  abolished,  iii.  637 
CLERGYMAN, 

a  spiritual  person  taking  a  farm  liable  to  the  penalty  of  statute  Hen.  8, 
but  not  indictable,  i.  1 95 

arrest  o^  in  church  or  churchyard,  i.  401 

whilst  performing  service,  <kc.,  ib. 
CLERK, 

larceny  of  his  master's  property,  ii.  310,  326. — See  tit.  Servants. 
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CLERK — con  tinned, 

embezzlemeiit  by,  ii.  332.— See  tit.  Embezzlbmbnt. 

of  assize,  statute  as  to,  iii.  679 
CLOTH, 

in  progress  of  manufacture,  larceny  of,  ii.  436 

destroying,  ii.  949 
COAL-MINE, 

setting  fire  to,  ii.  945 

stealing  from,  ii.  210 

Coal-mine  Regulation  Act,  1872,  offences  under,  ii.  615 

COCK-PIT, 

a  nuisance,  when,  i.  428 

COCK-THROWING, 

at  Shrove-tide,  illegal,  i.  819 
death  by,  ib. 
CODICIL, 

stealing,  <fec.,  ii.  219 

forging,  iL  819 
COERCION, 

excuse  from,  for  committing  a  crime,  i.  139,  et  seq, — See  tit.  Capability. 

COFFINS, 

ownership  now  laid,  ii.  256 

COIN. — See  Indbx,  Vol.  I. — See  tits.  Coining  Instruments — Bullion. 
offence,  relating  to  the.  Consolidation  Act  as  to,  iii.  668 
description  of  in  indictments  generally,  i.  24 

having  counterfeit  coin  in  possession  with  intent  to  utter  it|  no  offence  at 
common  law,  1.  190 

but  it  is  good  evidence  of  having  procured  it,  which  is  an  offence, 

i.  191 
having    coining    instruments    in    possession    with    intent    to    use 

them,  ib. 
counterfeiting^  i.  200,  et  teq. 
of  principals  and  accessories  in,  i.  208 

what  sufficient  proof  of  the  coin  being  counterfeit,  i.  209 
what  not  sufficient  evidence  of,  counselling,  <kc.,  i.  208 
venue,  ib. 

offences  at  sea^  L  209 
apprehension  of  offenders,  i  210 
sureties  of  the  peace,  ib. 
solitary  confinement,  ib. 
hard  labour,  ib. 
costs,  ib. 

coining-tools  and  base  money  how  to  be  secured  and  disposed  of, 
i.  211,  212 
impairing  J  i.  213 

importing  counterfeit  or  light  money ,  i.  214 
exporting  counterfeit  money,  L  216 

to  the  colonies,  ib. 
uttering  or  tendering  counterfeit  coin,  i.  225 

having  three  or  more  pieces  in  possession  with  intent,  &o.,  i.  226 
second  offence,  L  227 

evidence  of  previous  conviction,  dec.,  ib. 
proceedings  on  the  trial,  &o.,  ib. 
indictment — two  utterings  on  the  same  day,  i.  232 
evidence  of  guUty  knowledge,  i.  233 
all  co-operating  guilty,  i.  235 
form  of  indictment,  i.  236 


Index.  72  7 

COIN — continued. 

uttering  foreign  counterfeit  coijij 
first  uttering,  i.  237 
second,  ib. 
third,  ib. 

proceedings  against  persons  having  in   custody  more  than  a 
certain  quantity,  ib,,  note  (v) 
uttering  foreign  medals,  ib, 
buying,  selling,  or  paying  counterfeit  coin  at  a  lotoer  rate  than  its  denoTtdna- 
tion,  i.  239 

costs  of  prosecutions,  i.  89 
COINING-INSTRUMENTS.— See  Index,  Vol.  I. 

making,  mending,  or  haying  in  possession,  i.  218 
COLLECTORS  OF  TAXES, 
assaulting,  i.  980 

college;, 

setting  fire  to  buildings  belonging  to,  ii.  902 
COLONIES, 

mode  of  ascertaining  law  in,  iii.  423 
acts  of  state  in,  proof  of,  iii.  420 
COMBINATION, 

societies  taking  unlawful  oaths,  &c.,  to  be  deemed  unlawful  combmations, 
i.  377,  et  seq. 
COMMENCEMENT  OF  PROSECUTION, 

what  and  when,  i.  626 
COMMISSIONS 

in  the  army,  selling,  i.  314 
COMPANIES, 

directors  and  officers  fraudulently  appropriating  property,  ii.  895 

keeping  fraudulent  accounts,  ib. 
destroying  books,  &c.,  ib, 
publishing  false  statements,  ii.  396 
COMPARISON 

of  handwriting  now  allowed,  iii.  437 
COMPENSATION 

for  apprehension,  i.  99,  100 
to  persons  defrauded  or  injured,  i.  105 
COMPOUNDING  OFFENCES, 
compounding  felony,  i.  292 

taking  reward  for  helping  to  things  stolen,  i.  293 
advertising  a  reward  for  the  return  of  stolen  goods,  ib. 
compounding  misdemeanors,  ib. 

after  judgment  by  leave  of  the  court,  ib.,  et  seq. 
compounding  information  on  penal  statutes,  i.  293 
ISEliz.  a  5,i6. 

statute  applies,  though  no  offence  has  been  committed,  i.  296 
so  though  no  action  or  information  pendhig,  ib. 
contracts,  &c.,  in  consideration  of  dropping  a  prosecution,  <&c.,  void,  i.  294 
CONCEALMENT.— See  tit.  Murder. 
amount  of  indictment  for,  i.  60 
of  the  birth  of  children,  i.  801,  et  seq, 
verdict  finding,  ib, 
CONCLUSIONS, 

information  in  indictments,  L  35 
CONFEDERACY, 

evidence  of  joint  or  several  acts,  to  prove,  i.  157,  et  seq, 
crimes  done  in   pursuance  of,  in  prosecution  of  imlawfal  purposes,  ib., 
tt  seq. 
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unlawful,  what  to  be  deemed,  i.  377,  et  seq. 
CONFESSION, 

before  magistrate. — See  Statement  of  Accused. 
sufficient  for  conviction  without  proo^  aliunde,  ill.  440,  et  seq, 
must  be  free  and  voluntary,  iiL  441 
object  of  this  rule,  iiL  442 
general  principle,  t6. 
what  promises  and  inducements  will  exclude,  ib. 
advising  prisoner  to  tell  the  truth,  iii.  443 
promise  to  be  favourable,  iii.  444 
obtained  by  gift  of  glass  of  gin,  iii.  445 
when  drunk,  tb. 

inducement  to  implicate  another  prisoner,  iiL  446 
telling  prisoner  what  he  says  may  be  used  in  his  favour,  t6. 
telling  prisoner  what  he  says  will  be  used  against  him,  ib. 
oath  not  to  reveal,  iiL  447 
promise  that  prisoner  should  see  his  wife,  ib. 
made  under  mistaken  supposition,  iii.  448 
inducement  to  one  prisoner  will  not  exclude  a  confession  by  another, 

ib, 
letter  from  prisoner  in  gaol,  iiL  449 
with  a  view  to  being  admitted  as  a  witness  and  receiving  a  pardon, 

iiL  449,  et  seq, 
inducement  as  to  one  crime  will  not  exclude  confession  as  to  another, 
iiL  452 

unless  they  are  parts  of  the  same  transaction,  ib. 
made  in  consequence  of  persuasion  by  a  clergyman,  and  not  with  a 
view  of  temporal  benefit,  iiL  453 
what  threats  and  menaces  will  exclude  a  confession,  iiL  456 
threat  to  apprehend  a  boy  on  a  charge  of  arson,  t6. 
words  not  amounting  to  a  menace,  iiL  457 
ambiguous  words,  ib, 
under  false  imprisonment,  iiL  458 
m£ide  after  one  unduly  obtained,  or  after  inducements  once  made,  ib. 

where  one  confession  obtained  by  an  inducement  ought  to  be  strong 
evidence  to  shew  that  effect  of  it  has  been  done  away  with  before 
subsequent  confession  admissible,  iii.  459 
where  prisoner  has  been  duly  cautioned  by  magistrate,  iiL  461 
improper  inducement  by  a  policeman  and  a  statement  to  a  superin- 
tendent afterwards,  iiL  462 
inducement  by  person  in  superior  authority,  t6. 

by  a  magistrate  held  removed  by  a  subsequent  com- 
munication from  him,  iiL  463 
threat  of  taking  before  a  magistrate  done  away  with    by  taking 
thither,  t6. 
as  to  persons  whose  inducements  will  exclude,  ib, 

person. accompanying  the  prosecutor  in  pursuit,  iiL  464 
master  of  a  ship,  ib, 

a  person  having  a  prisoner  in  custody,  tb. 
person  supposed  to  possess  authority,  iii.  465 
inducements  used  in  presence  of  person  in  authority,  ib,^  et  seq. 
by  husband  in  presence  of  constable,  t6. 
by  wife  of  the  prosecutor,  iiL  467,  468 
by  wife  of  one  of  two  partners,  ib. 
result  of  cases,  iii.  468 

of  girl  of  fifteen  years  old  occasioned  by  many  applications  amouuting 
to  threats,  ib. 
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inducements  by  persons  not  in  authority,  iii.  470^  471 
by  a  railway  servant,  iii.  471 
elicited  by  questions,  ilL  472 

where  questions  put  by  police  officer,  ih, 
by  other  pei-sons,  iii.  473 
on  oath  when  evidence,  ib, 
when  not  admissible,  t6. 

prisoner  examined  on  oath  by  mistake  and  error  corrected,  iii.  476 
where  prisoner  examined  on  oath  against  another,  ih, 
where  prisoner  has  been  improperly  compelled  to  answer  a  question 

which  might  criminate  him,  iiL  478 
compulsory  examination  of  bankrupt,  ib. 
answers  and  depositions  in  chancery,  iiL  479 
affidavit,  iii.  480 

where  prisoner  examined  before  a  poor  law  inspector,  ib, 
deposition  before  a  coroner,  ib, 

result  of  cases  where  prisoner  examined  on  oath,  iii.  482 
discoveries    and   acts   done    in    consequence  of   confession   unduly  ob- 
tained, ib, 

where  property  is  found  in  consequence  of,  iii  483 
acts  done  in  consequence  of,  iii.  484 
declarations  accompanying  such  acts,  iii.  485 
against  whom  confessions  and  statements  evidence,  iii.  485 
when  statement  made  before  a  magistrate,  ih, 
on  a  summary  conviction,  iiL  486 
deposition  on  a  charge  of  felony,  ib, 

in  the  hearing  of  a  prisoner  not  before  the  magistrate,  iii.  487 
statement  made  by  thief  in  presence  of  receiver,  iii.  488 
statement  to  prisoner  denied  by  him,  ib, 
statement  in  presence  of  prosecutrix,  iiL  489 
in  the  hearing  of  a  person,  ib, 
of  prisoner  in  respect  to  a  different  offence  to  that  with  which 

he  is  charged,  t6. 
of  prisoner  as  to  stolen  property  before  any  suspicion  against 

him,  ib, 
of  prisoner  when  inadmissible  in  his  favour,  iiL  490 
of  agent  of  defendant,  ib. 
of  prosecutor,  iii.  491 
acts  of  servants,  ib. 
proof  of  confessions  and  statements  when  onus  on  prosecutor  to  contradict 
same,  iiL  491 

prosecutor  must  show  confession  voluntary,  ib. 

examinations  not  in  the  words  of  prisoner  are  inadmissible,  ih, 

names  in  must  be  mentioned,  iii.  492 

whole  of  must  be  stated,  iii.  493 

where  prosecutor  must  negative  account  given  by  prisoner,  iii.  494, 

495 
mode  of  introducing  confessions  in  evidence,  iii.  496 
when  officer  to  whom  made  should  be  called,  iii.  497 
where  after  confession  received  in  evidence  it  turns  out  that  it  was 
improperly  obtained,  iii.  498 
CONFIDENTIAL  COMMUNICATIONS, 

what  are,  iiL  539,  et  seq. 
CONGREGATION, 

disturbing,  L  399,  et  seq. 
CONIES, 

larceny  of,  ii.  238 
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taking  or  killing  in  a  warren,  ii.  301 
CONJURATION, 

cheats  by  pretending  to  practise,  ii.  609 
CONSENT, 

negativing,  iiL  366 
CONSPIRACY, 

prosecution  for,  not  maintainable  against  a  husband  and  wife,  i.  145 

for  an  unlawful  and  seditious  assembly,  i.  377,  et  8eq, 

societies  taking  unlawful  oaths,  <kc.,  to  be  deemed  unlawful  combinations, 

L377 
to  murder,  L  906,  et  seq. 
descriptions  of,  iiL  109 

against  the  public  justice  of  the  kingdom  by  agreeing  to  make 
false  charges  and  accusations,  iii.  110 
the  false  charge  need  not  be  prosecuted,  iii.  Ill 
the  confederacy  will   be  equally  criminal  though  the   proceedings 

intended  to  be  instituted  were  defective,  ib, 
the  confederacy  must  be  false  and  malicious,  iii.  Ill 
to  pervert  the  course  of  justice  by  producing  a  false  certificate  of  a  high- 
way being  in  repair,  iii.  112 
to  defeat  an  information,  iii.  114 
to  prevent  a  prosecution,  ib, 
to  obtain  security  from  a  defendant,  iii.  115 
to  raise  the  price  of  the  public  funds  by  false  rumours,  ib. 
to  impoveri^  the  farmers  of  excise,  iii.  116 
to  obtain  money  by  procuring  the  appointment  of  a  person  to  an  office  in 

the  customs,  ib, 
to  commit  riots,  iii.  116 
to  excite  discontent,  iii.  117 

to  marry  paupers,  in  order  to  charge  a  parish,  t&.,  et  teq. 
to  charge  a  man  with  being  the  father  of  a  bastard  child,  iii.  119 
to  defraud,  t6.,  et  seq. 

to  make  a  fraudulent  acceptance  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  iiL  119 
to  defraud  tradesmen,  iiL  120 
by  brokers  attending  auctions,  ib. 
to  fabricate  shares  in  a  joint  stock  company,  ib. 
to  barter  unwholesome  wine,  iii.  120 
to  cheat  by  fraudulent  wager,  ib. 
to  solemnise  a  marriage,  iii.  122 

to  procure  a  marriage  by  license  obtained  by  a  false  oath,  ib. 
to  seduce  a  young  woman,  iiL  122 
to  procure  a  girl  to  have  illicit  connection,  iiL  123 
to  carry  away  and  marry  a  female,  ib. 
to  impoverish  a  man  in  his  trade,  ib. 
to  commit  a  civil  trespass,  iii.  124 

to  cheat  and  defraud  a  man  by  selling  him  an  unsound  horse,  ib. 
to  cheat  of  part  of  the  price  of  a  horse,  iii.  125 
not  for  conspiring  to  deprive  a  man  of  the  office  of  secretary  to  an  iUegal 

trading  company,  ib. 
to  sink  a  foreign  ship,  iiL  126 
by  one  partner  to  defraud  another,  ib. 
complaint  that  members  of  House  of  Lords  had  conspired  to  deceive  the 

House,  ib. 
prosecution  and  proceedings,  iii.  127 
more  than  one  person  must  be  found  to  have  conspired,  ib. 
imperfect  verdict  as  to  one,  and  acquittal  as  to  others,  ib. 
judgment  on  one  before  trial  of  others,  iiL  128 
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statements  in  indictment,  iii.  129,  et  seq, 

where  it  is  sufficient  to  state  the  conspiracy,  tb. 

where  overt  acts  must  be  stated,  ib. 

not  necessary  to  state  the  means  where  the  thing  intended  is  illegal,  secila 

where  it  is  legal,  iii.  131 
conspiracy  to  obtain  the  means  and  power  of  transferring  stock,  iii.  129 
indictment  need  not  allege  that  the  prosecutor  is  innocent,  iii.  130 
indictment  for  conspiring  to  defraud  of  divers  goods,  iii.  131 
purchasers  in  the  funds,  ih, 

to  obtain  goods  without  paying  for  them,  iii.  132,  133 
by  fraudulent  deed,  iii.  ib, 

to  defraud  of  the  fruits  of  a  verdict,  iii.  133 

to  cause  imported  goods  to  be  delivered  without  paying  duty,  iii.  135 
count  bad  for  not  stating  names  of  persons  intended  to  be  cheated,  tb, 
where  conspiracy  is  well  laid,  but  overt  act  insufficiently,  iii.  137 
counts  charging  a  conspiracy  to  raise  discontent,  dbc,  and  to  stir  up  ill 

will  between  different  classes,  iii.  138 
to  obtain  by  means  of  intimidation  and  the  exhibition  of  physical  force  a 

change  in  the  government,  i6. 
overt  act  unconnected  with  conspiracy,  iii.  141 
technical  averment  of  conspiracy,  iii.  142 
place  of  trial,  ib. 

jurisdiction  of  Quarter  Sessions,  ib, 

where  charge  must  have  been  heard  before  a  justice,  iiL  133 
evidence,  ib, 

wife  of  one  defendant  incompetent  for  the  others,  iii.  143 
acts  or  words  of  one  when  evidence  against  others,  ib.,  et  seq, 
evidence  of  what  took  place  at  different  meetings,  iii.  145 

of  hand-bills,  iii.  146 

of  entries  at  custom-house,  iii.  147 
proof  of  the  conspiracy,  iii.  148 

it  may  be  inferred  from  the  separate  acts  of  the  parties,  ih, 
persons  joining  after  conspiracy  is  formed,  iii.  149 

meeting  for  one  purpose,  and  conspiring  for  another,  ih, 
general  evidence  of  its  nature,  ih, 

either  the  conspiracy  may  be  proved,  or  the  acts  of  the  parties,  iii.  150 
cumulative  instances  of  fraud,  where  admissible,  iii.  151 
meaning  of  ^  and  others '  in  an  indictment,  ih, 
court  will  take  judicial  notice  of  a  war,  ih. 
where  it  is  unnecessaiy  to  produce  a  cheque  alleged  to  be  forged,  ih. 

to  defraud  by  representing  a  person  in  opulent  circumstances,  iii.  152 
proof  of  conspiracy  to  defraud  of  acceptances,  iii.  153 

of  money,  ih. 
meaning  of  '  false  pretences '  in  an  indictment,  ib. 
to  obtain  railway  tickets,  iii.  154 
evidence  of  loss  of  profits,  ib. 
record  of  acquittal  of  one  defendant,  ih, 
divisible  averment,  ih, 
instances  of  variances,  iii.  155 
misdescription  of  statute,  ib, 

particulars  of  charges,  ih, 

acquittal  of  defendant  intended  to  be  called  as  a  witness,  iii.  156 

election  as  to  counts,  ih, 

change  of  venue,  ib, 

cross-examination  where  only  one  defendant  calls  witnesses,  ih, 

sufficient  to  convict  of  so  much  as  charges  an  indictable  offence,  iii.  157 

verdict  on  several  counts  where  only  one  conspiracy  is  proved,  ih. 
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several  findings  on  one  charge  are  bad,  ill.  157 

general  judgment  on  several  counts^  any  of  them  being  bad^  is  wrong,  iii.  158 
punishment,  ib. 

defendant  must  be  present  on  motion  in  court  after  conviction,  ilL  159 
trade  disputes,  ih. 

Trade  Union  Act,  1871,  ib. 

Conspiracy  and  Protection  of  Property  Act,  1875,  iil  161 

amendment  of  law  of  conspiracy  in  trade  disputes,  ib. 

breach  of  contract  by  persons  employed  in  supply  of  gas  or  water,  tb. 

breach  of  contract  involving  injury  to  persons  or  property,  iii.  1G2 

neglect  by  master  to  provide  food  for  servant  or  apprentice,  ib, 

penalty  for  intimidation  by  violence  or  otherwise,  ib. 

power  to  be  tried  by  indictment  and  not  by  summary  conviction,  iii. 

163 
regulations  as  to  evidence,  ib. 
definitions  of  words  in  Act,  iii.  164 
repeal  of  Acts,  iii.  165 

cases  under  repealed  Acts,  iii  166,  et  seq. 
CONSTABLE. — See  Opfioers,  Arrest. 

neglecting  duties  of  office,  indictable,  i.  307 

fineable  at  petty  sessions,  i.  301 
refusal  to  execute  the  office  of,  <Sec.  indictable,  i.  307 
corporation  has  no  power  of  common  right  to  choose,  i.  308 
who  liable  to  serve  the  office,  i.  307 
indictment  for  refusing  to  serve,  ih. 
refusal  to  be  sworn,  evidence  of  refusing  to  serve,  ib. 
suppression  of  affray  by,  when  in  his  presence,  i.  393,  et  seq, 
no  right  to  apprehend  when  afifray  is  not  committed  in  his  presence,  L  394 
unless  by  warrant  from  a  magistrate,  ib. 
assaulting  constables,  i.  974,  et  seq. 
special  constables,  L  975 
rural  police,  ib. 
police  of  towns,  ib. 
evidence  of  acting  as  constables,  sufficient,  i.  976 
constable's  power  in  preserving  the  peace,  i.  393,  977 
authority  to  apprehend  in  felonies,  i.  707,  720, 977 

in  misdemeanors,  i.  723,  977 
in  public-houses,  i.  727,  977 
must  act  within  his  proper  district,  i.  978 
executing  warrants,  tb, 

execution  of  warrants  by,  out  of  their  district,  ib. 
when  guilty  of  excess,  i.  979 
handcuffing,  searching,  ib. 
CONTAGION, 

spreading  disorders,  i.  266,  et  seq. 
CONTINUANCE, 

where  a  particular  state  is  proved  at  a  given  time,  the  presumption  is 
that  it  had  existed  for  a  reasonable  time  before,  and  that  it  continued 
for  a  reasonable  time  afterwards,  iiL  324 
CONTRACT, 

breach  o^  punishable  under  Conspii-acy  Act,  iii.  161,  162 
CONTRA  FORMAM  STATUTI,  i.  35 

where  conclusion  of  siatuti  for  stattUorumy  and  vice  versd,  L  35 
entire  omission  of,  ib. 
CONVICTIONS, 

summary  proceedings  for  common  assaults,  i.  968 
proof  of  previous  convictions,  iii.  416 
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before  justices,  how  proved,  iii.  424 
COPPER 

coin. — See  tit.  Coin. 
COPY 

of  documents,  where  admissible,  iii.  345,  et  seq. 
CORN, 

hindering  the  exportation  of,  or  preventing  its  circulation,  I  281 
11  Geo.  2,  0.  22,  ib. 

partially  repealed,  ib. 
36  Geo.  3,  a  9,  i.  282 

persons  using  violence  to  deter  others,  <!bc.,  tb. 
24  &  25  Vict.  c.  100,  s.  39,  summary  proceedings  before  two  magis- 
trates, i.  283 
setting  fire  to  crops  or  stacks  of,  iL  932 
CORONER, 

statute  as  to  coroners'  inquests,  iii.  641 

extortion  or  other  breach  of  duty  by,  L  297,  300,  303,  304 

too  speedy  interment  of  a  corpse  without  sending  for,  i.  620 

what  ought  to  be  done  on  the  happening  of  a  violent  death,  ib, 
jurisdiction  to  hold  inquests,  i.  785  ;  iii.  641 
depositions  before,  iiL  480,  533 

7  Geo.  4,  c.  64,  s.  4,  enactment  as  to,  iiL  533,  500  n. 
when  evidence,  ib. 
prisoners  entitled  to  copies,  iii.  430 
CORPORATION, 

chief  officers  of,  absenting  themselves  from,  or  hindering  elections,  &c.,  i.  301 
has  no  power  of  common  right  to  choose  a  constable,  i.  308 
how  to  be  described,  iL  258 
ownership  of,  how  to  be  laid,  ib. 

included  in  the  word  '  person  *  in  criminal  statutes,  i.  2 
CORPSES,  L  611.-^ee  tit.  Dead  Bodies. 
CORROSIVE  FLUID, 

throwing  with  intent  to  bum,  i.  953   . 
COSTS, 

in  cases  of  felony,  i.  66 
misdemeanors,  t6.,  et  seq. 

Secretary  of  State  may  make  regulations  as  to  costs,  i.  88 

justices'  certificate  not  conclusive,  ib. 

costs  of  misdemeanors  under  the  Criminal  Law  Consolidation  Acts, 

L  89 
in  Mint  cases,  ib. 
on  conviction  of  assault,  i.  968 

in  cases  of  ill-treatment  of  apprentices,  servants,  &o.,  i.  948 
of  misdemeanors  under  Offences  against  the  Person  Act,  i.  968 
of  assault  under  14  ib  15  Vict  c.  L,  19,  90 

13  &  14  Vict.  c.  101,  s.  9,  t6. 
on  Poor  Law  officers,  ib. 
m  perjury,  L  91 
in  bankruptcy,  ib. 
under  Merchant  Shipping  Act,  ib. 
cases  removed  to  Central  Criminal  Courts  ib. 
other  cases  at  that  Court,  ib. 
in  adjoining  counties,  i.  92 
in  exclusive  jurisdiction,  ib. 
binding  by  sessions  sufficient,  i.  93 
cases  where  costs  have  been  allowed,  ib, 
who  is  the  prosecutor,  ib. 
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COSTS— continiied, 

another  cannot  be  allowed  costs,  i.  94 

gaming,  ib. 

where  not  allowed,  i.  95 

apprehension  abroad,  ib, 

removing  from  Millbank,  th, 

cases  removed  by  certiorari  by  the  prosecutor,  ib, 

by  the  defendant,  i.  96 

no  costs  of  attending  an  inquest^  ib, 

extra  allowances,  cases  of,  i.  97 

of  otherwise  carrying  on  the  prosecution,  ib, 

of  cases  reserved,  i.  98 

where  trial  postponed,  ib. 

out  of  a  borough  fund,  i.  99 

compensation  for  apprehension,  ib, 

to  family  of  person  killed,  i.  100 

power  extended  to  sessions,  ib, 

cases  as  to,  i.  101 

sacrilege,  tb. 

bullock  stealing,  ib. 

buiglaiy,  ib, 

attempt  to  murder,  ib. 

stealmg  from  the  person,  ib. 

for  exertion,  ib. 

where  no  expense  or  loss  of  time,  ib, 

affidavit  where  necessary,  i.  102 

entire  order  must  be  served,  ib. 

witnesses  for  the  defence,  ib, 

persons  convicted  of  treason  or  felony  to  pay  costs,  i.  103, 104 

of  person  acquitted  under  Vexatious  Indictment  Act,  ib, 

in  Hbel,  i  103  ;  iii.  227,  229 

on  indictment  for  non-repair  of  a  highway,  i.  506,  et  acq. 
COTTON  GOODS, 

stealing  in  course  of  manufacture,  ii.  436 

destroying  or  damaging  whilst  in  course  of  manufacture,  iL  949 
COTTON  MILL, 

burning,  ii.  901 
COUNSEL, 

communications  with  client  when  privileged,  iii.  539 
COUNTERFEIT 

money. — See  tit  Coin. 

possession  of,  with  intent  to  utter,  not  indictable,  i.  190 
aecuiy  procuring  it  with  such  intent,  i.  191 

bullion,  i.  217,  et  $eq. 
COUNTERFEITING 

great  seal,  <bc.,  ii.  740 
COUNTING-HOUSE, 

breaking  into  and  committing  a  felony  therein,  ii.  74 
with  intent  to  commit,  &c.,  ii.  76^ 
COUNTS, 

for  stealing  and  receiving,  may  be  joined,  IL  479 
COUNTY.— See  Vbnub. 
COURT, 

striking  or  drawing  weapon  in  the  King's  court  of  justice,  L  971 

inferior  courts,  i.  973 
rescuing  without  striking  in,  ib, 
COURT  FOR  CROWN  CASES 

can  only  consider  indictment  as  amended,  L  62 
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COURT  FOR  CROWN  QMSEB^-contin'ued. 

coBts  in,  i.  98 
COURT-MARTIAL, 

return  from  trajisportation  after  sentence  of,  i.  G02 
COURT  ROLLS, 

forging,  ii.  821 
COURTS  OF  RECORD, 

stealing,  removing,  or  obliterating  records,  (&c.,  ii.  221 

forging  records,  <fec.,  ii.  745 

process  of  courts  not  of  record,  ii.  742 
name  of  officer  of,  ii.  805 
COW, 

stealing  or  killing  with  intent  to  steal,  ii.  287 

indictment  for,  not  supported  by  proof  of  stealing  a  heifer,  ii.  290 

principals  in  the  second  degree  and  accessories,  ii.  287 

maliciously  killing,  <&c.,  ii.  927 
CRIMES, 

capability  of  committing. — See  tit.  Capability. 

person  convicted  of,  a  competent  witness,  iii.  618 
CRIMINAL  INFORMATION, 

against  justices,  <&o.,  L  297,  et  seq. 
CROSS-EXAMINATION.— See  Witness. 

of  witness,  iii.  559 
CURTILAGE, 

outer  fence  of,  breaking,  whether  felonious,  iL  5 
buildings  within,  ii.  15 

where  burglary,  (kc,  does  not  extend  to  buildings  within,'t7>. 

buildings  within,  breaking  and  committing  a  felony  in,  ii.  70 

with  intent,  <&X3.,  ii.  76 

principals  in  second  degree  and  accessories,  ii.  70 

cases  where  buildings  were  held  parcel  of  the  house,  ii.  71 

outer  fence  not  opening  into  a  buildiug,  ii.  73 
CUSTOM-HOUSE  OFFICER, 

indictment  for  assaulting  in  execution  of  his  office,  quashed,  i.  195 

assault  on,  indictable  at  common  law,  i.  270 

count  for  common  assault  on,  not  triable  in  a  wrong  county,  i.  280 
CUSTOMS.— See  tit.  Revenue  Laws. 

evading  or  resisting  the  duties  of,  L  270,  et  seq, ;  iii.  692 

forgery  in  respect  of,  ii.  786 

statute  consolidating  the  laws  as  to,  iiL  692 


D. 
DAMS, 

of  fishponds,  Ac,  destroying,  ii.  491 
of  canal,  river,  reservoir,  destroying,  ii.  940 
DEAD  BODIES, 

taking  up,  even  for  the  purposes  of  dissection,  indictable,  i.  611 

though  the  particular  place  from  whence  taken  be  neither  stated  nor 
proved,  ib, 
to  disinter  is  a  misdemeanor,  ib, 
even  though  motive  be  laudable,  i.  612 
defence  of  want  of  means  to  provide  burial,  i.  613 
refusal  or  neglect  to  bury,  a  misdemeanor,  ib. 
right  to  burial,  i.  614 
who  bound  to  bury,  ib, 
licenses  to  practise  anatomy,  i.  615 
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DEAD  BODIES — continued. 

2  <k  3  Will.  4,  c.  75,  providing  for  schools  of  anatomj,  i.  615,  et  seq. 

the  preventing  from  being  interred,  indictable,  i.  619 

the  preventing  reading  the  burial  service,  indictable,  ib. 

too  speedy  interment  o^  after  a  violent  death,  i.  620 
DEAF  AND  DUMB, 

when  to  be  considered  an  idiot,  i.  113,  and  note  (n) 

arraignment,  &o.  of,  tb, 
DEATH, 

register  of,  how  proved,  iii.  426 

sentence  of,  must  be  passed  in  murder,  i.  63. 
DEATHS  REGISTRATION  ACTS,  ii,  808 
DEBATING  SOCIETIES, 

when  illegal,  i.  384 
DEBENTURE, 

stealing,  <Scc.,  ii.  223 

forging,  ii.  768 
DEBTORS  ACT,  1869, 

offences  under,  ii.  440 
DECLARATION  OF  TITLES  ACT, 

suppression  of  deeds  under,  ii.  815 
DEDICATION 

of  a  road  to  the  public,  i.  447,  et  seq. 

of  a  bridge,  i.  533 
DEED, 

stealing,  &c.,  ii.  220 

fraudulent  concealment  of,  ii.  614 

forging,  ii.  819 

forging,  registry  of,  ii.  814 

causing  to  be  executed  by  force,  ii.  81 

by  fraud,  ii.  525 

forging  attestation  to,  ii.  819 
DEER, 

larceny  of,  ii.  238 

stealing  in  inclosed  groimd,  ii.  298 
what  is  an  inclosure,  ib, 
in  iminclosed  part  of  a  forest,  chase,  &c.,  ii.  297 

after  another  offence  as  to  deer,  ib, 
what  the  word  *  deer '  includes,  ib. 

persons  found  in  possession  of  venison,  ii.  298 

setting  engines  for  taking  deer,  ii.  299 

deer-keepers  may  seize  guns,  ib. 

resistance  to  them,  ib. 

principals  in  the  second  degree  and  accessories,  ii.  300 

apprehension  of  offenders,  tb, 
DEFECT.  —See  tit.  Capability. 

in  indictment  cured,  i.  35 
DEFENCE, 

costs  of  witnesses  for,  i.  102,  103 
DEFILEMENT 

ofchUdren,  i.  871,  877 
DEMANDING  PROPERTY, 

with  menaces  or  by  force,  ii.  79  ;  iii.  234 

on  forged  instruments,  ii.  885 
DEPOSITIONS, 

in  all  indictable  offences,  iii.  500 

before  magistrate,  how  to  be  taken,  iii.  510 

present  enactments  as  to,  upon  wldch  prisoner  committed  for  trials  iii  511 
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DEPOSITIONS— (xm^inwec?. 

ezaminatioQ  of  witnesses^  iii.  511 

oath  to  be  administered,  iJb. 

in  certain  cases  may  be  received  in  evidence  on  trial,  t6. 

examination  of  witnesses  on  behalf  of  prisoner,  iii.  513 
must  he  dvly  taken,  U>, 

mnst  be  taken  in  presence  of  magistrate  and  prisoner,  iii.  514, 
515,516,517 

when  every  word  not  taken  down,  iii.  517 

full  opportunity  of  cross-examination,  iii.  518 
form  of,  signing  same,  ih. 

several  depositions  may  have  one  caption,  iii.  518 

as  to  caption  being  necessary,  iii.  519 

must  be  in  words  of  accused,  iii.  520 

must  be  signed  by  deponent,  ib, 
and  by  magistrate,  ib. 
deposition  admissible  when  tvitness  so  ill  a^  not  to  be  able  to  travel,  iii. 
521 

when  life  would  be  endangered,  ib. 

where  witness  came  to  the  court,  ib, 

when  witness  too  ill  to  give  evidence,  iii.  521  . 

cases  where  court  not  satisfied  witness  too  ill,  kc,,  iii.  522 

generally  surgeon  shoidd  be  called  to  prove  illnesa,  ib. 

where  witness  pregnant,  iii.  523 

old  age  and  nervousness,  ib, 
other  cases  in  which  admissible,  iii.  523 

where  witness  cannot  be  found,  ib, 

insane,  iii.  524 
at  sea  or  abroad,  iii.  525 

may  be  used  by  the  prisoner  to  contradict  witneasi  iii.  ib. 
and  by  the  Crown  with  permission  of  court,  iii,  526 
when  admissible  upon  trial  of  a  different  offence,  iii.  ib. 

where  charges  are  substantially  different,  iii.  528 

to  prove  a  motive,  iii.  529 
proof  of  deposition  on  trial,  iii.  530 

every  deposition  before  magistrate  ought  to  be  returned,  ib. 

before  a  coroner,  how  proved,  ib. 

in  order  to  examine  on  it,  ib, 

when  made  by  person  of  weak  intellect,  t6. 

parol  evidence  of,  when  admissible,  iii.  531 
to  explain  or  add  to,  ib, 
before  coroners,  iii.  533 

distinction  between  position  of  prisoner  before  coroner  and  before 
magistrate,  ib, 
where  vntness  examined  before  trial,  iii.  534 

enactment  as  to,  ib, 

order  for,  cannot  be  granted  by  Q.  B.,  iii.  535 
offences  committed  abroad — Merchant  Shipping  Act,  iii.  536 

in  India,  ib, 

offences  committed  abroad  by  public  servants,  ib. 

Merchant  Shipping  Act,  ib, 
cross-examination  as  to  statements  in  the  deposition,  iii.  583 
query,  how  affected  by  the  28  &  29  Vict.  c.  18,  s.  5,  ib, 
inspection  of,  iiL  428,  429 
copies  of,  to  be  allowed  to  prisoner,  iii.  429,  430 
DESERTION, 

seducing  soldiers,  &o.  to,  i,  251,  et  seq. 

by  soldiers  or  sailors,  consequences  of,  to  the  deserter,  i.  252 

VOL.  HI.  8  B 
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DESTROYING  BUILDING, 

with  intent  to  murder,  i.  912 
DESTRUCTIVE  SUBSTANCE, 

sending,  &o.  with  intent  to  burn,  «&c.,  i.  954 

administering  with  intent  to  murder,  i.  9 11 

attempt  to  administer,  i.  913 

administering,  so  as  to  endanger  life,  i.  915 
DETAINER, 

forcible,  i.  404,  et  seq, — See  tit  Forcible  Entry. 
DIRECTORS 

of  companies,  fraudulently  converting  property,  ii,  395 

keeping  fraudulent  accounts,  ib, 

destroying  books,  <fec.,  ih. 

publishing  false  statements,  ii.  396 
DISCLOSURE 

of  stolen  deeds,  wills,  ko,,  ii.  219 

of  frauds  by  bankers,  (fee,  ii.  396 
DISCONTENT, 

conspiracy  to  excite,  iii.  Ill,  117 
DISMISSAL 

of  information  for  assault,  i.  969 
DISOBEDIENCE 

to  orders  of  magistrates,  (fee,  i.  561,  et  ieq, — See  tit.  0RD£fi8. 
DISORDERLY  HOUSES, 

inns,  bawdy-houses,  gaming-houses,  <fec.  common  nuisances,  i.  426  et  seq. 

keeping,  i.  427 

manner  of  proceeding  against  the  keepers,  i.  430 
indictment,  evidence,  i.  401 
DISSENTERS, 

disturbance  of  worship  of,  i.  401 
DISSENTING  CHAPELS, 

rioters  destroying,  i.  368 

stealing  from,  (fee,  ii.  55 

setting  fire  to,  ii.  900 
DISSENTING  MINISTER, 

assaulting,  whilst  doing  duty,  i.  401 
DISTRESS 

for  costs  in  assaults,  i.  968 

rescuing  goods  taken  under,  i.  5  CO 
DISTURBANCE— See  Index,  Vol.  I. 

of  public  worship,  i.  398,  et  seq. 

brawls  in  church  or  churchyard,  ib. 
24  (fe  25  Vict.  c.  100,  s.  36,  L  401 

obstructing  minister  doing  duty,  ib, 
1  Will,  (fe  Mary,  c.  18,  ih. 

disturbing  dissenting  congregations,  (fee,  ib, 
23  (fe  24  Vict,  e  32,  i.  403 

disturbances  in  churches,  ib, 
conspiracies  or  riots  in  churches,  (Sec,  ib, 
DIVIDEND  WARRANTS, 

stealing,  ii.  223 

forging,  ii.  748 

making  out  false,  ii.  750 
DIVISIBLE  AVERMENTS, 

instances  of,  iii.  395 
DOciv^    . 

stealing  goods  from,  ii.  307 

setting  fire  to  buildings  belonging  to,  ii.  901 
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DOCUMENTS, 

description  of,  in  indictments  under  Larceny  Act,  L  23 
in  other  cases,  i.  24 
DOCUMENT  OF  TITLE, 
to  goods,  what,  ii.  222 
to  lands,  what,  ii.  220 
stealing,  ii.  232 
DOCUMENTARY  EVIDENCE  ACT,  1868,  iii.  409 
forging  certificates,  under,  ii.  746 
proof  of  orders  of  Government  departments,  <Src.,  iii.  408 
DOG, 

keeping  unmuzzled,  i.  438 
stealing,  iL  295 
possession  of  stolen  dog,  t6. 
taking  money  to  restore,  ib. 
maiming  or  killing,  iL  927 
DREDGING 

for  oysters,  ii.  304 
DRIVING,  FURIOUS, 

injury  by,  i.  986 
DROWN, 

attempt  to,  i.  913 
DROWNING, 

mines,  iL  945 
DRUNKENNESS, 

when  it  may  be  taken  into  consideration,  i.  114 
when  an  excuse  for  a  crime,  &o,  and  when  not,  i.  115,  et  seq, 
DUEL, 

when  an  affray,  i.  396 
when  murder,  i.  695,  et  seq. 

challenging  to  fight,  i.  396. — See  tit.  Challengixg. 
shooting  in,  i.  942 
DWELLING-HOUSE, 

stecUing  in,  any  person  therein  being  put  in  fear,  ii.  61 

no  building  to  be  deemed  part  of,  unless  there  be  a  communication 

either  immediate  or  by  a  covered  passage,  ib, 
the  putting  in  fear,  ii.  62 
menaces,  ib. 
the  indictment,  ii.  63 

principals  in  second  degree  and  accessories,  ii.  61 
stealing  in,  to  the  value  of  51.  or  more,  ii.  64 
what  shall  be  deemed  part  of,  ib. 

property  under  the  protection  of  the  house,  ii.  65,  et  seq, 
stealing  to  the  amount  mentioned  in  the  statute  at  one  time,  ii.  67 
the  indictment  must  state  the  name  of  the  owner  of  the  house  cor- 
rectly, ii.  67 
value,  iL  68 

any  one  of  several  persons  may  be  found  guilty  upon  indictment 
charging  joint  offence,  ib. 
but  not  separately  of  separate  parts  of  the  charge,  ib. 
persons  may  be  found  guilty  of,  on  an  indictment  for  robbery  in  a 

house  or  burglary,  ii.  69 
principals  in  second  degree  and  accessories,  ii.  64 
what  buildings  are  to  be  deemed  parcel  of,  ii.  70,  et  seq. 

centre  building  used  for  the  purposes  of  trade,  but  having  no  commu- 
nication with  dwelling-house,  iL  71 
factory  and  dwelling.house  with  internal  communication,  «fec.,  ii.  72 
outhouse  held  under  distinct  title,  ii.  73 

3  B  2 
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DWELLING-HOUSE— -con^mM^f. 

outward  fence  of  curtilage  not  opening  into  a  building,  ii.  73 
DYING  DECLARATIONS, 

evidence  of,  in  homicide  only,  iii.  354,  358 

principle  on  which  they  are  admitted,  t6. 

deceased  must  be  conscious  of  approaching  death,  ib, 

interval  between  declaration  and  death,  iii.  356 

any  hope  of  recovery  excludes,  iii.  355,  357,  et  seq. 

question  for  the  judge  whether  declaration  admissible,  iii.  358 

declaration  of  one  of  two  persons  dying  from  same  act,  iii.  359 

only  evidence  of  facts,  ib, 

of  an  accomplice,  ib. 

declaration  in  writing,  iii.  360 

when  taken  on  oath,  ib, 

as  to  mode  of  eliciting  statements,  ib. 

in  favour  of  prisoner,  iii.  361 

prisoner  may  show  state  of  mind  of  deceased,  ib. 

by  a  child,  A, 

effect  of,  lb. 

E. 

EAST  INDIES, 

extortion  in,  <&^.,  i.  305 

offender  prosecuted  under  the  24  Geo.  3,  indictment,  L  801 

foigery  in  respect  of  slock  of,  iL  748 

of  bond,  debenture,  <kc.,  ii.  768 

stock  certificates  and  coupons,  ii.  769 

warrant  a  valuable  security,  ii.  223 
EAVESDROPPER, 

how  indictable  and  punishable,  i.  438 
ECCLESIASTICAL  COURTS, 

proof  of  proceedings  in,  iii.  418 
ELECTION, 

bribery  at,  L  319,  et  seq. — See  tit.  Bribery. 

chief  officers  of  corporations  absenting  themselves  from,  i.  301 

perjury  at,  iii.  105,  111 

election  writs, 

of  neglecting  or  delaying  to  deliver,  i.  336 
when  prosecutor  put  to  elect  in  respect  of  which  of  several  felonies  he  will 
proceed,  iii.  369,  et  seq, 
ELECTRIC  TELEGRAPHS, 
injuries  to,  i.  991,  e<  seq. 
EMBEZZLEMENT.— See  Index,  Vol.  IL 

Present  enactments  as  to,  by  clerks  and  servants^  aind  decisions  an  samey  iL  332 

who  is  a  clerk  or  servant,  ii.  333 

where  money  not  received  on  account  of  master,  ii.  338 

illegal  friendly  society,  ib, 

three  acts  of  embezzlement  may  be  charged  in  one  indictment,  ib, 

description  of  moneys  in  indictment,  ib. 

evidence,  ii.  339 

where  offence  turns  out  to  be  larceny,  ii.  340 

indictment,  describing  collectors  of  poor  rates,  dec,  in,  iL  341 

by  partners  or  joint  owners,  iL  342 

principals  in  second  degree,  accessories,  ib. 

conviction  of  an  attempt,  i6. 
Decisions  on  repealed  statutes,  as  to  meaning  of  clerk  or  servant. 
Decisions  on  repealed  statutes  as  to  receipt  by  clerk  or  servant. 
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EMBEZZLEMENT— con^mi^. 

Decisions  on  repealed  statutes  as  to  what  amounted  to  an  embezzlement 
Decisions  on  repealed  statutes  as  to  indictment^  trials  d;c, 
by  bankers,  brokers^  factors^  and  other  agents^  ii,  390 
present  enactments,  ih. 
converting  securities  intrusted  to   them  with  a  written  direction, 

ii.  391 
goods,  <Sec.,  intrusted  for  safe  custody,  ib, 
not  to  affect  mortgagees  or  trustees,  i6. 
bankers  selling  property  intrusted  to  them,  ib. 

persons  imder  powers  of  attorney  firaudulently  selling  property,  ii.  392 
factors  pledging  for  their  own  use  goods,  <&c.,  intrusted  to  them, 

ii.  393 
definitions,  ib, 

trustees  fraudulently  disposing  of  property,  ii.  394 
definition  of  trustee,  ii.  395 

directors  of  companies  fraudulently  disposing  of  property,  ih. 
keeping  fraudulent  accounts,  ih. 
wilfully  destroying  books,  ih. 
publishing  fraudulent  statements,  ii.  396 
disclosures  under  a  compulsory  proceeding,  ih, 
certain  misdemeanors  not  triable  at  sessions,  ii.  397 
offences  by  part  owners  of  property,  t6. 
enactments  relating  to  railway  companies,  ib, 
officers  of  savings-banks  not  paying  over  deposits,  ii.  398 
cases  on  repealed  statutes,  ih, 
by  trustee  of  a  savings-bank,  ii.  400 
by  poor  persons  in  workhouses,  4cc,y  ii  402 
of  loarehoused  goods,  ih. 

by  a  surveyor  of  the  highways  of  materials,  <i:c.,  ih. 
by  officers  and  servants  of  the  Bank  of  England  and  Ireland,  ii.  404 
what  was,  within  15  Geo.  2,  c  13,  s.  12,  ih.,  et  seq. 
embezzling  exchequer  bills,  ii.  405 
of  public  monies  by  public  officers,  ii.  404,  406 
of  public  monies  by  the  police,  ii.  404,  407 

indictment  need  not  allege  the   embezzlement  during  the  service, 

il  409 
evidence  of  acting  as  officer,  ih. 
general  deficiency  in  accouuts,  ih. 
evidence  of  receiving  by  virtue  of  employment,  ii.  410 
by  persons  in  the  post-office,  ii.  411,  et  seq, — See  tit.  Post-Office. 
of  naval  and  military  stores,  ii.  494. — See  tit.  Stores. 
by  bankrupts,  ii.  440,  et  seq, — See  tit.  Bankrupt. 
EMBRACERY, 

what  it  consists  in,  i.  360 
corrupting  or  influencing  jurors,  ib. 
how  far  justifiable,  ib, 
punishment,  ib,,  i.  361 
ENCLOSURE  ACT, 

private  roads  set  out  under,  i.  490 
ENEMIES, 

of  the  King,  adhering  to,  i.  259 
piratical  acts  done  under  commission  of,  i.  253 
ENGINES, 

riotously  destroying  steam-engines,  or  engines  for  working,  &c.,  mines, 

L  368 
destroying,  d^a,  in  mines,  ii.  946 
used  in  manufacturing  goods,  ii.  949 
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in  agricultare,  ii.  9^4 
other  eDgines,  ib, 
ENGRAVING  PLATES 

for  exchequer  bills,  bondB,  <bc.y  of  Bauks  of  England  and  Ireland,  iL  788 
other  banks,  iL  879 

to  make  numbers  or  devices  of  notes,  ii.  788 
foreign  notes,  ii.  879 
EQUITY, 

proceedings  in,  stealing,  ii.  221 

foiling,  ii.  742 
proceedings  in,  how  proved,  iii.  417 
ESCAPE — See  Index,  YoL  I. ;  and  see  t^.,  tit  Prison  Brearino  and  Rescue. 
definition  of,  L  567 
by  the  party  himself,  t&. 
suffered  by  officers,  i.  568,  et  seq. 

must  be  after  an  actual  and  justifiable  arrest^  and  continuing  impri- 
sonment for  a  criminal  matter,  ib, 
voluntary,  i.  569 
negligent,  i.  570 
proceedings  for,  by  indictment,  presentment,  or  summarily,  i.  572 
indictment  and  trial,  i.  573,  574 
evidence,  i.  574 
punishment,  ib, 
actively  aiding  escapes,  L  582,  et  seq. — See  tit.  Rescue. 
statutes  concerning,  i.  585,  et  seq, 

rescuing  murderers  and  bodies  of  murderers,  i.  585 
rescue  of  convicts  from  certain  prisons,  i.  590 
aiding  in  escaping,  or  conveying  any  mask  or  any  other  thing 
into  any  prison,  felony,  L  591 
an  escape  does  not,  in  notion  of  law,  imply  any  degree  of  force  or  a 
breach  of  the  peace,  i.  746 
ESTRAY, 

ownership,  how  laid,  ii.  255 
EYIDENCE, 

Act  amending  law  of,  on  criminal  trials,  ill  676 

rules  of  evidence  same  in  criminal  as  civil  cases,  iii.  318 

bill  of  exceptions  to,  ib, 

case  reserved,  ib. 

new  trial,  when  it  can  be  obtained,  iii.  319 

all  the  defendants  must  be  present  in  court  when  a  motion  for  a  new 
trial  is  made  on  behalf  of  any  of  them,  ib. 
of  the  competency  of  witnesses,  iii.  611,  ci  seq. — See  tit.  Witness. 
of  privileged  communications,  iii.  602,  et  seq. — See  tit.  Privileoed  Com- 
munications. 
of  the  examination  of  witnesses^  iii.  567,  et  seq, — See  tit.  Witness. 
how  the  credit  of  witnesses  may  be  impeached,  iii.  572,  et  seq. — See  tit. 

Witness. 
how  many  witnesses  are  necessary,  iii.  594,  et  seq. — See  tit.  WiTNEsa 
how  the  attendance  of  witnesses  is  to  be  compelled,  iii.  595,  et  seq.- 

tit  Witness. 

confessions  and  admissions^  iii.  440,  et  seq, — See  tit.  Confessions. 
statements  of  accused  before  magistrates,  iii.  499,  et  seq. — See  Statements 

OF  Accused. 
depositions,  iii  510,  ^i  seq, — See  tit.  Depositions. 
of  what  nature  evidence  must  be,  iii.  318,  e^  seq, 

presumptive  or  circumstantial  evidence,  iii.  320,  et  seq. 
instances  of  presumptions,  iii.  321,  et  seq. 
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from  good  character,  iii.  323 
from  conduct,  t6. 
from  suppression  of  evidence,  ih, 
from  falsification  of  evidence,  ib. 
of  continuance  of  state  of  things,  iii.  324 
of  life  aud  death,  t6. 
of  partnership,  iJb. 
of  continuance  in  office,  ih, 
of  former  and  subsequent  state,  iii.  325 
as  to  opinions  and  state  of  mind,  ib, 
presumptions  of  law,  ib, 
malice,  ib, 

probable  consequence  of  an  injurious  act,  ib. 
with  i*espect  to  age,  iii.  326 
of  innocence,  ib. 
omnia  esse  riti  acta^  ib, 
the  best  possible  eindence  must  be  produced^  iii.  327,  «<  seq. 
the  general  rule,  iii.  327 
what  is  primary  evidence,  iii.  328 

instances-  of  primary  evidence,  ih.  et  seq, 

parol  evidence  not  always  secondary  to  written,  iii. 
329 
instances  of  what  is  not  the  best  possible  evidence,  iii.  330, 
et  seq. 
what  is  sufficient  ground  for  the  admission  of  secondary  evi- 
dence, iii.  333,  et  seq. 

where  the  primary  evidence  is  lost,  ib. 

what  ia  sufficient  proof  of  loss,  ib,  et  seq. 
where  search  should  be,  iii.  336 

what  search  sufficient,  ib, 
documents  abroad,  iii.  337 

where  the  primary  evidence  is  in  the  possession  of  the  other 
party,  iii.  33S 

proof  of  such  possession,  ib. 
of  possession  of  privy,  ib, 

instrument  once  in  party*s  possession,  but  since 
parted  with,  iii.  340 
notice  to  produce,  ib, 
its  form,  ib. 

when  and  on  whom  to  be  served,  ih, 
when  not  necessary,  iii.  342,  et  seq, 
when  instrument  is  in  court,  iii.  343 
time  to  call  for  production,  iii.  345 
must    be    produced  when   called  for^  or    not  at 

all,  ib. 
court  to  decide  whether  it  is  the  document,  ib. 
consequences  of  giving,  ib, 
what  is  good  secondary  evidence,  iii.  346 
no  degrees  of  secondary  evidence,  ib. 
cases  where  the  rule  that  best  evidence  must  be  produced  is  relaxed, 

iii  347,  et  seq. 
statement  by  party  of  contents  of  written  document,  iii.  348 
fjBtct  of  tenancy,  ib. 
inscriptions  on  walls,  iii.  349 
of  hearsay  evidence,  iii.  349,  et  seq, 

exceptions  to  the  general  rule,  iii.  350 
where  words  amount  to  acts,  ib. 
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heansaj  part  of  res  gestoe,  ill  350 
complaints  of  injuries,  iii.  352 
of  robbery,  ib, 
of  rape,  t6. 
testimony  of  deceased  witness  at  former  trial,  iii.  354 
depositions,  ih, 

dying  declarations,  ib.  et  seq, — See  tit.  Dying  Deolaratiok& 
hearsay  of  public  rights,  &c.,  iii.  362 

hearsay  of  deceased  persons  against  their  own  interest,  iii.  363 
entries  in  course  of  business,  t6. 
the  proof  of  negative  averments^  iii.  366,  et  seq, 

general  rule  that  he  who  asserts  the  affirmative  must  prove  it,  ib, 

presumption  in  favour  of  innocence  drives  the  prosecutor  some- 
times to  prove  the  negative,  ib. 

but  this  does  not  operate  when  the  affirmative  is  peculiarly 
within  the  knowledge  of  party  charged,  iii.  366,  et  seq. 
evidence  to  be  confined  to  points  in  issue^  iii.  368 
must  apply  to  the  single  act  charged,  ih, 
acts  of  prisoner  charged  in  indictment  alone  can  be  proved,  ib. 

when  larceny  of  goods  not  laid  in  indictment  can  be  proved, 

iii  369 
acts  of  others  engaged  in  same  design,  ib, 
prosecutor  confined  to  proof  of  one  felony,  ib, 
proving  one  felony  by  means  of  another,  iii.  370 
where  the  felonies  are  connected,  ib,  et  seq. 
several  burglaries  the  same  night,  iiL  371 
several  felonies  parts  of  the  same  transaction,  iii.  372,  et  seq, 
several  larcenies  from  a  coal-mine,  iii.  373 
where  several  felonies  are  so  mixed  that  they  cannot  be  separated 

without  inconvenience,  iii.  374 
where  they  are  the  subjects  of  other  indictments,  iiL  375 
as  proof  of  guilty  knowledge,  iii.  376,  et  seq. 

intent,  iii  377   » 
of  one  murder,  to  show  motive  for  committing  another, 

ui.  378 
of  other  poisonings,  iii.  379 

of  other  wounds  to  identify  an  instrument,  iiL  381 
to  show  that  false  entries  were  intentional,  t6. 
upon  trial  for  arson,  iiL  382 
where  all  acts  parts  of  same  transaction,  ib. 
to  explain  facts,  iiL  382 
of  other  felony  to  rebut  an  alibi,  ib, 
proof  of  other  acts  and  declarations  of  prisoner  as  evidence  for  him  of 
his  innocence,  ib, 

must  be  connected  with  the  facts  proved  against  him,  iiL  383 
evidence  of  several  transactions  when  cumulative  instances  are  neces- 
sary to  prove  the  offence,  iii.  384 
cases  as  to  the  relevancy  of  evidence,  ib,  et  seq, 

articles  found  in  prisoner's  house  after  his  apprehension,  iiL  385, 

et  seq, 
on  indictment  against  company  for  not  repairing  a  bridge  evi- 
dence may  be  given  that  individuals  have  repaired  it,  iiL  387 
as  to  prisoner  giving  evidence  of  a  conspiracy  to  Bubom 
witnesses  against  him,  iii.  387 
evidence  of  character,  iiL  388,  et  seq. — See  tit  Ghabactbr. 
previous  conviction  for  felony,  iiL  416 
vfhat  allegations  must  be  proved  and  what  may  be  rejected,  iii.  39 1,  et  seq. 
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doctrine  of  surplusage,  iii.  392 

instances  of  surplusage,  xb.  et  seq. 
descriptive  allegatious  cannot  be  rejected,  iii.  392,  et  seq. 
conviction  pro  tantOy  iii.  394 

proof  of  so  much  of  the  indictment  as  constitutes  a  crime 
punishable  by  law,  ib, 

provided  the  offence  be  a  felony  in  cases  of  felony,  ib. 
and  the  indictment  charge  the  minor  offence,  iii.  395 
instances  of  divisible  averments,  ib,  et  seq, 
joint  offence  charged  and  one  alone  convicted,  iii.  396 
with  what  precision  the  allegations  which  cannot  be  rejected  must  be  sup- 
ported in  evidence,  iii.  397 

rule  that  the  substance  of  the  issue  only  need  be  proved,  ib, 
proof  of  offence  charged,  t6. 
matters  of  inducement,  iii.  398 
variance,  iii.  399 

instances  of  fatal  variances,  ib, 

misnomer  of  party  whose  existence   is  essential    to  the 
chaise,  ib. 

idem sonaiis,  iii.  402 
variance  between  indictments  and  written  instruments,  i.  52 
amendments  of,  under  the  9  Geo.  4,  o.  15,  and  other  statutes.— 

See  Index,  Vol.  I.  tit.  Amendments. 
proof  of  place  laid  where  the  offence  is  not  local,  iii  403,  et  seq, 
where  the  offence  is  local,  ib. 
proof  of  time  laid,  iii.  404 
proof  of  value,  iii.  405 
videlicet,  ib, 
identity,  ib, 
of  the  proof  and  effects  of  documents,  iii.  407,  et  seq. 
statutes,  ib. 

journals  of  Houses  of  Parliament,  iii,  408 
gazette,  ib. 

proclamation,  iii.  408,  409 
articles  of  war,  iii.  408 
Documentary  Evidence  Act,  1868,  iii.  408 
orders  of  Privy  Council,  ib. 

of  government  departments,  ib, 
of  Poor  Law  Board,  ib. 
under  Education  Act,  ib. 
of  Postmaster-General,  ib, 
judicial  notice  to  be  taken  of  signature  of  judges  of  the  supreme 

court,  iii.  411 
law-list  evidence,  ib. 
certain  official  public  documents  to  be  evidence  without  proof  of  seal 

or  signature,  8  &  9  Vict,  a  113,  iii.  411 
proof  under  Extradition  Act,  iii.  412 
Building  Societies  Act,  proof  of  certificates  and  rules,  ib. 
records,  iii.  413,  et  seq. 

previous  conviction,  iii.  416. — See  Previous  Conviction. 
writ,  iii.  417 
proceedings  in  courts  of  equity,  iii.  ib.  et  seq. 

ecclesiastical  courts,  iii.  418 
proof  of  will,  probate,  administration,  ib. 
judgments  in  inferior  courts,  ib. 
foreign  judgments,  iii.  419 
foreign  and  colonial  acts  of  state,  14  &  15  Vict.  c.  99,  s.  7,  iii.  420 
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foreign  laws,  iii.  421 

Irish  judgment,  iii.  423 

documents  in  different  parts  of  the  United  Kingdom,  ib. 

in  foreign  countries,  tb. 
mode  of  ascertaining  the  law  in  different  parts  of  the  Queen's 

dominions,  ib. 
conviction  before  justice  of  the  peace,  iii.  424 
public  books,  iii.  426 

registers  of  births,  deaths,  and  maniages,  ib. 
examined  and  certified  copies  of  documents,  iii.  427 
inspection  of  records,  ib, 

copy  of  indictment  after  acquittal,  how  obtained,  ib. 
inspection  of  depositions,- iii.  428, 429 
copies  of  depositions  to  be  allowed  to  prisoners,  iii.  429,  430 
when  coroner's  jury  have  found  a  verdict  of  manslaughter,  ilL  430 
inspection  of  depositions,  iii.  428,  429 
public  books,  iii.  433 
of  the  proof  of  private  documents,  ib. 

attesting  witness,  when  necessary,  iii.  434 
handwriting,  how  proved,  iiL  436 
comparison  of  now  allowed,  iii.  437 

unstamped  instrument  admissible  in  all  criminal  proceedings,  iii. 
438 
banking  books  when  evidence,  iii.  438 

copies  of  entries  in  same,  ib. 
proof  as  to  status  of  bank,  iii.  439 
the  court  will  take  judicial  notice  of  the  existence  of  a  war,  iii.  151 
in  particular  cases, 

in  cases  of  offences  respecting  counterfeit  coin,  i.  207,  208,  209 
on  indictments  respecting  coining  instruments,  i.  221 

for  uttering  false  money,  i.  233 

buying  and  selling  counterfeit  coin,  i.  134 
of  being  feme  covert,  i.  153 
in  bigamy,  iii.  313,  et  seq. 

on  prosecution  for  a  libel,  iiL  2\\,et  aeq.  ;  and  see  tit.  Libel. 
of  disorderly  houses,  i.  432 
on  indictment,  &c.  for  nuisances  to  highways,  i.  500,  et  $eq. 

for  not  repairing  bridges,  i.  555 
of  former  conviction,  &c.  on  indictment  for  returning  from  transpor- 
tation, i.  596,  et  seq. 
in  murder,  i.  797,  et  seq. 

on  indictment  for  procuring  the  miscarriage  of  women,  i.  854 
in  rape,  i,S60,  et  seq. 

on  indictment  for  carnal  knowledge  of  female  children,  i.  871 
in  abduction  of  females,  i.  887 
in  larceny,  ii.  274,  et  seq. 
against  bankrupts,  ii.  446,  et  seq. 
in  receiving  stolen  goods,  ii.  483,  et  seq. 
obtaining  money  by  false  pretences,  ii.  594,  et  seq. 
in  arson,  ii.  923,  et  seq. 
in  maiming  cattle,  ii.  929 
in  forgery,  ii.  712,  et  seq. 
in  perjury,  iii.  72,  et  seq. 
in  subornation  of  perjury,  iii.  99. 
in  conspiracy,  iii.  133 

on  indictment  for  sending  threatening  letters,  iii*  251 
forging  of,  ii.  740,  747 
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Btealiug,  &c.,  ii.  287,  et  seq, 

maliciouBly  killing,  ii.  927' 
EXAMINATION. — See  Statements  op  Acoubed. 

of  accused  before  magistrates,  iii.  499 

of  witnesses  before  magistrates,  iii.  500,  511 

of  witnesses  on  trials  iii.  557 — See  Witness. 
EXCEPTIONS, 

bill  of,  not  in  criminal  cases,  iii.  318 
EXCHEQUER, 

forging  the  hand  of  Accountant-General  of,  ii.  792 
EXCHEQUER  BILL, 

stealing,  ii.  223 

embezzling  by  servant  of  Bank  of  England  or  Ireland,  ii.  404 

forgery  of,  ii.  787,  et  seq, 

of  plates  to  make,  ii.  788 
of  exchequer  bonds,  753 
of  paper,  &c.,  ib,,  788 
EXCISE, 

forgery  in  respect  to,  ii.  783,  785 — See  tit.  Foroert. 

forging  of  permits,  ii.  783,  784 
EXCUSABLE  HOMICIDE, 

what  it  is,  i.  843 
EXECUTION 

of  a  judgment  against  a  convict,  i.  106 

staying  in  cases  of  conviction  of  infants,  i.  113 

of  murderers,  i.  807 

murder  by  officers  in  execution  of  criminals,  i.  772 
EXPENSES  OF  PROSECUTIONS.— See  Costs. 
EXPLOSIVE  SUBSTANCE, 

causing  bodily  injury  by,  i.  953 

exploding  with  intent  to  do  bodily  harm,  ib, 

sending  with  like  intent,  ih. 

placing  near  buildings,  &c.,  i.  954 

manufacturing,  &c.,  ib. 

search  for,  and  seizure,  ib. 

destroying  house  by,  any  person  being  therein,  ii.  904 

attempting  to  destroy  house  by,  ib. 

having  in  possession,  <S:c.,  ii.  894 

seizure  and  search  for,  ^. 
EXPOSING 

children,  i.  196,  947 
EXTORTION 

by  public  officers,  L  303,  et  seq. 

indictment,  trial,  and  punishment,  i.  306 
EXTRADITION  ACT, 

what  crime  party  surrendered  cannot  be  tried  for,  i.  49 

proof  under,  iii.  412 


F. 
FACTOR, 

embezzlement  by,  iL  390 

pledging  for  his  own  use  goods  intrusted  to  him,  ii.  393 
FALSE  CHARGES, 

conspiracy  to  make,  iii.  110 
FALSE  PERSONATION, 

offence  at  common  law,  ii.  886 
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by  statutes,  ii.  887 

to  deprive  persou  of  real  estate,  &c.,  ib. 

personating  and  assuming  the  name  of  soldiers  and  sailors  to 
•  obtain  prize-money,  pay,  Ac,  t6.  888 
of  deceased  persons  within  the  statute,  ih. 
must  be  by  the  correct  name  of  the  party  personated,  ii.  889 
aiders  and  abettors,  ib, 
owner  of  public  stock,  ii.  748,  751,  762 
owners  of  shares  in  companies,  iL  890 
voters  at  elections,  iL,  ib. 
county  voters  Registration  Act,  ii.  ib, 
personating  bail,  ^c.,  iL,  ib, 
FALSE  PRETENCES.— See  Index,  Vol.  II. 
present  enactments  as  to,  ii.  524 

obtaining  money,  &c.,  under  false  pretences  a  misdemeanor,  ib, 
no  acquittal  because  the  offence  a  larceny,  ib, 
form  of  indictment  and  evidence,  ii.  52«5 

where  money,  &c.,  paid  to  person  not  making  the  false  pretence,  t&. 
inducing  persons  by  fraud  to  execute  deeds,  ib. 
what  a  chattel^  dsCjWithin  the  stattUe,  ii.  526 
wliat  arefahe  pretences,  iL  527 
pretence  may  be  by  act  or  conduct,  ii.  548 
where  a  contract  has  intervened,  ii.  553 

effect  of  intervention  of  contract,  ib, 
pretence  that  a  party  wUl  do  an  act  is  not  toithin  the  statute,  iL  567 
money,  <i;c,,  mttst  be  obtained  by  means  of  the  false  pretence,  ii.  572 
a*  to  the  intent  to  defraud, 
venue,  ii.  681 

form  of  indictTnent — trial  evidence,  ii.  684 
evidence  variance,  ii.  594:,  et  seq, 
amendment  at  trial,  L  60 
not  necessary  to  prove  all  pretences,  ii.  598 
restitution,  iL  602 ;  i,  83  n. 

where  goods  obtained  by  an  instrument  which  it  was  a  felony  to 
forge,  ib, 
attempts  to  commit  offence,  ii.  603 
FALSIFICATION  OF  ACCOUNTS  ACT,  iL  883 

clerk  falsifying  books,  ii.  884 
FARM  BUILDING, 

rioters  destroying,  i.  368 
setting  fire  to,  iL  901 
FATHER— See  tit  Parent  and  Child. 
F£LO  DE  SE, 

accessory  before,  to,  triable,  i.  179 
self-murder,  i.  647. — See  tit.  Murder. 
two  encouraging  each  other  to,  i.  649 
FELONY, 

definition  of,  L  186 

derivaton  of,  L  186,  note  (6) 

punishment  for,  not  punishable  by  any  statute,  i.  65 

forfeiture  for,  i.  103 

what  words  in  statute  create,  i.  186 

all  felons  were  entitled  to  have  clergy  once,  unless  ousted  by  statute,  ib, 

if  a  statute  made  a  new  offence  felony,  the  law  implies  a  punishment  of 

death  as  well  as  forfeiture,  ib. 
when  a  statute  makes  an  offence  felony,  which  before  was  only  a  nusde- 
meaner,  an  indictment  will  not  lie  for  a  misdemeanor,  L  187,  194 
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he  who  takes  any  part  in,  is  a  felon  according  to  his  share  in  it,  i.  156 
he  who  procures  a  felony  to  be  done  is  a  felon,  i.  166 
misprision  of. — See  tit.  Misprision. 
compounding. — See  tit.  Compounding. 
authority  of  officers,  <kc.  to  arrest  in  cases  of,  i.  707 
private  persons,  i.  710,  711 
of  reasonable  suspicion  of,  L  720 
assault  with  intent  to  commit,  i.  974 
killing  to  prevent,  i.  851,  et  seq. — See  tit.  Homicide. 
attempt  to  commit. — See  tit.  Attempt. 

persons  caught  by  night  committing,  detainer  of,  i.  933 ;  ii.  51,  52,  1023 
costs  in,  i.  86 

false  certificate  of  conviction,  ii.  746 
person  caught  by  night,  detainer  of,  il  51,  52,  895 
FEMALES. — See  tit.  Women,  Feme  Covert. 
FEMALE  CHILDREN.— See  tit.  Infant. 
FEME  COVERT, 

how  far  and  from  what  crimes  excused  by  the  coercion  of  her  husband, 

i.  139,  et  seq, 
receiving  stolen  goods  jointly  with  her  husband,  i.  141 
receipt  by  husband  from  wife,  i.  144 
not  answerable  for  her  husband's  breach  of  duty,  ib, 
in  inferior  misdemeanors^  i.  145 
when  an  accessory  to  her  husband's  crime,  i.  139 

to  another's,  ib. 
when  responsible  as  much  as  a  feme  sole,  i.  139, 145 
coercion  of  husband,  when  presumed,  i.  146 
not  guilty  of  felony  in  stealing  her  husband's  goods,  i.  148 
when  a  stranger  can  commit  larceny  by  the  delivery  of  husband's  goods  by 

wife,  ib. 
joint  indictment  against  both  for  receiving  stolen  goods,  i.  141 
by  taking  wife  by  force  with  husband's  goods  on  her,  i.  148 
not  accessory  for  receiving  her  husband,  i.  153 
an  indictment  for  any  offence,  not  bad  against  husband  and  wife  as  such, 

i.  153 
evidence  of  being  wife,  ib. 

husband  may  be  accessoiy  before  the  fact  to  his  wife's  crimes,  i.  146 
wife  principal  and  husband  accessory  in  uttering  forged  notes,  ib. 
rules  deducible  from  the  cases,  i.  147,  note  (e) 

incompetency  of  wife  as  a  witness  for  or  against  her  husband,  iii. 

620,  et  seq. 
when  wife  a  competent  witness  under  the  Conspiracy  Act,  ill  163 
FENCES, 

destroying,  ii.  944 
stealing,  <bc.,  ii.  215 
FERN, 

setting  fire  to,  whilst  growing,  ii.  932 
to  stack  of,  ib. 
FERRETS, 

larceny  of,  ii.  238 
FERRYMAN, 

extortion  by,  in  taking  tolls,  i.  304 
FICTITIOUS  PLAINTIFF.— See  Barratry. 
FILLY, 

stealing,  ii.  287 
maliciously  wounding,  ii.  927 
FINES  AND  SURETIES.— See  Surety. 
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FIREWORKS, 

statute  relating  to,  i«  423 
FISH, 

larceny  of,  ii.  233 

unlawfully  taking  or  attempting  to  take,  ii.  303 
offence  at  common  law,  ib, 
offences  by  statutes,  t&. 
oysters,  ii.  304 
FISHPOND,  (kc. 

destroying  dam  of,  ii.  941 
putting  noxious  materials  into,  ib, 

FIXTURES, 

larceny  of,  ii.  209,  ei  seq, 
FLOODGATE, 

destroying,  &c  of  rivers,  dec,  ii.  940 

of  ponds,  &c.,  iL  -  941 
FOLD, 

setting  fire  to,  ii.  901 
FOOD, 

unwholesome,  i.  268 

indictable  to  mix  noxious  ingredients  with  human  food,  i.  269 

master  liable  for  the  sale  of  unwholesome  food  by  his  servants,  i.  268 

FOOT-BALL, 

kicking  about  riotously  on  Shrove  Tuesday,  indictment  for,  i.  365,  note  {h) 

FOOTWAY.— See  tit.  Highway. 
FORCE, 

in  asserting  a  title,  when  justifiable,  i.  404 

FORCIBLE  DETAINER.— See  tit.  Forcible  Entry. 
acts  which  do  or  do  not  amount  to,  i.  410 

FORCIBLE  ENTRY.— See  Index,  Vol.  L 
how  committed,  i.  404 
at  common  law,  ih, 
statutes,  i.  404,  et  aeq, 
acts  which  wUl  amoimt  to,  L  409 
forcible  detainer^  what,  i.  410 
remedies,  i.  411 

indictment,  I  411,  414 

for  entry  and  detainer,  grand  jury  cannot  find  a  true  bill  for  one 

only,  ib. 
award  of  restitution,  i.  414,  415,  416,  417 
tenant  of  land  a  competent  witness,  i.  414 
where  conviction  quashed,  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  are  bound  to  award 

re-restitution,  i.  416 
by  an  infant,  i.  109 

FOREIGN  DOCUMENTS, 
forgery  of,  iL  734 

FOREIGN  JUDGMENT, 
proof  of,  iii.  419,  e<  seq, 

FOREIGN  LAW, 

proof  of,  iil  421,  et  seq. 
mode  of  ascertaining,  iii.  421 
costs  of  apprehension  abroad,  i.  95 
FOREIGN  STATES, 

serving  or  procuring  others  to  serve,  l  241,  e^  seq, 

without  consent  of  the  King,  a  misdemeanor  at  common  law,  i.  241 

construction  of  the  repealed  statute,  i.  241,  242 
Foreign  Enlistment  Act,  L  243,  et  seq. 
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equipping,  4&0.  vessels,  i.  2i5 

apprehension  and  trial  of  offenders,  where,  i.  247 
Mutiny  Act,  persuading  soldiers  to  desert,  <kc.,  i.  250 

disobedience    to    the    King's    command    to    return,  stay  at    home, 
<Sm3.,  ib, 
FORESTALLING, 

statutes,  &o.  on  the  subject  repealed,  L  349 
FORFEITURE, 

forfeiture  for  felony  abolished,  i.  103 
disqualification  for  offices,  ib. 
condemnation  in  costs,  i.  104 
compensation  to  person  defrauded  or  injured,  i.  105 
disability  of  convict,  t6. 
administration  of  property  of  convict,  i.  106 
disqualification  from  selling  spirits,  i.  107 
suffering  punishment — pardon,  ib. 
FORGERY.— See  Indbx  to  Vol.  II. 
Consolidation  Act,  as  to,  iii.  667 

all  are  principals  in,  at  common  law ;  forgery  being  [only  considered  a 
misdemeanor,  i.  167 

not  so  under  statutes,  ih. 

all  who  execute  any  part  of  a  forged  instrument  prinoipalB,  though 

absent  when  it  is  completed,  ib, 
and  though  ignorant  of  the  persons  by  whom  the  other  parts  are 
executed,  i.  168 
accessories  in  forgery,  i.  167,  168 
at  common  law, 

definition  of  the  offence,  (Sec,  ii.  618 
of  the  makiiig  or  alteration  of  a  written  instrument  neceuary  to  oorutitute^ 
ii.  619,  et  seq. 

as  to  the  validity  of  the  thing  forged,  if  genuine,  ii.  653 
of  the  written  instruments  in  respect  of  which  it  may  be  committed^  ii.  670, 

et  seq. 
of  the  fraud  and  deceit  to  the  prejudice  of  another* s  right,  ii.  678 
of  principals  and  accessories,  ii.  689 
indictment,  ii.  695,  rt  seq, 
plea, 

autrefois  acquit,  ii.  709 
trial,  ii.  814 
of  the  evidence,  ii.  712,  et  seq. 

of  guilty  knowledge,  ii.  728 
punishment  for,  ii.  733 

of  forging,  d:c.,  records,  judicial  process,  and  evidence,  ii.  740 
relating  to  the  jmblic  funds,  and  stocks  of  public  companies,  ii.  748,  etseq. 
of  the  securities  of  the  Bank  of  England,  Ireland,  a?id  other  banks,  ii.  758, 

et  seq. 
East  India  securities,  debentures,  (Ac,  ii.  768 
of  forging  and  transj)osing  stamps,  ii.  878,  et  seq. 
of  official  papers,  securities,  and  documents,  iL  783,  et  seq. 
of  private  papers,  securities,  and  documents,  iL  819 
present  enactments,  as  to,  ib. 
cases  decided  on  present  enactments,  ii.  822 
on  repealed  statutes,  ii.  844 

on  the  repealed  statutes  as  to  deeds,  bills,  and  notes,  ii.  825 
on   repealed   statutes   as  to  undertaking  for  the  payment  of 

money,  il  831 
on  repealed  statutes  as  to  receipts,  ii.  832,  et  s^. 
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cases  on  repealed  statutes  as  to  warrants  or  orders  for  payment  of 

money,  &c.,  ii.  850,  et  seq, 
as  to  requests  for  the  delivery  of  goods, 
ii.  872 
Present  Enactments  as  to  having  moulds  for  making  paper  of  bankers, 

dK;.,ii.  879 

demanding  property  on  forged  instruments,  ii.  885 

Falsification  of  Accounts  Act,  1875,  ii.  883 

clerk  falsifying  books,  ii.  884 

FORTUNE-TELLING, 

cheats  by,  ii.  609 
FORUM  DOMESTICUM, 

death  by  correction  in,  i.  773, 884 
FRAME, 

destroying,  &c.,  ii.  949 
FRAUD.— See  tit.  Cheat. 
FRAUDULENT  CONVEYANCE, 

cheat  by,  ii.  607 
FREEHOLD, 

larceny  of  things,  part  of  the  freehold,  ii.  209,  et  seq, 

FREEMASONS, 

assembly  of,  not  unlawful,  i.  378,  383 
FRIENDLY  SOCIETY, 

stating  property  of,  in  indictment,  i.  31 

FRUIT, 

stealing,  il  216 
destroying,  &o.,  ii.  937 

FUNDS, 

forgery,  &c.  relating  to,  il  748,  et  «eg.— See  tit.  Forgery. 
conspiracy  to  raise,  by  false  rumours,  iii.  115 
FURIOUS  DRIVING, 
punishment,  i.  986 


0. 

GALLERY, 

injuring  works  of  art  in,  ii.  965 

GAME, 

property  in  game  at  common  law,  i.  621,  et  seq. 
destroying  in  the  night  time,  i.  621 

9  Geo.  4,  c.  69,  s.  1,  any  person  unlawfully  destroying  game  or  rabbits  in 
the  night,  in  any  land,  open  or  enclosed,  i6. 
any  person  unlawfully  entering  or  being  in  any  land  by  night  for  sudi 
purpose,  i.  622 
second  offence,  ib, 
third  oflfence  a  misdemeanor,  ib. 

sec  2,  any  person  found  on  any  land  committing  any  saoh 
offence  may  be  apprehended  by  the  owner,  gamekeeper, 
&o.,%b, 

such  offender  assaulting  any  owner,  &G.  guilty  of  a 
misdemeanor,  i.  623 
sec.  4,  prosecutions  for  offences  punishable  on  summazy 
conviction  to  be  commenced  within  six  months^  t6. 
other  prosecutions  within  twelve  months,  ib. 
sec.  8,  convictions  made  evidence,  ib. 
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9  Geo.  4y  0.  69 — continued, 

eec.  9,  three  or  more  together  entering  or  being  in  land 
by  nighty  for  the  purpose  of  taking  game  or  rabbits, 
being  armed  with  offensive  weapons,  i.  623. 
what  shall  be  considered  night,  i.  624,  629 
what  shall  be  deemed  game,  L  624 
7  ds  8  Vict.  0.  39,  extending  the  previous  Act  to  high- 
ways, L  624 

24  <k  25  Yict.  c.  96,  8.17,  taking  hares  and  rabbits  in 
warrens,  i.  625 

25  (k  26  Vict  a  114,  search  of  persons  found  with  game, 
Jz;o.,  L  625 

what  is  the  commencement  of  a  prosecution,  L  626 

tame  game,  i.  627 

indictment  on  9  Geo.  4,  a  69,  s.  1,  ib. 

as  to  the  authority  to  apprehend  poachers,  i.  628 

under  14  &  15  Vict.  c.  19,  s.  11,  i.  629 

as  to  the  form  of  an  indictment  for  assaulting  a 

gamekeeper,  i.  630 
as  to  being  found  on  the  land,  ib. 
assault  whilst  keepers  are  attempting  to  apprehend, 

L631 
authority  of  keeper  to  apprehend,  ib, 
of  the  being  armed,  one  being  armed  sufficient,  ib, 
not  if  the  others  are  ignorant  that  he  is  so,  ib, 
a  constructive  arming  sufficient,  ib, 
what  are  ofiensive  weapons,  i.  632 
what  sufficient  evidence  of  being  on  the  land,  i.  633 
whether   an    entry  by  one  in  the  presence  of 

two  others  is  sufficient,  i.  634,  et  seq, 
what  is  an  entry  within  the  statute,  i.  636 
must  be  shown  to  be  associated,  i.  637 
of  the  intent  to  kill  game  in  the  close  laid  in  the 

indictment,  t6 
the  indictment,  i.  638,  639 

joinder  of  counts,  i.  640 
not  necessary  to  disprove  consent  of  owner,  ib. 
taking  hares  or  rabbits  in  a  warren,  ii  301 
GAMING, 

gaming-house  a  nuisance,  i.  428,  608,  et  seq. 

oock-pit  considered  so,  and  indictable,  i.  428 
proceedings  against  keepera  of,  L  430 
playing  at  cards,  <kc.  as  a  recreation,  and  for  moderate  sums,  no  offcocc, 
L  608 

but  excessive  gaming  is,  ib, 
former  Acts  repealed,  ib. 
cheating  at  play  punishable,  ib, 
wagers  not  recoverable,  L  609 
cases,  ib,  et  seq, 
GAMING-HOUSE, 

common  indictment  for  keeping,  i.  430 
manner  of  proceeding  on,  i  432 
GAOLER, 

oppression,  &a,  by,  i.  298 

forcing  persons  to  give  evidence,  ib. 
suffering  his  prisoner  to  escape,  L  299,  570 
extortion  by,  L  303 

VOL.  III.  3  c 
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putting  prisoners  in  irons,  L  570,  note  (u) 

murder  by  duress  of  imprisonment  by,  i.  771 

confining  with  a  person  ill  of  small-pox,  t6. 

when  guilty  of  manslaughter,  ib. 

and  assistants,  killing  prisoner,  when  justifiable,  ib, 
GARDEN, 

destroying  vegetables,  &c.  in,  iL  937 

stealing  flowers,  vegetables,  dbc.  in,  ii.  216 
GAS, 

larceny  of,  ii.  127 

breach  of  contract  by  persons  employed  in  supply  of,  iiL  161 
GATE, 

stealing,  iL  215 

destroying,  iL  944 
GAZETTE, 

proof  and  effect  in  evidence,  iiL  408 
GELDING, 

stealing,  &c.,  iL  287 

maliciously  killing,  iL  927 
GIRL. — See  tit.  Abduction. 

carnally  knowing,  L  871 

procuring  defilement  of,  L  877 
GLASS, 

fixed  to  building,  stealing,  ii.  210 

painted,  injuring,  ii.  965 
GLEANING, 

taking  corn  by,  whether  felonious,  iL  203 
GOODS, 

document  of  title  to,  stealing,  ii.  222 

Betting  fire  to,  in  building,  iL  903 

injuring,  in  process  of  manufacture,  iL  943,  et  seq. 
GORSE, 

setting  fire  to,  whilst  growing,  iL  932 

stack  of,  ib. 
GRAIN, 

setting  fire  to  crop  of,  t6. 

stack  of,  ib, 
GRANARY, 

setting  fire  to,  ii.  901 
GRAND  JURY, 

cannot  find  a  true  bill  for  part  and  false  for  part,  where,  i.  413 

evidence  of  what  took  place  before  them,  iiL  555 
GREAT  SEAL, 

forging,  iL  740 
GREENHOUSE, 

stealing  plants  in,  ii.  216 

destroying  plants  in,  ii.  937 
GUARDIANS  OF  UNIONS, 

to  prosecute,  when,  i.  947 
GUILTY  INTENT, 

proof  of,  by  acts  not  charged  in  the  indictment,  iii.  377,  ei  seq, 
GUILTY  KNOWLEDGE.— See  Evidence. 

evidence  of,  L  227 

proof  of,  by  showing  acts  of  prisoner  not  charged  in  indictment,  iL  728 ; 
iiL  376 

where  forged  document  uttered,  ii.  728 

receiver  of  stolen  goods,  iii.  485 
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GUNPOWDER 

mills,  when  a  nuisance,  i.  421 
causing  bodily  injury  by,  L  953 
causing  to  explode  with  intent,  &c.,  i&. 
placing  near  buUding  with  intent,  <&c.,  i.  954 
making  with  intent  to  commit  felonies,  ib, 

search  for,  i6. 
destroying  house  with,  any  one  being  therein,  iL  904 
attempting  to  destroy,  ii.  904 
placing,  near  a  ship,  with  intent,  <&c.,  iL  959 
possession  of,  with  intent,  &c.,  iL  894 


H. 

HABEAS  CORPUS  AD  TESTIFICANDUM, 

how  obtained,  iiL  598 
HACKNEY-COACHMAN, 

felony  by,  as  to  goods  left  in  his  coaoh,  &c,  ii.  186,  ^  seq, 
HANDWRITING, 

comparison  of,  now  allowable,  iii.  437 

proof  of,  iii.  436 

writer  himself  need  not  be  called,  ii.  712 
HARBOURING  THIEVES, 

penalty  for,  iii.  683 
HARD  LABOUR,  78 

under  Consolidation  Acts,  L  80 
HARE, 

killing,  not  an  indictable  offence,  i.  195 

taking  or  killing  in  a  warren,  ii.  301 
HAVEN, 

stealing  from  vessel  in,  ii.  307 
HAY, 

setting  fire  to  crop  of,  ii.  932 

stack  of,  ib, 
HEALTH, 

public,  offences  affecting,  L  266 
HEARSAY, 

when  receivable,  iiL  349,  et  seq. 
HEATH, 

setting  fire  to,  whilst  growing,  iL  932 

stack  oi^  lb. 
HIDES, 

burying  or  destroying,  IL  293 
HIGH  SEAS, 

offences  on. — ^See  tit.  Vbnub.     See  Offences  at. 

murder  on,  i.  10,  14,  791 

wound  on  sea  and  death  on  shore,  or  vice  versd,  i.  790 
HIGH  TREASON, 

how  many  witnesses  necessary  in,  iiL  594 
HIGHWAY.— See  Index,  Vol.  L— See  also  tit.  Road. 

amendment  of  indictment  for  nuisance  to,  L  59 

what  is  a  public  highway,  L  444 

highioays  imdened,  cJianged,  dec,  ib,,  L  457,  et  seg, 

road  continued  under  inclosure  award,  L  466,  et  seq, 

nuisances  to  hy  obstruction,  L  469,  e<  seq, 
narrowing  highways,  L  474 

3  c  2 
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as  to  breadth  of  roads,  L  474 

no  defence  that  an  alteration  is  more  useful  for  other  purposes  of  the 

road,  i.  475 
unless  authorized  by  a  statute,  t&. 
Railway  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  L  470 
body  corporate  indictable,  i.  477 
nuisances  to,  by  not  repairing,  ih,^  et  seq. 

obligation  of  the  parish  to  repair,  t6.,  et  seq, 
of  common  right,  ib. 

effect  of  particular  statutes  upon,  i.  478 
no  agreement  can  exonerate  a  parish,  ib, 
adoption  by  parish  unnecessary,  i.  479 
no  highways  to  be  repaired  by  a  parish  unless  the  party  dedicating 

make  them  to  the  satisfetction  of  the  surveyor,  <S:o.,  ib, 
obligation  of  subdivisions  of  a  parish  to  repair,  i.  483 
obligations  of  individuals  to  repair,  i.  483,  et  seq. 
turnpike  acts,  i.  488 

3  Geo.  4,  a  126  (general),  ib, 

agreements  by  trustees  of  turnpike  roads  with  persons  liable  to 

repair,  ib, 
repairs  where  roads  have  been  turned,  ib, 
statutes  relating  to  the  repair  of  roads,  ib, 

do  not  abrogate  the  common  law  provisions,  ib, 
parish  not  bound  to  repair  fences  or  ditches,  L  489 
'  to  and  from '  exclude  the  place,  ib, 
inclosure  commissioners  cannot  throw  the  repair  of  private  roads  on  the 

parish,  i.  490 
repair  of  road  imder  Metropolis  Local  Management  Act,  1855,  i.  490 
indictment  or  information  for  nuisances  to,  i.  491,  et  seq. 

mode  of  proceeding  before  justices  where  highway  is  out  of  repair, 

ib.,  et  seq, 
information  in  the  Queen's  Bench,  L  493 
mandamus  not  granted,  ib. 
indictmenty  ib. 

defence  under  general  issue  or  special  plea,  i.  497,  et  seq. 
evidence,  i.  500,  et  seq. 
certiorari,  i,  503 
new  trial,  grantable,  ib, 
the  judgment,  i.  504 

levying  and  application  of  fines,  L  505 
costs,  i.  506,  et  seq. 

meaning  of  terms  in  the  Highway  Act,  L  510 
Highway  Acts,  1862, 1864,  and  Public  Health  Act,  1875,  i.  511 
HOMICIDK — See  Index,  Vol.  I,  and  see  ib,  tit  Manslauohteb,  Mubdkr. 
excusable  homicide,  i.  843,  et  seq, 
justifiable  homicide,  ib, 
excusable  Iwmiclde  by  misadventure,  i.  844 
excusable  homicide  in  self  defence,  ib, 
justifiable  homicide,  L  848,  et  seq. 
felonious  ;  the  felonious  intention  in,  i.  188,  note  {z) 
HOP-BINDS, 

cutting  aud  destroying,  ii.  939 
HOP-OAST, 

setting  fire  to,  ii.  901 
HORSE, 

stealing,  ii.  287 

killing  with  intent  to  steal,  ii.  287 


Index.  757 

HORSE — continued. 

priacipaJs  in  second  degree  and  accessories,  ii.  287 
description  of,  ii.  291 
slaughtering,  iL  293 
conspiring  to  sell  unsound,  iii.  124 
maliciously  killing,  ii.  927 
HOUSE. — See  tit.  Dwelling-house. 
killing  in  defence  of  house,  i.  847 

explanation  of  the  rule  that  a  man*s  house  is  his  castle,  i.  749,  et  seq. 
pidling  down,  by  persons  riotously  assembled,  i.  368 
what  is,  for  the  purposes  of  burglary,  ii.  14,  et  seq. 

housebreaking,  IL  58 
stealing  in,  with  menaces,  ii.  61 

to  the  value  of  £5,  ii.  64 
setting  fire  to,  ii.  900 

any  person  being  therein,  ib. 
destroying,  &a  with  gunpowder,  ii.  904 
tenants  injuring,  iL  926 
HOUSEBREAKING, 
what  it  is,  ii.  58 

breaking  and  entering  a  dwelling-house  and  committing  a  felony,  ib, 

with  intent  to  commit,  &c.,  ii.  76 
does  not  extend  to  buildings  within  the  curtilage,  ii.  58 
principals  in  second  degree  and  accessories,  ib, 
breaking  and  entering  necessary  to  constitute,  t&. 

must  be  attended  with  some  felony,  ii.  59 
dwelling-house,  question  as  to  what  shall  be  deemed,  same  as  in  bur- 
glary, ii.  60 
being  in  by  night  with  intent,  &c.,  ii.  51 
having  instruments  by  night  with  intent^  <fec.,  i.  192  ;  ii.  51 
HOUSE  OF  COMMONS, 

publication  of  proceedings  of,  iii.  185 
libels  against,  iii.  200 

speeches,  <ka  not  to  be  divulged  in  evidence,  iii.  556 
journals,  proof  and  effect  of^  iiL  408 
HOUSE  OF  LORDS, 
libels  against,  iii.  200 
joumaLs,  proof  and  effect  of,  iii.  408 
HUNTING, 

deer,  ii.  297 
HUSBAND.— See  Feme  Covert. 

incompetency  of  husband  and  wife  for  and  against  each  other,  iii.  620, 
et  seq. 

L 
IDEM  SONANS, 

instances  of,  iii  402 
IDENTITY, 

proof  of,  iii  405,  434 
IDIOTS, 

how  far  capable  of  committing  crimes,  L  113,  et  seq, — See  tit.  Capa- 

BILITT. 

distinction  between,  and  lunatics,  i.  116 

proceedings  with  respect  to,  i.  135 

disposal  of  persons  acquitted  on  ground  of  insanity,  i.  136 

found  insane  on  arraignment,  &c.,  i.  137 

discharged  for  want  of  prosecution,  ib, 
incompetent  as  witnesses,  iii.  611 


758  Index. 

IGNORANCE, 

in  what  caaes  an  excuae  for  the  oommission  of  a  crime,  i.  154 
IMPEDING 

persons  saving  his  life  from  shipwreck,  L  914 
IMPORTING 

counterfeit  coin,  i.  214 
IMPRISONMENT, 

unlawful,  amounts  to  an  assault,  L  960 
INCAPACITY  TO  COMMIT  CRIMES.— See  Capabiutt. 
INCITING 

to  commit  murder,  i.  906 

INCLOSURE  ACTS, 

private  roads,  set  out  under,  L  490 

INDECENCY, 

indecent  exposure  and  open  lewdness  indictable  as  a  nuisance,  i.  434 

INDECENT  ASSAULT, 

punishment,  i.  959 
INDIA, 

warrant,  stealing,  ii.  223 

forging,  ii.  768 

certificates  and  coupons,  forging,  iL  769 

examination  of  witnesses  when  offence  committed  in,  iiL  536 

INDICTABLE  OFFENCES,  i.  186,  et  airy.— See  tit.  Misdemeanor. 
felonies,  i.  186 

by  statute,  ib. 
misdemeanors,  i.  187,  et  teg, 
misprisions,  i.  187, 188 
attempts  to  commit  felonies,  i.  188 

misdemeanors,  i.  189 
disobedience  to  an  order  of  council,  i.  263,  561 
to  a  statute,  i.  188 
to  an  order  of  magistrates,  i.  561 
offences  of  a  public  nature,  i.  188 
act  done  with  criminal  intention  sufficient,  i.  190 
procuring  base  coin  with  intent  to  utter,  i.  191 
having  implements  of  housebreaking,  i.  192 
offences  created  by  statutes,  when  indictable,  i.  193 

not  indictable,  i.  194 
cases  not  indictable  enumerated,  i.  195 
abandoning  child  with  intent  to  burden  parish,  i  196 
nonfeasance  and  particular  wrong  not  in  general  indictable,  ib, 
trespasses  not  in  general  indictable,  L  197 

INDICTMENT.     Venue  in.— See  Venue. 

description  of  documents  under  the  Larceny  Act,  i.  23 

in  other  cases,  i.  24 
coin  and  bank  notes,  t6. 
venue  in  the  margin,  local  description,  tb, 
interpretation  of  word  **  indictment,"  ib. 
description  of  property  of  partners,  i.  25 

counties,  i.  26 
guardians  of  poor,  &c.,  i.  27 
highway  trustees,  &o.,  i.  28 
turnpike  trustees,  ib. 
commissioners  of  sewers,  ib 
joint-stock  banks,  i.  29 
friendly  societies,  i.  31 
savings  bank,  i.  33 
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description  of  property  of  loan  societies,  i,  34 

benefit  buUding  societies^  t&. 
industrial  and  provident  societies,  ib. 
trades  unions,  i.  35 
post  office,  ib, 
defects  in  indictments,  ib, 

immaterial  defects,  ib, 

time  for  taking  formal  objections,  i.  36 

defects  cured  by  yerdict,  i.  37 
Pleadings  to  indictment. — See  Pleas. 
Traverse  of  indictment. — See  Postponement  of  TriaIa 
Amendment  of  indictment — See  Amendment. 
indictment  for  misdemeanor,  facts  amounting  to  felony,  i.  62 
indictment  for  full  offence,  conviction  of  attempt,  ib. 
Vexatious  indictments. — See  Vexatious  Indictments. 
against  accessories. — See  tit.  Agobssoby. 
for  receiving,  paying,  putting  off,  <fec.,  counterfeit  coin,  L  231,  et  seq, 

for  second  offence,  i.  227 
for  seducing  soldiers,  &Cy  i.  251 
for  offences  against  revenue  laws,  i.  275 
for  taking  unlawful  oaths,  i.  287,  291 
for  neglect  of  duty  by  persons  in  office,  i.  301 
for  extortion,  i.  306 
for  monopoly,  i.  309 
for  barratry,  i.  362 
for  a  riot,  Ac.,  i.  387 
for  sending  a  challenge — venue,  i.  397 
for  a  forcible  entry  and  detainer,  i.  411 
for  keeping  disorderly  houses,  i.  431 
for  nuisances  in  general,  i.  440 

to  highways,  i.  491,  493 

general  issue,  or  special  plea,  when  necessary,  i.  495 

traverse  of  obligation  to  repair,  i.  500 

special  plea  by  parish,  when  necessary,  i.  497,  498 

to  public  bridges,  L  551 

pleadings — special  plea,  c&c.,  L  553 
for  disobedience  to  orders  of  magistrates,  i.  563 

must  show  an  order  made,  ib, 
for  escapes  suffered  by  officers,  L  572 
for  prison-breaking,  L  580 
for  a  rescue,  i.  583 
for  aiding  attempts  to  escape,  i.  588 
for  returning  from  transportation,  i.  597,  604 
for  gaming,  i.  609 

for  destroying  game  in  the  night,  i.  627,  630,  638,  et  seq. 
for  murder,  i.  784,  et  seq,,  795 

description  of  party  killed,  i.  792 

averment  of  malice  aforethought,  L  796 
for  manslaughter,  i.  840 
for  rape,  i.  864 

for  carnal  knowledge  of  children,  i.  872 
for  sodomy,  L  880 

for  forcible  abduction  of  females,  i.  887 
for  wounding  with  intent  to  murder,  &c.,  i.  942 
for  an  assault,  i.  966 
for  striking  in  courts  of  justice,  i.  971 
for  burglary,  ii.  43,  et  seq. 
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offence  in  one  county,  tried  in  another^  ii.  46 
for  robbery,  ii.  118,  tf<  seq, 
for  larceny,  ii  260,  et  seq, 
f(»-  stealing  from  the  person,  ii.  285 
for  embezzlement,  ii.  338,  et  seq, 
of  bankrupt^  ii.  444,  et  $eq. 
for  receiying  stolen  goods,  ii  478,  et  seq, 
for  a  cheat,  ii  523 

for  obtaining  money  by  false  pretences,  iL  584,  et  neq. 
for  forgery,  <fec.,  ii.  695,  et  seq, 
for  arson,  ii.  9lS,et  seq, 
for  maiming  cattle,  ii.  930 
for  perjury,  iii.  33,  35,  et  seq. 
for  conspiracy,  iii.  129 
for  sending  a  threatening  letter,  iii.  252 
venue  in  offences  respecting  the  post-office,  ii.  413 

in  an  indictment  for  receiving  stolen  goods,  ii.  465 

for  forgery,  ii.  735 
in  indictment  for  malicious  injuries,  ii.  895 
copy  of,  how  obtained,  iii.  427 

sufficient  to  prove  so  much  of  indictment  as  constitutes  a  erimey  iiL 
394 
INDORSEMENT, 
forgery  of,  ii.  819 
cases  as  to,  ii.  827 
INDUCEMENT, 

matter  o^  when  and  how  to  be  proved,  iiL  398 
INDUSTRIAL  SOCIETIES, 

statutes  as  to,  iii.  703 
INFANT, 

committing  misdemeanors,  i.  108. — See  tit.  Capabilitt. 
capital  crimes,  L  109 
murder,  i.  110 
rape,  ib. 
new  statutoiy  felonies,  i.  112 

treasons,  A. 

how  far  statutes  extend  to  cases  of  infants,  A. 
a  principal  in  second  degree,  when,  i.  110 
of  delaying  execution  when  an  infant  is  convicted,  L  113 
age  of  consent  to  marriage,  i.  112 
distinction  of  ages  in  the  civil  law,  L  109,  note  (o) 
not  excused  from  the  commission  of  a  crime  by  the  ooeroion  of  a  parent, 

L  139 
not  punishable  as  rioters,  if  under  the  age  of  discretion,  L  372 
neglect  o(  who  indictable  for,  i.  949 
murder  of,  i.  645,  et  seq. 
wound  before  birth,  death  after,  ib. 
miurder  of  infants  on  their  birth,  i.  646 
child  must  be  wholly  bom,  ib. 
breathing  not  sufficient,  ib. 
breathing  not  necessary,  i.  647 
independent  circulation,  ib. 
while  connected  by  the  umbilical  cord,  ib. 

by  exposure,  i.  650 
murder  by  rape  of,  i.  673 
destroying  infants  in  the  womb,  L  853 
common  law  offence,  ib. 
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adminlBtering  poison,  &c.,  with  intent  to  cause  miscarriage,  I  853 
procuring  drugs,  &c.  to  cause,  <&c.,  t6. 

construction  of  statutes,  i.  854,  et  seq, 
other  administrations  to  prove  intent,  i.  857 
woman  concealing  the  birth  of,  i.  801 
unlawful  carnal  knowledge  of  female  children,  i.  871 
a  child  under  twelve  years  old,  i.  872 
a  child  above  twelve  and  under  thirteen,  t&. 
attempt  to  commit  these  offences,  t&. 
proof  of  age  of  child,  i.  873 
testimony  of  child,  i.  874 

postponement  of  trial  where  child  not  capable,  ib, 
where  there  is  consent  there  cannot  be  an  assault,  ib. 
consent  is  different  from  submission,  i.  875 
conviction  for  misdemeanor,  1.  876 
indictment^  i.  877 
procuring  defilement  of  girls,  t&. 
abduction,  &c.,  of,  i.  883,  et  seq, 
child  stealing,  i.  905 

when  a  competent  witness,  iii.  612 
INFECTION, 

spreading  infectious  disorders,  i.  266,  et  seq.,  438 
murder  by,  i.  266, 673 
INFORMATION, 

on  penal  statutes, 

compounding,  i.  295 
for  libel,  iii.  177. — See  tit.  Libel. 
for  sending  a  challenge,  i.  397 
INFORMERS, 

protection  of,  in  evidence,  iii.  553 
INGROSSING, 

statutes,  &o.  on  the  subject  repealed,  i.  349 
INN, 

disorderly,  a  nuisance  and  indictable,  i.  426 
setting  up  new  inns,  ib, 
innkeepers  refusing  to  receive  travellers,  ib. 
INN  OF  COURT, 

setting  fire  to,  ii.  902 
INSANE  PERSONS.— See  tit.  Capability,  Lunatics. 

when  depositions  of,  can  be  read,  iii.  524 
INSCRIPTIONS, 

on  walls,  &o.,  iii.  349 
INSOLVENT.— See  tit.  Bakkrupt. 
INSPECTION, 

of  records,  iii.  427 

copy  of  indictment,  how  obtained,  tb. 
of  depositions,  iii.  428,  429 
of  public  books,  iii.  433 
INSTRUMENTS, 

for  housebreaking,  possession  by  night,  ii.  51 
INSURANCE, 

forgery  on  insurance  companies,  ii.  770 
INTENT  TO  DEFRAUD, 
how  proved,  iii.  377 

how  stated  and  proved  in  false  pretences,  ii.  594,  602 

in  forgery,  ii.  736 
in  malicious  iiguries,  ii.  894 
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INTENTION, 

to  commit  a  felony  or  misdemeanor,  i.  188,  et  9eq, — See  tit.  Misde- 

MBANOR. 

an  act  resting  in  bare  intention  not  indictable,  ib. 

but  an  act  done,  and  a  criminal  intention  joined  thereto,  are  suffi- 
cient, i.  190 

intent  to  utter  base  coin,  i.  191 

other  acts  coupled  with  criminal  intents,  i.  192 

intent  to  break  houses,  ib, 
INTEREST, 

incompetency  from,  iii,  618,  et  seq, 
INTERPRETATION, 

rule  for,  of  criminal  statutes,  iii.  639,  i.  2 
INTIMIDATION, 

masters  and  workmen,  iii.  162 
IRELAND, 

stealing  in,  ii,  273 

marriages  in,  iii.  306 

mode  of  ascertaining  law  in,  iii.  423 

judgment  in,  proof  o^  iii  423 


J. 

JEWS, 

marriage  of. — See  Mabriaob. 
JOINT  TENANTS, 

larceny  by,  ii.  239 
JUDGE, 

offering  a  bribe  to,  i.  190 
oppression  by,  how  punishable,  L  297 
a  competent  witness,  iii  630 
judicial  notice  of  signature  of,  iii.  411 
JUDGMENT, 

for  offences  at  sea,  L  14 

judgment  during  afisizes  or  sittings,  i.  63 

of  death,  ib, 

recording  judgment  of  death,  L  64 
penal  seryitude,  i.  64,  72,  ib, 
general  punishment  for  felonies,  i.  65 
whipping,  hard  labour  and  solitary  confinement,  i.  05,  78 
after  previous  convictions,  L  65 

form  of  indictment,  <Sca,  L  67,  et  seq, 
conduct  of  trial,  th, 
police  supervision,  ib, 
proof  of  identity,  i,  70 

special  offences  by  persons  twice  convicted,  i.  76 
provision  as  to  children  of  woman  twice  convicted,  L  78 
fines,  sureties  of  the  peace,  L  80 
sentence  where  prisoner  already  in  prison,  i.  81 
sentence  at  one  time  for  several  offences,  i.  82 
juvenile  offenders^  ib, 
restitution  of  property,  i.  83. — See  Rbstttution. 

execution  of  judgment  against  convict,  L  106 
proof  of,  iii.  413 

of  judgments  in  inferior  courts,  iii  418 
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of  foreign  judgment,  iiL  419 
of  Irish  judgment,  iii.  423 

JUDGMENT  OF  DEATH,  i.  63 

JURISDICTION, 

plea  to. — See  PLEAa 

of  Quarter  Sessions,  i.  15,  51 

of  Admiralty. — See  Venue. 
JURY, 

de  medietate  linguasy  L  52 
JURYMAN, 

tampering  with,  bribing,  or  attempting  to  bribe,  i.  190 

corrupting  and  influencing  jurors,  i.  360 

competent  witness,  iiL  630 

JUSTICE  OF  THE  PEACE, 

acting  as,  not  being  qualified,  not  indictable,  i.  195 
oppression,  <!bo.,  by,  how  punishable,  i.  297 
refusing  to  grant  ale  licenses,  i.  298 
justices  at  petty  sessions  may  fine  constables,  dbc.,  for  neglect  of  duty, 

i.  301 
suppression  of  affrays  by,  i.  386,  et  seq.f  395 
orders  of,  disobedience  to,  i.  561 

power  to  disperse  unlawful  assemblies,  i.  374,  et  seq.,  385 
assaulting  when  preserying  wreck,  i.  974 
EXAMINATIONS  BY.— See  tit.  Examination,  Deposition. 
JUVENILE  OFFENDERS,  i.  82 


K. 

KIDNAPPING.— See  also  Child  Stealing. 

carrying  away  or  secreting  any  person,  i.  901 

forcible  abduction  of  persons,  and  sending  them  into  other  countries,  tO. 
sending  prisoners  out  of  England,  ib, 

punishment  of  master,  <kc.,  forcing  his  seaman  on  shore,  or  refusing 
to  bring  him  home,  L  902 
place  of  trial,  &c.,  i.  903 
cases  relating  to,  ib. 
KING, 

his  money,  what  is,  i.  200. — See  tit.  Coin. 

disobedience  to  his  commands  to  return  or  to  stay  at  home,  or  assist  at 

his  council,  i.  250 
his  enemies,  adhering  to,  when  piracy,  i.  259 
petition  to,  not  libellous,  iiL  180 
libels  against,  iiL  198,  199 

KNOWLEDGE, 

proof  of  guilty  knowledge,  iiL  376 


L 

LAND, 

document  of  title  to,  definition  of,  iL  220 

stealing,  ib, 
jury  not  to  enquire  of  prisoner's  land,  iii.  637 
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forging  name  of  judge  of,  il  805 
LAND  TAX, 

forgery  relating  to,  il  783 
LAND  TRANSFER  ACT, 
offences  under,  IL  615 
LARCENY.    See  Indbx,  vol.  iL 
Consolidation  Act  as  to,  iii.  654 
derivation  of  the  word,  ii.  123 
distinction  between  grand  and  petit  abolished,  ii.  124 
the  taking  and  carrying  away^  iL  125 
the  taking  must  he  invito  domino,  iL  130 
taking  by  persona  who  have  only  a  bare  charge^  Ac,  and  by  baiUes, 

iL  133 
taking  where  the  owner  parti  toith  the  property  in  the  goods,  iL  143 
taking  where  possession  obtained  byfravd,  animo  furandi,  iL  156 
taking  by  finding,  ii.  183 
the  taking,  d!c,,  must  be  animo  furandi,  iL  178 
of  the  taking  being  lucri  causd,  iL  205 

of  the  personal  goods  in  respect  of  which  larceny  may  be  oommiUedy 
iL209 
goods  part  of  the  freehold,  t&. 
where  severed,  ib, 
written  instruments,  ii.  217 
animals,  birds,  and  fish,  iL  233 
domestic  animak,  ib. 
animals /<?7Y?  naturae,  ii.  234 
of  the  ownership  of  the  goods  in  respect  of  which  larceny  may 
be  committed,  iL  239 
joint  tenants,  ib» 
partners,  ib. 
indictment,  trial,  and  punishment,  iL  260 
punishment,  iL  284 
LAW  LIST, 

evidence,  iii.  411 
LEAD, 

stealing  firom  mine^  iL  210 
as  a  fixture,  ib, 
LEADING  QUESTIONS, 

when  allowable,  iiL  557,  560 
LESSEE, 

special  property  of,  iL  245 
stealing  chattels  or  fixtures,  iL  438 
damaging  buildings,  fixtures,  &c.,  iL  926 
LETTER, 

threatening. — See  tit.  Threat,  &g. 
found  in  prisoner's  possession,  iiL  385 
stealing,  secreting,  &c,  iL  411,  et  seq. — See  tit.  Post-Officb. 
LEWDNESS, 

open  lewdness  and  indecent  exposure  indictable,  L  434 
LIBEL, 

definition  of,  iii.  177 

what  publications  libellous,  ib, 

slanderous  words,  iiL  178 

mode  of  expression,  ib. 

name  of  person  libelled  in  blank,  iiL  170 

libel  on  a  body  of  men,  ib. 

when  party  can  justify  that  the  libel  was  true,  ib. 
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copied  from  another  work,  iiL  180 
privileged  communications, 

petition  to  the  King,  iii.  180 

Parliament,  ib. 
proceedings  in  courts  of  justice,  ib. 
speeches  of  members  of  Parliament,  iii.  182 
publication  of  proceedings  in  courts  of  justice,  ib. 
before  justices  of  peace,  iii.  184 
proceedings  of  public  meetings,  iii.  185 
of  proceedings  in  Parliament,  t6« 
of  papers  printed  by  order  of  Parliament,  iii.  186 
comments  upon  literary  productions,  iii.  187 
sermons,  iii.  188 
confidential  communications,  ib. 

in  the  conduct  of  a  man's  affairs,  iii.  189 
made  with  a  view  of  investigating  a  fact,  iiL  1 90 
made  in  the  proper  course  of  a  proceeding,  ib. 
discussing  matter  in  which  public  interested,  iii.  192 
proper  meaning  of  a  privileged  communication,  iiL  193 
judge   to  say  whether  privilege  exists,  jury  whether  there  is 
malice,  ib. 
publications  against  the  Christian  religion^  ib. 
statutes,  iiL  194 

Christian  religion  part  of  the  law,  iii.  195 
rational  discussions  allowed,  iii.  196 
publications  against  morality,  iiL  197 
libels  against  the  constitution,  ib, 
against  the  King, 
statutes,  iiL  198 
cases,  iiL  199 
against  Houses  of  Parliament,  iii.  200 
upon  the  GU>vemment,  iii.  201 
on  magistrates  and  administration  of  justice,  iii.  203 
on  private  individuals^ 

words  spoken  are  not  indictable,  iiL  205 
upon  a  man  in  his  trade,  iiL  206 
upon  a  body  of  men,  iiL  207 
upon  a  person  deceased,  iiL  208 
on  foreigners  of  distinction,  ib, 
indictment  for  libel,  iii.  209 
evidence — plea — trial 

writing  and  publication,  iiL  211 

what  not  a  publication,  iiL  213 

acknowledgment  of  the  defendant,  ib. 

procuring  another  to  publish,  iiL  214 

publication  by  booksellers  and  proprietors  of  newspapers,  iiL  215 

proceedings  against  printers  of  newspapers,  iiL  216 

printer's  name  to  be  printed  on  book,  iiL  217 

libel  must  be  produced,  iiL  218 

variance,  ib. 

must  be  proved  to  have  been  published  in  county  laid  in  indictment, 

iiL  219 
depositions,  gazette,  &c.,  when  evidence,  iiL  221 
criminal  intention  of  defendant,  i6. 
other  libels  to  prove  malice,  iii.  222 
evidence  of  a  murder,  iii.  223 

meaning  of  a  word  in  italics  for  jury,  ib. 
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defendant's  evidence,  iii.  223 
verdict^  iiL  224 

judge  not  bound  to  state  his  opinion  whether  writing  a  libel,  iiL  225 
judgment,  ib, 
punishment,  ib. 
Lord  Campbell's  Act,  iii.  226 

threatening  to  publish  libel  to  extort  monej^  ib. 
punishment  for  defamatory  libel,  iiL  227 
proceedings  upon  trial,  ib. 
plea,  ib. 

evidence  to  rebut  primd  facie  case  of  publication  by  agent,  ib. 
costs,  in.  227,  229 
interpretation  clause,  iii.  228 
cases  on  act,  ib. 

affidavits  in  mitigation  of  punishment,  iii.  229 
LIBRARY, 

injuries  to  works  of  art  in,  iL  965 
LICENSE, 

under  penal  servitude  Acts,  i.  74,  75  ;  iii.  645,  646,  673,  et  seq. 
marriage  by,  L  302,  et  seq, 
marriage,  forging,  ii.  806 
LIFE, 

continuance  of,  iiL  324 
LIFE  ANNUITIES, 

forging  in  respect  of,  ii.  812,  813 
LIGHTS, 

making  lights,  <&c.,  on  the  coast  as  signals  to  smuggling  vessels^  L  272 ; 
iii.  695 

to  bring  ships  into  danger,  ii.  959 
LINEN, 

stealing,  in  process  of  manufacture,  ii.  436 
damaging,  in  process  of  manufacture,  ii.  949 
LOCK, 

on  river,  canal,  &o,,  breaking  down,  &c.,  ii.  940 
LODGINGS, 

chattels  and  fixtures  let  with,  larceny  of,  iL  240,  438 
LOOM, 

destroying,  ^,  iL  949 
LOSS, 

of  instrument,  iiL  333 
proof  of  lost  writing,  ib, 
LOTTERIES, 

public  nuisances,  when,  i.  439 
LUNATIC, 

what,  L  114 

distinction  between,  and  an  idiot,  i.  116 

how  far  capable  of  committing  crimes,  i.  114,  et  eeq, — See  tit.  Capabiutt. 
proceedings  with  regard  to  limatic  offenders,  L  135 
disposal  of  persons  acquitted  on  the  ground  of  insanity,  i.  136,  et  »eq. 

found  insane  on  arraignment,  i.  137 
discharged  for  want  of  prosecution,  ib. 
neglect  of,  i.  951 
illtreatment  of,  i.  952 

competency  as  a  witness,  iii.  611 

deposition  of,  when  lunatic  at  the  trial,  iii.  524 
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MACHINE, 

tbreBhing  and  agricultural,  destroying,  ii.  95i 
employed  in  silk,  woollen,  linen,  cotton,  <fec.  manufactures,  ii.  949 
in  other  manufactures,  ii.  954 
in  mines,  ii.  946 
when  taken  to  pieces,  ii.  954 
MADMAN. 

capability  of,  to  commit  crimes,  i.  113,  et  seq, 
competency  as  a  witness,  iii.  611 
MAGISTKATES.— See  tit.  Justicbs. 

orders  of,  disobedience  to,  i.  561,  et  seq. 
MAIMING, 

at  common  law,  i.  910 

nature  of  the  offence,  ib, 
offences  by  statute,  i.  911 

administering  poison  with  intent  to  murder,  ib, 

wounding  with  intent  to  murder,  ib. 

causing  any  bodUy  injury  dangerous  to  life,  with  like  intent,  ib. 

attempting  to  poison,  with  like  intent,  i.  913 

shooting,  or  attempting  to  dischaige  loaded  arms  at  any  person,  with 

like  intent,  ib, 
attempting  to  drown,  suffocate,  or  strangle,  with  like  intent,  ib. 
destroying  building  with  explosive  substances,  with  intent  to  murder, 

i.  912 
setting  fire  to  ship  with  like  intent,  i6. 
attempting  by  any  other  means  to  commit  murder,  i.  913 
sending  letters  threatening  to  murder,  ib. 

impeding  person  endeavouring  to  save  his  life  from  shipwreck,  i.  914 
-shooting,  wounding,  &o.  with  intent  to  maim,  %b. 

disfigure,  ib, 
to  do  some  grievous  bodily  harm,  ib. 
to  prevent  apprehension  or  detainer,  ib. 
loaded  arms,  ib. 
inflicting  bodily  injury,  ib. 
administering  poison  to  endanger  life,  i.  91o 

to  injure  or  annoy,  ib. 
verdict  of  jury,  i.  916 
oases  on  former  statutes,  ib.,  et  seq. 
of  attempts,  i.  946 

by  wanton,  &c.  driving  of  coachman,  i.  986 
maiming  cattle,  il,  927 
MAINTENANCE, 

what  it  consists  in,  i.  351 
instances  of  it,  ib. 
when  justifiable,  i.  352 

in  respect  of  an  interest  in  the  thing  at  variance,  ib. 
of  kindred  or  affinity,  i.  354 

of  the  relation  of  lord  and  tenant,  master  and  seiTant,  !b. 
of  charity,  ib. 

of  the  profession  of  the  law,  i.  354 
purchase  of  fruits  of  verdict,  i.  355 
contract  for  sum  beyond  costs,  ib. 
assignment  of  subject-matter  of  suit,  ib. 
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by  buying  or  selling  pretended  title,  i.  359 
punishment,  L  359 
MALA  PRAXIS, 

of  a  physician,  whether  indictable,  ii.  514 
MALICE, 

against  owner  of  property  injured,  not  necessary,  ii.  892 
express  or  implied  by  law,  i.  642 
description  o^  in  a  legal  sense,  L  642,  and  note  {%) 
MALICIOUS  INJURY, 

consolidation  of  former  statutes,  ii.  892,  et  seq.,  iii.  661 
malice  against  owner  not  necessary,  ii.  ib. 
where  the  natural  consequence  of  an  act  is  to  injure  another,  such 

intent  will  be  presumed,  ib. 
an  injurious  act  done  under  a  claim  of  right,  ii.  893 
Act  applies  to  persons  in  possession  of  the  property  injured,  ii.  894 
intent  to  injure  or  defraud  any  individual  need  not  be  alleged,  ib. 
principals  and  accessories,  ii.  895 
ofifenoes  at  sea,  were  tried,  ib. 
punishments,  ib. 
costs,  iii.  632 

apprehension  of  offenders,  ib, 
to  real  or  personal  property  not  otherwise  provided  for,  ii.  967 
MALICIOUSLY  SHOOTING,  i.  913,  et  «tfg.— See  tit.  Maiming. 
MALTHOUSE, 

setting  fire  to,  ii.  901 
MANAGER  OF  COMPANY, 

fraudulently  converting  property,  ii.  395 
keeping  fraudulent  accounts,  ib. 
destroying  books,  ib. 
publishing  fraudulent  statements,  396 
MANGANESE, 

stealing  from  mine,  ii.  210 
MANSLAUGHTER.— See  Index,  Vol.  I. 
absence  of  malice,  i.  810 
aiders  and  abettors,  and  accessories,  ib. 
cases  of  manslaughter. — See  Index,  Vol.  I.»  Murder. 
cases  of  provocation,  i.  811. — See  Murder. 
cases  of  mutual  combat,  i.  811. — See  Murder. 
cases  of  criminal,  unlawful,  or  wanton  acts,  i.  812,  et  seq. 
lawful  acts  criminally  or  improperly  performed,  or  acts  without  authority, 

i.  822,  et  seq. 
indictment,  i.  840 
evidence,  L  841 
accessories,  ib. 
punishment,  i.  842 

on  the  high  seas. •  See  Sea,  Offences  at. 
MAN-TRAPS, 

setting,  &c,,  i.  987 
MANUFACTORY, 

pulling  down  riotously,  buildings  or  engines  used  in,  i.  368 
offensive,  carrying  on,  when  a  nuisance,  i.  419 
setting  fire  to,  ii.  901 
MANUFACTURE, 

larceny  of  doth,  &o,  in  process  of,  ii.  436 
damaging  or  destroying  articles  in  a  course  of,  ii.  949 
MARKET, 

clerk  0^  extortion  by,  L  304 
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farmer  o^  extortion  by,  i.  304 
MARKS,  TRADE, 

forging  of,  ii.  610. — See  tit.  Trade  Marks. 
MARRIAGE.— See  tit.  Bioamt. 

having  a  plurality  of  wives  at  one  time,  iil  264 

Marriage  Acts,  iii.  272,  294 

in  an  assumed  name,  iii.  294,  298 

consent  of  parents,  iii.  299 

in  presence  of  registrar,  iii.  284 

of  Protestants  by  Roman  Catholic  priest,  iii.  310 

in  a  chapel  erected  since  Marriage  Act,  26  Geo.  2,  iiL  303 

in  Scotland  and  foreign  countries,  iii.  305 

in  Ireland,  iii.  306 

in  Newfoundland,  iiL  312 
Quakers,  iii.  279,  288,  293,  313 
Jewish,  lb, 
French,  iii  313 
of  lunatics  void,  t6. 
clandestine  marriage,  L  898,  et  $eq. 
of  members  of  the  royal  family,  i.  900 

register  of,  how  proved,  iii.  426 

register,  forging,  Ac,  ii.  806 

licence  or  certificate  of,  forging,  tb, 
MARRIED  WOMAN, 

how  far,  and  in    what    cases,  excused,   by  the    coercion  of   husband, 
i  391,  tf^  seq. — See  tit.  Fehb  Covert. 

MASTER  AND  APPRENTICK— 5ee  tit.  Apprentice. 
MASTER  AND  SERVANT, 

servant  of  baker  putting  noxious  things  into  bread  with  master*s  know- 
ledge— master  indictable,  i.  268 

ill-treating  servant,  i.  947 
MASTIFF, 

keeping  immuzzled,  i.  438 
MAYHEM,  i.  910,  et  teq.—See  tit  Maiming. 

MEDICAL  PRACTITIONER,, 
forging,  register  of,  ii.  799 
MEMORY, 

refreshing,  iii.  566 
MENACES, 

demanding  property  with,  ii.  79  ;  iii.  234,  255 
MERCHANT, 

embezzling  money  or  security  entrusted  with  him  with  written  directions, 
IL  390 
goods  intrusted  to  him  for  safe  custody,  ii.  391 
fraudulently  selling  such  goods,  ii.  390 

MERCHANT  SHIPPING  ACTS, 
costs  under,  i.  91 

deposition,  when  evidence,  iii.  536 
unseaworthy  ships,  sending  to  sea,  iii.  706 

MERGER, 

of  misdemeanor  in  felony,  i.  187,  194,  876 
abolished,  14  &  15  Vict.  o.  100,  s.  12,  i.  870 

METROPOLITAN  BOARD, 

making  false  entries  in  books  o^  ii.  750 

clerks  of  board  making  out  fiedse  dividend  warrants,  ii.  730 

VOL.    Ul,  8    II 
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MILFORD  HAVEN, 

concurrent  jurisdiction  of  the  Common  Law  and  Admiralty  in,  i.  153 
MILITARY  STORES.— See  tit  Stobeb. 
MILL, 

riotously  pulling  down,  i.  368 
setting  fire  to,  ii.  901 
MILLBANK  PENITENTIARY, 
costs  of  removal  from,  i.  95 
escape  of  prisoners  from,  i.  581,  599 
MILLER, 

indictment  against,  for  receiving  good  barley  and  returning  bad  meal, 

i.  195,  and  note  (a)  ;  ii.  523,  note  (t/). 
extortion  by,  in  taking  toll,  i.  304 
detaining  com  not  indictable,  ii.  522 
MILL-POND, 

destroying  dam  of,  ii.  941 
putting  noxious  materials  into,  ib. 
MINES, 

stealing  ore  from,  ii.  210 

removing  ore  in,  ii.  179 

destroying  engines,  buildings,  <&c.  used  in  collieries,  mine%  <kc.,  ii.  945, 

et  seq. 
drowning  or  filling  up,  ib, 
pulling  down  steam-engines  in  mines,  ii.  946 

what  a  damaging  such  engines,  i&.,  et  seq, 
setting  fire  to  mines,  ii.  945 
attempting  so  to  do,  ib, 
obstructing  airway  or  shaft,  ib, 

injuring  ropes,  tackle,  <fec.  used  in  any  way  about  mines,  ii.  946 
riotously  destroying  engines,  buildings,  &c.   used  in  collieries,  mines,  dra, 
i.  368 
MINISTER, 

obstructing,  in  doing  his  duty,  i.  401 
MISCARRIAGE  OF  WOMEN, 

destruction  of  infants  in  the  womb,  offence  at  common  law,  i.  853 
administering  poison,  &c,  to  procure,  ih, 
MISDEMEANOR, 
costs  in,  i.  86,  96 
description  of,  i.  187 
punishment  of,  i.  197 
misprisions,  i,  187 

what  offences  amount  to,  so  as  to  be  indictable,  t6.,  et  seq, 
disturbances  of  the  peace,  i.  188 
misprisions,  oppressions,  and  contempts,  i.  187,  188 
misbehaviour  by  public  oiBScers,  i.  188,  190,  297 
offences  of  a  public  qyH  example  against  the  common  law,  i.  188 
spreading  infections  or  contagions,  i.  266,  438,  et  seq, 
whatever  outrages  decency,  and  is  mjurious  to  public  morals,  i.  188 
offences  in  matters  prohibited  or  enjoined  by  statute,  ib,,  et  seq. 
disobedience  to  an  order  of  council,  i.  263,  562 
neglect  of  children  of  tender  years,  i.  196 
selling  unwholesome  food,  i.  268 
undue  abatement  of  price  of  commodities,  i.  350 
attempts  to  commit  felonies  or  misdemeanors,  i.  188 
soliciting  another  to  commit  felony,  i,  189 
attempt  to  commit  a  misdemeanor,  ib. 
whether  statutory  or  at  common  law,  ib. 
attempting  to  bnbe  a  cabinet  minister,  or  the  like,  i.  190 
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attempting  to  bribe  a  mayor,  i.  190 

a  jurjmau,  ib. 
a  judge,  ih, 
attempting  to  suborn  perjury,  ib, 

endeavouring  to  provoke  a  challenge,  i.  189,  note  (c),  39 G 
conspiring    to    obtain    money   by    obtaining    an   apj)ointmcut   for 

another  in  a  public  office,  i.  190,  note  {m) 
an  act  done  and  a  criminal  intention  joined  to  that  act,  are  sufficient, 

L  190 
possession  of  coining  instruments,  ih, 

having  counterfeit  silver  in  possession,  with  intent  to  utter  it,  insuffi- 
cient, i.  191 
sectis,  having  ^procured  such  with  such  intent,  ih, 

there  must  be  some  act  done  to  constitute  a  crime,  ih, 
having  implements  of  housebreaking  with   felonious  intent,  i. 

192 
severing  ore  from  mines  with  intent,  &c.,  ih, 
damaging  articles  in  the  course  of   mauufacture  with  intent, 
drc,  ib, 
offences  created  by  statute,  when  indictable,  L  193 

when  not,  i.  194 
where  a  statute  made  that  felony  which  before  was  a  misdemeanor 

only,  the  misdemeanor  was  formerly  merged,  ib, — See  M£RQEB. 
but  is  not  so  now,  i&.,  note  {I) 
cases  not  indictable  as,  i.  195 

trespasses,  i.  197 
compromise  by  prosecutor  by  leave  of  the  court  after  conviction,  L  293 
compounding,  ib, 
accessories  in. — See  Accessories. 
killing  a  person  who  is  committing,  i.  770 
arrest  by  officers  in  cases  of,  i.  723,  977,  et  seq. 
on  trial  for,  no  acquittal  if  offence  a  felony,  i.  62 
MISNOMER, 

of  party  named  in  an  indictment,  iii.  399,  et  seq, 
dilatory  plea  of,  7  Geo.  4,  c.  64,  s.  19 ;  i.  37 
MISPRISION, 

use  of  the  word  in  its  larger  sense,  L  1S7 
of  felony,  ib.,  188,  292,  et  seq, 
definition  of,  L  187,  292 
punishment  of,  L  292 

by  concealing  a  felony  known  to  be  intended,  i.  188 
how  many  witnesses  necessary  in,  iii.  594 
MISTAKE, 

killing  by,  i.  155 
MONEY.—  See  tit  Com. 

how  stated  in  the  indictment,  L  23  ;  ii.  203 
MONOPOLY, 

an  offenoe  at  common  law,  i.  349 
MONSTER, 

exhibiting,  for  money,  i.  43G 
MONUMENT, 

of  the  dead,  injuring,  il  965 
MORAVIANS, 

affirmations  by,  iii.  616 
MOULDS, 

for  making  paper  of  bankers,  ii.  879 
MUNICIPAL  ELECTIONS,  i.  333 

3  1)  2 
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MUNICIPAL  CORPORATION  MORTGAGEES  ACT, 

repeal  of  part  of,  iii.  691 
MURDER. — See  Index,  Vol.  I. ;  and  see  Index,  Vol  I.  tit.  Manslaughter  ; 
and  for  attempts,  see  Maiming. 
definition  of  the  crime,  i.  641 
malice  prepense,  ih, 

may  be  either  express  or  implied,  i.  642 
legal  sense  of  '  malitia,^  ib.  note  {%) 
tJie  party  killing,  and  killed,  i.  644 
the  party  killed,  i.  645 

felo  de  se,  i.  647 
the  means  of  killing  ;  and  herein  causing  of  death  by  neglect  of  duty,  i.  650 
time  of  death — treatment  of  wounds — killing  a  person  labouring  under  a 
disease,  i.  673 

cases  of  provocation^  i.  676 
words,  &a,  ib, 
assault,  i.  678 

personal  restraint  and  coercion,  i.  679 
cases  of  mutual  combat,  ib,,  et  seq, 
deliberate  duel,  L  695 
seconds  and  others  present,  i.  696,  697 
combat  upon  sudden  quarrel,  i.  697 
cases  of  resistance  to   officers,  and  private  persons  autlwrised,  i.  707, 
et  seq. 
resisting  and  killing  officers,  ib. 
when  private  person  may  arrest,  i.  711,  et  seq. 
when  constable  may  do  so,  i.  720,  et  seq. 

warrant  directed  to  several  may  be  executed  by  one,  i.  734 
warrant  must  be  executed  either  by  person  named  in  it,  or 

some  one  in  his  presence,  ib. 
by  officer  having  the  warrant,  ib. 
production  of  warrant,  i.  735 
how  long  warrant  continues  in  force,  ib, 
as  to  the  legality  of  the  process,  i.  736 

distinction  between  warrant  of  superior  and  inferior  courts, 

i.  739 
illegality  of  blank  warrants,  i.  740,  et  seq, 
notice  of  the  authority  to  arrest,  i.  743 

right  of  officers  to  break  open  windows  or  doors  to  arrest,  i.  748 
in  the  prosecution  of  criminal,  unlawful,  or  wanton  acts,,  L  759,  et  seq. 

particular  malico  to  one  falling  upon  another,  i.  759 
cases  of  lawful  acts  criminally  or  improperly  perfm^ned,  or  done  without 
authority,  i.  767,  et  seq. 
officers  of  justice  acting  improperly,  i.  767 
aiders  and  abettors,  i.  780 
indictment,  i.  784,  et  seq. 

murder  or  manslaughter  abroad,  i.  786 
murder  on  a  British  ship  by  an  alien,  i.  791 
form  of  indictment,  i.  792,  et  seq. 

finding  the  bill  by  the  grand  jury,  ib, 
aiTaignment,  i.  797. 
pleas  of  autrefois  acquit  and  autrefois  attaint,  i,  38 
evidence,  i.  797,  et  seq. 
verdict,  i.  800 
concealment  of  birth  of  children,  i.  801,  et  seq. 

any  person  may  be  convicted  of  either  on  a  trial  for  murder  or  con- 
cealment of  birth  i.  801 
aiders  and  abettors,  i.  802 
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any  secret  disposal  of  the  body  is  now  sufficient,  i.  802 

judgment  and  execution,  i.  807 

conspiracy  and  attempts  to  murder,  i.  906,  et  seq, — See  tit.  Maiminq. 

on  the  high  seas. — See  tit.  Vbnue. 

rescuing  murderers,  i.  585 

their  bodies  after  execution,  ib, 
MUSEUM, 

injuring  works  of  art  in,  ii.  965 
MUSTER-BOOKS 

of  navy,  evidence,  ii.  802 
MUTE, 

prisoner  who  stands,  how  to  be  dealt  with,  i.  113,  note  (n) 
MUTINY, 

seducing  soldiers  and  sailors  to,  i.  251,  et  seq. 

fraudulent  enlistment,  ii.  616 


N. 

NAME, 

variance  in,  i  58,  et  seq. 
NATIONAL  DEBT  ACT,  1870. 

forgery  of  certificate  issued  under,  ii.  751 

personation  of  owners  of  such  stock,  ii.  752 

engraving  plates  for  such  stock  certificates,  ib, 
NAVAL  STORES.— See  tit.  Stores. 
NAVIGABLE  RIVER, 

destroying  bank,  dam,  wall,  <S:c.,  ii.  940 

removing  piles,  &c.,  ib. 

opening  floodgates,  ib, 
NAVY, 

forging  certificate  of  services  in,  ii.  800 
N£  EXEAT  REGNO, 

disobedience  to  the  writ  of,  i.  250 
NEGATIVE,  PROVING  A, 

when  bound  to  prove  a  negative  averment,  iii.  365,  et  seq, 
NEGLIGENCE, 

by  public  officers,  i.  299 

doctrine  of  contributing  negligence  in  manslaughter,  i.  833,  840 

endangering  railway  passengers,  i.  990 

neglecting,  ka,  to  deliver  election  writs,  i.  336 

by  drivers  of  carriages,  i.  986 
NEWS, 

publishing  false  news  or  tales,  ill  198,  and  note  (r) 
NEWSPAPERS, 

evidence  of  publication  of,  iii.  215,  et  seq, — See  tit.  Libel. 

foi^ng  stamps  of,  ii.  773 
NEW  TRIAL, 

when  it  can  be  obtained,  iii.  319 

after  acquittal  on  nuisances  to  highways,  i.  505 

bridges,  i.  556 
NIGHT, 

for  the  purpose  of  burglary,  ii.  36 

entering  house  by  night  with  intent  to  commit  a  felony,  ii.  51 

being  armed  by  night  with  intent  to  break  into  buildings  and  commit  a 
felony,  ib. 
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having  implements  of  housebreaking,  &c.  with  intent,  &c.y  ii.  51 

the  like  after  a  previous  conviction,  t6. 

apprehension  of  such  offenders,  ib, 

any  instrument  capable  of  being  used  for  housebreaking  is  within  the 

Act,  ib. 
intent  to  commit  a  felony  with  housebreaking  implements  unnecessary  to 
be  alleged,  ii.  53 

as  to  defining  house  intended  to  be  broken  into,  ib. 
apprehending  persons  committing  offences  in,  i.  629 
NIGHT-WALKERS, 

apprehension  of,  i.  726 
indictable,  ib.,  and  note  {t) 
NOISES  IN  THE  NIGHT, 

the  making,  when  indictable,  i.  438 
NON  COMPOS  MENTIS.'^^Q  tit.  Capability. 
idiots,  i.  113 
lunatics,  i.  116 
persons  drunk,  i.  115 
cases  concerning,  i.  114,  et  seq. 
rule  derived  therefrom,  i.  134 
proceedings  with  respect  to  trial,  <fec.  of,  i.  135 
disposal  of  persons  acquitted  on  grounds  of  insanity,  i.  136,  et  9eq. 

found  insane  on  arraignment,  i.  137 
discharged  for  want  of  prosecution,  *6. 
NONFEASANCE  AND  PARTICULAR  WRONG 

not  in  general  indictable,  i.  196 
NOTICE, 

to  produce  documents,  iii.  340 
when  and  how  to  be  given,  ib, 
consequence  of  giving,  iii.  345 
NOXIOUS  THING, 

administering  with  intent  to  injure,  L  915 
80  as  to  endanger  life,  tb. 
to  procure  abortion,  i,  853 
NUISANCE. — See  Ini>ex,  Vol.  I.  and  see  id.  tit.  Highways,  Ritsbb,  Bridqes. 
signification  of,  i.  418 
public  and  private,  ib. 
public  nuisances  in  general,  i.  419 

The  Explosives  Act,  i.  424 
disorderly  inns  and  other  houses,  i.  426 
bawdy-houses,  i.  427 

common  gaming-houses,  <fec.,  i.428, 430, 433 
betting  houses,  i.  433 
open  lewdness  and  indecent  exposure,  i.  434 
what  is  a  public  place,  ib. 
indictment  for  indecent  practices,  i.  435 
bathing,  i.  436 
exhibiting  monsters,  &c,  ib. 
obscene  prints,  <fec.,  ib. 
punishment,  i.  438 
eaves-droppers,  ib. 
common  scold,  ib. 
noises  in  the  night,  ib. 
spreading  infection,  ib. 
mastiff  unmuzzled,  «6. 
by  statute,  i.  439 

lotteries,  &c.,  ib. 
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of  the  removal  of  nuisances,  i.  439 
prohibition  of,  by  writ  from  Q.  B.,  i.  440 
indictment  for,  ib. 

where  a  landlord  is  liable  for  a  nuisance  from  premises  held  by  tenants,  ib, 
acts  of  servants  in  the  course  of  employment,  i.  442 
defendant  cannot  excuse  himself  by  showing  that  it  has  existed  for  a 
length  of  time,  ih, 
particulars  of  the  nuisance,  ib, 
judgment,  ih. 
costs,  i.  443 
to  public  highways,  i.  441,  et  seq, — See  tit.  Highways. 
to  public  rivers,  i.  520,  et  seq. — See  tit.  Rivers. 
to  public  bridges,  i.  530,  et  seq. — See  tit.  Bkidges. 
NURSERY  GROUND, 

stealing  plants  firom,  ii.  216 
destroying  plants  in,  il  937 


0. 
OATHS, 

administering  to  a  witness,  iii.  614 
administering  or  taking  unlawful  oaths,  i.  284,  et  seq, 
indictment,  i.  287,  291 
evidence,  i.  288 
place  of  trial,  td. 

when  persons^  offending  may  be  tried  for  high  treason,  ib. 
67  Geo.  3,  c.  19,  i.  289 

societies  taking  unlawful  oaths,  &;o.,  ib, 
50  Geo.  3,  0.  102,  ib, 

administering  or  taking  unlawful  oaths  in  Ireland,  ib, 
5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  62,  i.  290 

justices  not  to  administer  oaths  where  they  have  no  jurisdiction, 

ib. 
societies  taking  unlawful  oaths  to  be  deemed  unlawful  combina- 
tions, &c.,  i.  377 ^et  seq. 
5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  62,  dedarations  substituted  for  oaths,  where,  iii.  28, 

et  seq. 
justices  administering  unlawful  oaths,  iii.  30 
cases  on  this  statute,  iii.  106 
OBJECTIONS 

to  indictments,  how  to  be  taken,  i.  35 
OBLITERATING, 

valuable  securities,  ii.  224 
deeds,  ii.  220,  224 
wUls,  ii.  219 
records,  ii.  221 

crossings  on  checks,  ii.  821. — See  39  &  40  Vict.  c.  81 
OBSCENE  PRINTS, 

search  for,  &q,,  i,  436 
OBSTRUCTING  PROCESS,  i.  558,  et  seq.— See  tit.  Process. 
officers  in  execution  of  their  duty,  i.  871 
railway  trains,  i.  989 
OFFENCES, 

when  indictable. — See  tit.  Indictable  Offences  aud  Misdemeanoiis. 
where  triable. — See  tit.  VE^'UE. 
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OFFENSIVE  WEAPON, 

what  shall  be  deemed,  i.  277,  et  seq.^  632 
OFFICER— See  Index,  Vol.  I. 

offences  by  persons  in  office,  L  297,  et  seq. 

iniso(»duct  by  public  officers  indictable,  L  80,  297* 
oppression  by  public  officers^  i.  297,  et  seq, 
negligence  by  pvhlic  officers^  i.  299,  et  seq, 
officers  of  corporations,  ih, 
deigymen,  i.  301 
frauds  by  public  officers,  i.  302 
extortion  by  public  officers,  i.  303 
where  a  duty  is   thrown   on  a  body  of  persons   each   is   liable   ior  a 

breftch  of  duty,  i.  303 
when  unnecessary  to  state  in  indictments  notice  of  acts  causing  breach  of 

duty,  ib. 
killing  those  who  assault  or  resist  him,  or  fly. — See  tit.  Hovicidb. 
resisting  and  killing,  when  murder. — See  tit.  Murdkr. 

when  manslaughter. — See  tit.  Manslaughter. 
improper  acts  of,  when  murder. — See  tit.  Murder. 

when  manslaughter. — See  tit.  Manslaughter. 
authority  of,  to  arrest,  &c. — See  tit.  Arrest. 
taking  opposite  sides  in  an  affray,  i.  729 
embezzlement  by  public  officers,  ii.  404,  406 

evidence  of  acting  as  such  sufficient,  iii.  326 
OFFICES.— See  Index,  Vol.  I.— See  tit.  Officer. 
refusal  to  execute  offices,  i.  307 
buying  and  selling,  i.  309,  et  seq. 
offence  at  common  law,  i.  309 
by  statutes,  i.  310,  et  seq, 
attempt  to  bribe  a  minister  to  give  an  office,  i.  309 
indictment,  i.  317 
OPPRESSION 

by  public  officers,  i.  297 
ORCHARD, 

stealing  fruit,  <bc.,  from,  ii.  216 
destroying  fruit,  &c.,  in,  ii.  937 
ORDERS, 

disobedience  to,  i.  561 
of  sessions,  ib, 
of  council,  i.  263,  562 
of  justices,  i.  562 
service  of  order,  i.  563 
indictment,  &q,,  ib, 
order  to  pay  church  rate,  ib, 
order  of  sessions  on  appeal,  against  rate,  i.  564 
order  to  restore  possession  of  land,  i.  565 
order  to  stop  tip  highway,  i.  566 

legality  of  the  order  cannot  be  inquired  into  on  the  trial,  i&. 
but  want  of  jurisdiction,  or  defects  on  the  fisuse  of  the  order  may,  ib, 
arrest  of  judgment — what  objections  allowed,  t6. 
of  council, 

publication  of,  in  Gazette,  sufficient  notice,  L  563 
for  payment  of  money,  forging,  ii.  819 

stealing,  ii.  223 
for  delivery  of  goods,  forging,  ii.  819 
of  justices,  forging,  ii.  746 
ORDNANCE, 

forging  hand  of  treasurer  o^  ii.  794 


•^ 
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ORE, 

stealing  from  mine,  ii.  210 
removing,  in  mine,  ii.  179 
OUTHOUSE, 

setting  fire  to,  ii.  901 
what  is  an  outhouse,  ii.  910,  et  seq. 
OVERSEERS  OF  THE  POOR, 

how  punishable  for  misfeasance  in  office,  i.  209 

instances  of  misfeasance,  <&c.,  ib. 
indictable  for  neglect,  when,  i.  300 
in  not  relieving  paupers,  ib. 
refusing  to  call  vestries,  i.  301 
indictable  for  keeping  fraudulent  accounts,  i.  302 
indictment  for  refusing  office,  i.  308 

for  not  accounting  to  auditors  of  a  union,  i.  299 
for  refusing  to  account,  L  300 

for  refusing  to  make  a  rate  to  reimburse  constable^  t6. 
for  refusing  to  receive  a  pauper,  ib, 

neglecting  to  supply  medical  assistance,  ib. 
refusing  to  call  vestry  meetings  under  1  i&  2  Will.  4,  c.  60, 
i.  301 
OWNERSHIP  OF  GOODS.— See  Amendment,  Indictment. 
OYSTERS, 

stealing  from  fishery,  ii.  304 
using  a  dredge  in  a  fishery  of,  ib. 
form  of  indictment,  ii.  305 

proviso  for  floating  fish,  ib. 


P. 
PALACE, 

striking  or  drawing  weapon  in  the  King's  palace,  i.  971 
PARDON, 

effect  of,  iii.  639,  644 
PARENT  AND  CHILD, 

command  of  parent  no  excuse  for  commission  of  crime  by  child,  i.  139 

neglect  of  child  by  parent,  indictment  for,  i.  196,  949 

correction  of  child  by  parent  in  foro  domestico,  i.  773,  844 

father  taking  up  quarrel  of  son,  death  by,  i.  682,  687 
PARISH, 

burthening  a  parish  with  paupers,  fraudulently,  i.  196 

property  of,  how  described,  ii.  258 
PARISH  REGISTER, 

forging,  <Sec.,  ii.  806 
PARLIAMENT, 

petitions  to,  not  libellous,  iii.  180 

speeches  in,  and  other  proceedings  in,  when  libellous,  iii.  182 

papers  printed  by  order  of  parliament,  iii.  185, 186 

libels  against,  iii.  200 

journals  of,  when  evidence,  iii.  408 

speeches  in,  not  allowed  to  be  proved,  iii.  556 
PARTNERS, 

larceny  by  one  of  several,  ii.  239 

property  of,  how  laid,  i.  25 

intent  to  defraud  in  forgery,  ii.  706 
PAUPERS, 

bringing  them  fraudulently  into  a  parish,  i.  195,  196 
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PAWNING 

property,  ii.  128 
PAY 

of  soldier,  &o.,  forgery,  <kc.,  to  obtain,  il.  794,  et  seq, 
PEACE  OFFICER.— See  tit.  Constable. 
PEDIGREE, 

falsifying,  ii.  614 
PENAL  SERVITUDE.— See  Judgment. 

provisions  as  to,  i.  65,  72  ;  iii.  644,  646,  672,  et  seq. 
substituted  for  transportation,  i.  73 

Acts  relating  to  transportation  to  apply  to  penal  servitude,  i.  72,  et  seq. 
PENAL  STATUTES.— See  tit.  Statute. 

compounding  informations  upon,  i.  295,  et  seq, 
PENITENTIARY.— See  tit.  Millbank. 
PENSION 

of  soldier  or  sailor,  forgery  and  false  personation  as  to,  ii.  800,  et  seq,,  886 
PERJURY, 

by  an  infant,  i.  lOS 

attempt  to  suborn,  a  misdemeanor,  i.  190 

murder  by,  i.  662 

by  the  common  law,  iii.  1 

subornation  of,  by  the  common  law,  i6. 

the  false  oath  must  be  wilful,  and  taken  with  some  degree  of  delibe- 
ration, ib. 
a  man  may  be  indicted  for  perjury  in  swearing  he  believes  or  thinks  a 

fact  to  be  true,  iii.  2 
the  oath  must  be  false,  t6. 
ike  oath  must  be  taken  in  a  judicial  proceeding ^  iiL  2,  et  seq, 
any  court,  &c.,  may  administer  an  oath,  iii.  3 
oath  to  procure  a  marriage  license,  ib, 
and  before  a  competent  jurisdicton,  iii.  5.  et  seq, 
before  a  court  m£u*tial,  iiL  5 
under  Public  Health  Act,  ib. 
imder  Debtors'  Act,  1869,  iii.  6 
under  a  commission  to  examine  witnesses,  ib. 
Insolvent  Debtors*  Court,  ib, 
in  Bankruptcy,  ib. 
London  County  Court,  iii.  7 
before  grand  jury,  ib. 
summary  proceedings  before  justices,  ib, 
bastardy  cases,  t6.,  et  seq. 
public-house  cases,  iii.  9 
game  cases,  iii.  10 
tlie  oath  must  be  material  to  the  question  pending,  ib. 
if  circumstantially  material  it  is  sufficient,  iii.  10 
it  need  not  be  sufficient  to  prove  the  point,  iii.  1 1 
whatever  affects  the  credit  of  a  witness  is  sufficient,  ib, 
dates  of  instruments,  ih.  et  seq. 
entering  close  in  pursuit  of  game,  iii.  13 
passing  by  a  different  name,  ib. 
evidence  to  admit  a  document,  iii.  14 
reading  over  a  bond,  iii.  15 
destruction  of  accounts,  iii.  16 
evidence  on  a  reference,  ib. 
before  a  coroner,  ib. 
in  a  bastardy  case,  iii.  17 
where  inadmissible  evidence  was  improperly  admitted,  ib. 
oaths  denying  contracts  void  by  the  statute  of  frauds,  iii.  19 
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to  set  aside  contract  on  the  ground  of  fraud,  ili.  20 
on  trial  of  indictment  reversed  on  error,  iJb, 

any  oath  which  tends  to  mislead  a  court  in  a  judicial  proceeding,  iii.  21 
materiality  a  question  of  law,  i6. 
a  man  may  be  perjured  in  his  own  cause,  iii.  22 
a  false  verdict  not  perjury,  t6. 
oath  need  not  be  credited,  ih. 

false  oath  indictable  in  some  cases,  though  not  assignable  as  peijury, 
iii.  23 
statutes  relating  to,  t6.,  et  seq. 

5  Eliz.  c,  9,  s.  3,  procuring  any  witness  to  commit  perjury,  &c.,  i6. 
B.  6,  persons  committing  perjury,  &o.,  iii.  24 
trial  of  offences,  where,  i6. 
2  Geo.  2,  c.  25,  punishment  of  perjury,  iii.  25 
statutes  as  to  false  affirmations  of  Quakers,  Moravians,  Separatists, 

<kc.,  t6p  et  seq. 
all  bound  by  the  oaths  they  have  taken,  iii.  26 
affirmations,  iii.  27 
as  to  marriages,  iii.  28 

5  &  6  Will.  4,  a  62,  s.  2,  lords  of  the  treasury  may  substitute  declarations 

for  oaths  in  certain  cases,  ib. 
s.  3,  declaration  to  be  published  in  Gazette,  ill  29 
8.  4,  no  oath  to  be  administered  afterwards,  ib. 
B.  5,  false  declarations  a  misdemeanor,  ih, 
8.  8,  universities    may   substitute    declarations     for 

oaths,  ib. 
8.  9,  declarations  by  churchwardens,  ib, 
8.  10,  as  to  turnpike  trusts,  iii.  30 
8.^  11,  on  taking  out  patents,  ib. 
s.  12,  as  to  pawnbrokers,  ib. 
8.  13,  justices   of  peace    not   to  administer   certain 

oaths,  ib. 
8.  14,  declarations  on  the  transfer  of  stock,  iii.  31 
8.  16,  to  prove  execution  of  wills^  ib. 
s.  17,  in  suits  on  behalf  of  the  Crown,  ib. 
8.  18,  in  the  form  in  the  schedule,  ib. 
8.  21,  persons  making  false  declarations  guilty  of  a 
misdemeanor,  iii  32 
construction  of  the  5  Eliz.  o.  9,  ib. 
indictment  on  that  statute,  iii.  33 

any  court,  (kc,  may  direct  prosecutions  for  perjury,  Ac,  iii.  34 
simplifying  indictments  for  perjury,   subornation   of  perjury,  <fcc., 

iii.  35 
certificate  of  previous  trial,  iii.  36 
indictmenty 

several  persons  not  to  be  joined  in  one  indictment,  ib. 

venue,  ib, 

allegation  of  time,  iii.  37 

necessary  statements,  t6.,  et  seq. 

variances,  ib. 

in  statements  as  to  courts,  <kc.,  ib.,  et  seq. 

statements  set  out  continuously,  iii.  39 

stating  election  returns,  ib. 

proceedings  in  Chancery,  iii.  40 

ecclesiastical  courts,  iii.  41 

county  courts,  ib. 

spelling  of  words,  ib. 
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translation  of  Welsh,  iii.  42 
variance  in  substance  and  effect,  t6. 
matter  sworn  in  a  joint  deposition,  i6. 
variance  in  information,  iiL  43 
where  equivocal  term  is  used,  ih, 
amendment  of  variances,  iii.  44 
averment  that  the  complaint  was  heard,  ih. 
before  whom  the  trial  took  place,  t6.,  et  seq, 
adjournment  of  a  quarter  sessions,  iii.  46 
stating  that  the  defendant  was  sworn,  tb. 
*  wilfully  and  coiTuptly,'  ill  47 
authority  to  administer  the  oath,  iii.  48 
in  taxation  of  costs,  t6. 
statement  of  holding  petty  sessions,  iii.  49 

of  a  charge  before  a  magistrate,  iii.  50 
in  affidavit  under  an  interpleader  rule,  iii.  53 
on  a  writ  of  inquiry,  ib, 
before  commissioners  of  bankrupt,  iiL  54 
indictment  must  state   the  authority  to  administer   the  oath,  iii. 

54,  55 
before  commissioners  of  assessed  taxes,  iii.  55 

it  must  appear  that  the  oath  was  material,  or  it  must  be  alleged  to 
be  80,  iii.  57,  et  seq. 

of  the  falsity  of  the  matter  sworn,  iii.  65 
it  need  not  be  shown  how  the  matter  is  material,  iii.  63 
assignments  of  peijury,  iii.  65,  et  seq. 

indictment  must   show  which   of  two  contradictory  depositions   is 
false,  iii.  66 

of  the  innuendo,  iii.  67,  el  seq. 

conclusion  of  the  indictment,  iii.  70 
the  court  will  in  general  oblige  the  defendant  to  demur  to  a  defective 
indictment,  ib. 
plea  of  atUre/ois  acquit,  iii.  71 
trial,  iii.  77 

quarter  sessions  have  no  jurisdiction,  iii.  71 
preliminary  examination  before  justices,  iii.  72 
description  of  property  in  indictment,  L  58 
evidence, 

one  witness  not  sufficient,  iii.  72 

one  witness  and  corroborative  evidence,  ib.,  et  scq. 

confirmation  as  to  two  out  of  three  assignments,  iiL  74 

contradictory  oath  of  the  defendant,  iiL  76 

contradictory  statements  not  on  oatli,  iii.  78 

several  witnesses  speaking  as  to  several  assignments,  iiL  79 

to  what  part  of  the  case  the  rule  extends,  iiL  80 

admissions,  ib. 

judges'  notes,  ih. 

competency  of  witnesses,  iii.  81 

chairman  of  quarter  sessions,  ih. 

judge  of  county  court,  ih. 
proof  of  defendant  having  sworn  in  svhstance  and  effect,  ih. 
proof  of  the  whoU  of  defendant's  testimony,  iiL  82 
proof  of  authority  to  administer  oath,  iiL  84 
the  oath  must  be  proved  as  alleged,  iiL  85 
the  place  stated  in  the  jurat,  evidence  that  the  affidavit  was  sworn 

there,  but  not  conclusive,  %b. 
proof  against  a  bankrupt,  iii.  86 
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against  witness  examined  by  commissioners  of  bankrupt,  iii.  86 

proof  of  oath  in  an  answer  in  Chancery,  &c.,  ib,,  et  seq, 

proof  of  materiality,  iii.  88 

evidence  of  a  deceased  witness,  tb, 

proof  of  nin  pritu  record,  iii.  89 

officer's  minute  of  verdict,  evidence  of  the  trial,  ib, 

proof  that  a  cause  was  tried,  ib. 

proof  of  trials,  t6.,  et  seq, 

informations  before  justices,  iii.  90 

amended  bill  in  Chancery,  evidence  of  original,  iii.  91 

copy  of  a  bill  in  abbreviations,  insufficient,  ib, 

afi^davit  of  marksman  inadmissible,  unless  it  is  proved  to  have  been 

read  over ;  teciis,  if  made  by  a  party  who  can  write,  iii.  92 
evidence  confined  to  persons  named  in  assignments,  tb,,  et  seq, 
evidence  of  partnership,  iii.  93 
declaration  of  an  agent,  when  admissible,  tb. 
parol  evidence  to  add  to  a  deposition,  iii.  94 
examined  copy  of  rules  of  friendly  society,  ib. 
signature  of  prisoner  whilst  examined  as  a  witness,  iii.  95 
award  of  arbitrator,  tb. . 

conviction  before  justices,  when  inadmissible,  ib, 
evidence  of  the  corrupt  intent  of  the  defendant,  ib. 
defence,  iii.  97 

general  expressions  in  one  answer  explained  by  another  answer,  ib, 
it  is  no  defence  that  an  affidavit  has  a  defective  jurat,  ib. 
or  that  the  affidavit  has  not  been  used,  iii.  98 
or  that  the  affidavit  has  a  defective  title,  ib. 
verdict,  iii.  99 

proof  on  prosecution  for  subornation  of  perjury,  ib. 
misdemeanor  nomen  collectivum,  iii.  100 
one  judgment  on  several  counts,  ib. 
punishment  of  perjury  and  subornation,  ib. 
judgment,  iii.  101 

Indictments  for  false  answers  to  the  questions  under  the  Reform 

Act,  iii  102 
indictment  for  falsely  swearing  to  qualification  of  a  member 

of  parliament,  iii.  105 
indictment  for  fklse  answers  at  municipal  elections,  ih. 
against  a  magistrate  for  administering  unlawful  oaths,  iii.  106 
false  declarations  against  the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  62,  iii.  107,  108 
costs  in,  I  91 
PERMITS  (EXCISE), 

forging,  ii.  783,  784 
PERSON, 

offences  against  the,  consolidation  Act  as  to,  iii.  670 
stealing  from. — See  Robbbrt. 

not  amounting  to  robbery,  ii.  285 
principals  in  second  degree  and  accessories,  ib. 
indictment  need  not  negative  force  or  fear,  ib. 
force  and  fear  no  answer  to  the  charge,  ib. 
what  sufficient  removal  from  the  pei-son,  ib. 
PERSONATION, 

false,  ii.  886,  et  seq. — See  False  Personation. 
of  owners  of  stock,  ii.  748,  752 
of  bail,  iL  890 
PETIT  LARCENY, 
abolished,  ii.  124 
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PETIT  TREASON, 

to  be  deemed  to  be,  and  treated  aa  murder,  i.  644 
PHARMACY  ACT,  il  799 
PHOTOGRAPH 

of  criminals,  iii.  681 
PHYSICIAN, 

murder  by,  i.  664,  et  seq, 
mala  praxis  by,  ii.  514 
PICKLOCK  KEYS, 

possession  with  intent,  dro.,  i.  192  ;  ii.  51 
PICKPOCKET, 

manslaughter  of,  i.  685 
PICTURE 

in  church,  &a,  injuring,  iL  965 
PIG, 

killing,  with  intent  to  steal,  ii.  287 
maliciously  killing,  ii.  927 
PIGEONS, 

tame,  larceny  of,  ii.  235 
killing,  when  not  the  subject  of  larceny,  ii.  296 
PILES 

of  dams,  <kc.,  removing,  ii.  940 
PILLORY, 

punishment  of,  abolished,  i.  295,  note  (cf) 
PIRACY.— See  Index,  Vol.  I. 

place  where  the  offence  may  he  committed,  i.  10,  253,  261 
in  what  court  to  be  tried,  i.  261 
PLACE, 

stating  parish  in  indictment,  i.  24 
laid  in  indictment,  proof  of,  iii.  403,  et  seq, 
PLAGUE, 

person  affected  with,  going  abroad  and  affecting  others,  L  266 
qiicere,  whether  in  any  case  murder^  t6. 
PLANTATION 

of  trees,  setting  fire  to,  ii.  934 
PLANTS, 

stealing,  J^.,  ii.  216 
destroying,  ic,  ii.  937 
PLATE, 

forgeiy  under  Stamp  Duties  Act,  ii.  771 
PLAY, 

players  indictable  as  an  unlawful  assembly  and  riot,  i.  365,  note  (A) 
playhouses,  when  a  nuisance,  1.  429 
PLEAS, 

pleas  in  abatement,  i.  37 
dilatory  plea  of  misnomer,  i.  38 
autrefois  acquit  and  convict,  ib, 
in  burglary,  i6. 
for  same  offence,  i.  40,  42 
different  reign,  i.  41 
larceny  and  false  pretences,  ib. 
murder  and  manslaughter,  i.,  42,  43 
administering  poison,  i.  44 
acquittal  on  coroner's  inquisition,  ib, 
concealment  of  birth,  ib, 
assault,  ib, 
0      on  indictment  unamended,  ib, 

against  prisoners  and  others,  i.  45 
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for  perjury,  i.  46 
against  insolvent  debtor,  ib. 

for  burglary  after  acquittal  for  murder,  tb. 
as  accessory  after  acquittal  as  principal,  i.  182 
several  chattels  stolen,  previous  acquittal  as  to  one,  i.  47 
where  first  indictment  bad,  ib, 
two  indictments  in  same  form^  different  facts,  i.  48 
plea  to  jurisdiction,  i.  52 

of  not  guilty,  effect  of,  iii.  637 
court  ordering  it  to  be  entered,  ibt 
PLEDGING 

goods  intrusted  to  factor  or  agent,  ii.  393 
POISON, 

laid  by  several,  and  taken  in  the  absence  of  all,  all  are  principals  in  the 

murder,  i.  161 
administering,  to  procure  miscarriage  of  a  woman,  i.  853 

with  intent  to  murder,  i.  911 
attempting,  &c.,  i.  913 
maliciously,  i.  915 
POLICEMAN, 

murder  of,  i.  708 
embezzlement  by,  ii.  404 
POLICE  SUPERVISION.— See  Previous  Conviction. 
POLYGAMY.— See  Bigamy. 
POND, 

breaking  down  dam  of,  ii.  941 
poisoning  fish  in,  ib. 
POOR  LAW  OFFICERS, 
assaults  on,  costs,  i.  90 
proof  of  orders  of  Poor  Law  Board,  iii.  408 
PORT, 

stealing  from  vessels  in,  il  307 
FOSSE  COM  IT  AT  US, 

neglecting  to  join,  i.  250 
raising,  when  not  a  riot,  i.  364 
POSSESSION 

of  coin,  definition  of,  i.  201 
in  forgery,  ii,  736 
of  naval  stores,  ii.  495,  496 
POST-OFFICE.— See  Index,  Vol.  II. 
opening  or  delaying  letters,  ii.  411 
embezzling  letters  or  packets,  ib, 
stealing  contents  out  of  letters,  ii.  412 
stealing  letter-bags,  &o.,  sent  by  mail,  t5. 
stealing  letter- bags,  (Sec,  sent  by  packets,  ib, 
receiving  property  sent  by  the  post  and  stolen  or  embezzled,  ib. 
fraudulently  retaining  or  secreting  letters,  ib, 
stealing  printed  votes  of  parliament,  &c.,  ii.  413 
principals  in  second  degree  and  accessories,  ib, 
endeavoiuring  to  procure  the  commission  of  an  offence  against  the  Po&t- 

office  Acts,  ib, 
venue,  ib. 

Admiralty  jurisdiction,  ii.  414 
property,  how  to  be  laid,  ib, 
punishments,  ii.  415 
interpretation  clause,  ib. 

officers  frauduloutly  issuing  money  orders,  ii.  433 
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telegraph  messages,  ii.  484 
forgery  of  hand  of  receiver-general  of,  ii.  789 

proof  of  orders  of  postmaster-general,  iil  409 
POST-OFFICE  MARKS, 

Tvhen  and  of  what  evidence,  ii.  427  ;  iii  262,  347 
forgery  of,  ii.  789 
postponing  trial,  i.  52 
costs  of,  i.  98 
POUNDBREACH, 

whether  indictable,  i.  560 
POWER  OF  ATTORNEY, 
is  a  deed,  iL  825 
forging,  to  transfer  stock,  ii.  748 
PRACTICE, 

Act  amending  the,  on  criminal  trials,  iii.  676 
PREGNANT  WOMEN, 

he  who  counsels  to  murder  the  child  is  accessory  to  the  murder,  i.  170 
murder  in  attempting  to  procure  abortion,  i.  760 
administering  poison,  &c.  to  procure  miscarriage,  i.  853 
PRESS, 

power  to  impress  seamen,  i.  730 

killing  on  flight  of  party  impressed,  L  768 
PRESUMPTIONS, 

nature  and  instances  of,  iii.  .320,  et  seq, 
PRETENCES.— See  False  Prbtencbs. 
PRETENDED  TITLES, 

sale  of  i  359 
PREVENTION  OF  CRIMES  ACTS, 

statutes,  iii.  680,  691,  692 
PREVIOUS  CONVICTION, 
punishment,  4&c.,  i.  65 
form  of  indictment  for,  L  67, 68 
conduct  of  trial  for,  ib, 
proof  of,  i.  69,  70 ;  iii.  416,  424 
proof  of  identity,  i.  70 
proof  of,  in  answer  to  good  character,  i.  71 
special  offences  by  persons  twice  convicted,  i.  76 
provision  as  to  children  of  woman  twice  convicted,  i.  78 
PRIMARY  EVIDENCE, 

what  is,  iii.  328 
PRINCIPAL— See  Accessory. 
in  the  first  degree,  i.  156 
in  the  second  degree,  ib, 

'  termed  aider  and  abettor,  ib, 

sometimes  accomplice,  ib. 
formerly  considered  accessoiy  at  the  fact,  t^. 

and  not  triable  till  principal  convicted,  ib, 
must  be  charged  with  being  present,  aiding,  and  abetting,  i.  157 
how  far  he  must  be  present  at  the  commission,  ib. 
what  shall  constitute  such  presence,  i6.,  et  seq, 
there  must  be  some  participation,  i.  157 
assisting  a  servant,  Imowledge  of  authority,  i.  158 
all  present  principals  though  one  only  acts,  L  157 
must  be  near  enough  to  assist,  i.  158 
throwing  goods  out  of  window  to  an  accomplice,  i.  159 
community  of  purpose  at  the  time,  i.  160 
by  means  of  an  innocent  agent,  i.  160,  161 
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!  in  a  crime  done  in  prosecution  of  some  unlawful  purpose  by  several,  i. 

I  162 

where  there  is  a  general  resolution  against  all  opposers,  i.  163 
I  indictment  against,  i.  164 

punishment  of,  under  Consolidation  Acts,  i.  81 
the  same  person  may  be  a  principal  and  an  accessoiy  in  the  same  felony, 
i.  164 
I  where  he  may  not  be  charged  as  both  in  one  indictment,  i.  164, 

note  iy) 
a  man  cannot  be  indicted  as,  after  an  acquittal  as  accessory  before  the 
fact,  i.  182 
PRINCIPAL  IN  SECOND  DEGREE,  i.  56.— See  Aocessoribs. 
PRISON-BREAKING.— See  also  Rescue  and  Escape. 
definition  of,  i.  577 
felony  at  common  law,  ih 
by  the  1  Edw.  2,  st.  2,  ih, 
of  the  regularity  of  the  imprisonment,  ib. 

of  the  nature  of  the  crime  for  which  the  party  was  imprisoned,  i.  578 
of  the  nature  of  the  breaking,  i.  57i> 
escape  of  the  party,  ib,   . 
proceedings  for,  i.  580 

indictment,  evidence,  and  punishment,  ih. 
w^here  the  party  breaking  prison  is  a  convicted  felon,  ih. 
by  convicts  in  the  Millbank,  Parkhurst,  and  Pentonville  penitentiary,  i. 
581,  590,  et  seq. 
PRISONER, 

money  found  upon,  i.  85 
I  PRISONERS'  COUNSEL  ACT, 

I  prisoner  entitled  to  copies  of  depositions,  iii.  429,  et  seq, 

entitled  to  full  defence  by  counsel,  iii.  429,  note. 
PRIVATE  PERSONS, 

suppression  of  aflfrays  by,  i.  714 

as  to  their  right  to  enter  with  force  when  they  have  legal  title,  i.  404 
bringing  felons  to  justice,  killing,  i.  711 
authority  of,  to  arrest,  &a  in  cases  of  felony,  ib.  et  seq, 
PRIVILEGED  COMMUNICATIONS, 

between  client  and  solicitor  and  counsel,  iii.  539 

rule  confined  to  legal  advisers,  iii.  540 

arbitrator,  iii.  541 

interpreter,  agent,  clerk,  ib, 

person  consulted  as  solicitor  not  being  one,  ib. 

solicitor  not  consulted  as  such,  iii.  542 

where  two  parties  employ  the  same  solicitor,  ib. 

communications  in  the  presence  of  both  parties,  iii.  541 

what  sort  of  communications  are  privileged,  iii.  542,  et  seq. 
the  general  nile,  what,  iii.  543 
solicitor  not  bound  to  produce  or  state  the  contents  of  deeds,  iii.  544 

except  for  pui-pose  of  identification,  ib, 
the  privilege  extends  to  all  knowledge  however  obtained,  ib. 
solicitor  not  allowed  to  produce  documents,  ib, 
cases  as  to  forged  instruments,  iii.  545,  et  seq, 

forged  wills,  ib. 
solicitor  compelled  to  produce  forged  document,  iii.  546 
privilege  does  not  apply  to  illegal  transactions,  iii.  548 
as  to  what  facts  a  solicitor  may  be  examined,  iii.  549,  et  seq. 
documents  produced  in  court  by  one  party  and    seen  by  the  other,  iii. 

vol.  III.  8   E 
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a  person  interested  cannot  compel  the  production,  iii.  551 
the  confidence  does  not  cease  by  solicitor  becoming  interested,  iiL  552 
solicitor  cannot  use  confidential  communication  on  his  own  behalf,  t6. 
communications  to  gain  information,  ih. 
cross-examination  of  solicitor,  iii.  ib. 

where  a  party  is  not  bound  to  produce,  he  is  not  bound  to  state  the  con- 
tents, t6. 
how  the  question  may  be  raised  and  decided,  ih, 
informers,  iii.  553 
agent  of  government  or  police,  ih, 
the  rule  does  not  apply  to  ordinary  prosecutions,  ih. 
official  communications,  iii.  554 
questions  contrary  to  state  policy,  ih, 

who  is  to  decide  as  to  the  production  of  a  document,  ih, 
transactions  of  privy  council,  iii.  555 
before  grand  j  uiy,  ih. 
House  of  Commons,  iii.  556 
PRIVY  COUNCIL, 

transactions  in^  privileged,  iii.  555 
proof  of  orders  of,  iii.  408 
PRIZE  FIGHT, 

death  by,  i.  818 
PRIZE  MONEY, 

forging  to  obtain,  ii.  794 
PROBATE, 

the  seal  of  court  of,  proves  itself,  iii.  418 
conclusive  evidence  of  will  generally,  ih. 
not  so  on  indictment  for  forgery,  ih, 
PROCESS.— See  tit.  Arrest. 

obstructing  process,  i.  558,  et  seg, 

opposing  arrest  upon  criminal  process,  ih. 
•  giving  assistance  to  persons  pursued  on  suspicion  of  felony,  ib. 
in  places  of  supposed  privilege,  i.  559 
as  to  the  lawfulness  of  the  arrest,  ib. 
by  rescue  of  the  party  arrested,  i.  560 
by  rescuing  goods  distrained,  poundbreach,  <S:c.,  i.  560 
forgery  of,  ii.  740,  747 
PROCLAMATION, 

proof  of,  iii.  408,  409 
PROMISSORY  NOTE, 
stealing,  ii.  223 
forging,  ii.  819 

causing  to  be  made  by  force  or  threats,  ii.  81 

by  fraud,  ii.  525 
PROPERTY, 

definition  of,  in  Larceny  Act,  ii.  81 
real  or  personal,  injuring,  ii.  967 
PROPERTY  TAX, 

forging  certificates  relating  to,  ii.  786 
PROSECUTION, 
costs  of,  i.  93 

commencement  of,  what,  and  how  proved,  i.  626 
PROVIDENT  SOCIETIES, 

statute  as  to,  iii.  703 
PROVISIONS, 

unwholesome,  selling,  i.  268 ;  ii.  512 
enhancing  the  price  of,  i.  350 
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undue  abatement  of  their  value,  ih, 
PUBLIC  BOOKS, 

when  evidence  and  how  proved,  iii.  426,  433 
PUBLIC  BRIDGE, 

injuries  to,  ii.  942 
PUBLIC  BUILDINGS, 

setting  fire  to,  ii  902 
PUBLIC  COMPANIES, 

securities  of,  stealing,  ii.  223 

forgery  relating  to  stocks  in,  ii.  748. — See  Directors. 
PUBLIC  FUNDS, 

securities  relating  to  stock  in,  stealing,  ii.  223 

foi-gery  relating  to  stocks  in,  ii.  748,  et  seq. 
PUBLIC  HEALTH, 

^offences  affecting,  i.  266,  «<  seq. 
PUBLIC  OFFICERS.— See  tit.  Officers. 
PUBLIC  STORES.— See  Stores,  ii.  494 
PUBLIC  WORSHIP, 

disturbance  of,  i.  398,  et  seq. — See  tit.  Disturbance. 
PUNISHMENT.— See  the  Titles  of  the  respective  Offences. 

of  felonies,  not  punishable  by  any  statute  except  7  &  S  Geo.  4,  a  28,  i.  65 
PURPORT, 

meaning  of,  in  indictments,  ii.  697,  et  seq. 


Q. 

QUAKERS, 

affirmations  by,  iil  616. — See  Oaths. 
QUARANTINE.— See  Index,  Vol.  1. 
neglecting,  i.  263,  et  seq, 
forging  certificates  relating  to,  ii.  804 
QUARTER  SESSIONS, 

jurisdiction  of,  i.  51  ;  iii.  640 
in  offences  at  sea,  i.  15 
offences  not  triable  by,  L  51 
frauds  by  trustees,  i6. 
bankrupts  triable,  ib, 
poaching,  ib, 
bribery,  ib. 
false  personation,  t6, 
during  assizes,  i.  52 
plea  to  jurisdiction,  ib, 
QUAY, 

stealing  from,  ii.  307 
destroying  wall,  (S:c.  of,  ii.  940 
QUESTIONS, 

to  prisoners,  iii.  503 


R. 
RABBITS, 

larceny  of,  ii.  238 

taking,  in  a  warren,  ii.  30 1 
RAILWAY, 

servants  guilty  of  misconduct,  i.  988 

meaning  of  terms,  i.  989 

o  B  ^ 
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placing  wood,  <kc.,  on,  with  intent  to  endanger,  i.  989 
casting  stone,  &c.,  at  carriage,  with  intent  to  endanger,  t6. 
acts  or  omissions  endangering  passengers,  i.  990 
placing  wood,  <kc.,  with  intent  to  obstruct,  ih, 
obstructing  engines,  i.  991 
injury  to  telegraphs,  i6. 
attempt  to  injure,  i.  992 
railway  when  complete,  ib, 

what  is  a  wilful  act,  i.  993,  994 
what  a  malicious  act,  ib, 
as  to  the  intent,  i.  99d 

Tenue  of  offence  committed  on  a  journey  by,  i.  996 
RAILWAY  COMPANIES, 

false  return  by  officers  of,  ii.  397 
Railway  Companies  Securities  Act,  ih, 
regulation  of  Railway  Act,  1868,  ib, 
RAM, 

stealing,  &c.,  ii.  287 
killing,  with  intent  to  steal,  ih, 
maliciously  killing,  ii.  927 
RAPE.— See  Index,  Vol.  I. 

definition  of  the  offence,  i.  858 
punishment  of,  ib, 
aiders  and  accessories,  i.  859 
persons  capable  of  committing,  i.  110,  859 
persons  on  whom  it  may  be  committed,  i.  859 
in  what  the  crime  consists,  i.  860,  et  seg. 
rape  by  passing  for  a  woman's  husband,  i.  861 
by  pretence  of  medical  treatment,  i.  862 
penetration,  i.  863 
emissio  seminis,  i.  864 
indictment,  i.  865,  et  seq, 
party  ravished  a  competent  witness,  i.  866 

her  complaints,  when  admissible,  i.  867 
statements  in  the  presence  of  the  prosecutrix,  L  869 
punishment  of  accessories,  ib. 
conviction  of  an  attempt,  i.  870 
not  triable  at  sessions,  ib, 
assault  with  intent  to  ravish,  ib. 
carnal  knowledge  of  female  children,  i.  871 
by  an  infant,  i.  110 

indictment  for  attempt  to  commit,  need  not  negative  the  commission,  i.  189 
murder  by,  i.  673 
REAL  PROPERTY, 

deeds  relating  to,  stealing,  <!ec.,  ii.  220 
injuring,  &c.,  ii.  967 
REBELS, 

excuse  for  joining,  what  may  be,  i.  139 
RECEIPT, 

forgery  of. — See  tit.  Forgery,  ii.  819,  832,  et  seq. 
RECEIVERS.— See  Index,  Vol.  II. 

at  common  law  receiving  stolen  goods  only  a  misdemeanor,  ii.  463 

a  felony  by  statute,  ib, 
present  enactments^  ib, 

where  principal  guilty  of  felony,  ib, 
indictment  for  stealing  and  receiving,  ii.  464 

separate  receivcrb  may  be  included  in  same  indictment,  f6« 
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on  indictment  for  jointly  receiving,  persons  may  be  convicted  of 

separately  receiving,  ii.  465 
receiving,  where  principal  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  i6. 
receiver  where  triable,  ib, 

where  original  offence  pimishable  on  summary  conviction,  ib, 
receivers  of  property  in  one  part  of  the  United  Kingdom  where 

stolen  in  another  part  of  it,  ib, 
order  when  a  pawnbroker  is  convicted,  ib. 
when  enactments  apply,  ii.  466. 

who  is  a  receiver — distinction  between  receiver  and  principal,  ii.  467 
form  of  indictment — ven^te^  ii.  478 
tricU  evidence,  ii.  483 

principal  felon  a  witness,  ib, 
receiver  may  controvert  guilt  of  principal,  ib, 
restitution  of  stolen  property,  i.  83,  ii.  488 

of  unlawfully  receiving  tackle  or  goods  cut  from  or  left  by  ships,  ii.  508 
receivers  of  cargo,  goods,  &o.,  stolen  on  the  Thames,  ii.  o09 
RECOGNIZANCE, 

under  Vexatious  Indictments  Act,  L  3 
to  keep  the  peace  in  felony,  i.  81 

in  misdemeanor,  tb.y  198 
forging,  ii.  746 

binding  personally  by,  to  attend  as  witness,  iii.  595 
RECORDS, 

stealing,  (&c.,  ii.  221 
forging  or  altering,  ii.  740,  et  seq, 
proof  of,  iii.  413 
REGISTER, 

of  births,  deaths,  and  marriages,  proof  of,  iii.  426 
births  and  deaths  at  sea,  iii.  689 
of  criminals,  iii.  681 

of  deeds,  forgery  of,  ii.  814 
marriage,  tkc.  forging,  ii.  806 
copies  of,  forging,  &c.,  ii.  807 
REGRATING, 

statutes  as  to,  repealed,  i.  349 
RELIGIOUS  ASSEMBLIES, 

contemptuously,  (be.,  disquieting  or  disturbing,  i.  398,  et  seq, 
REPEAL  OF  STATUTE, 

effect  of,  i.  198 
REPLY, 

evidence  in,  iii.  564 

where  prisoner  calls  evidence  as  to  character,  iii.  431 
right  to  by  law  officers  of  the  Crown,  ib, 
REQUEST, 

for  the  delivery  of  goods,  <kc.,  forgery  of,  ii.  819 
cases  as  to  such  requests,  ii.  872,  et  seq, 
RESCUE.— See  Index,  Vol  L  and  see  id,  tit.  Prison-breakinq  and  Escape. 
obstructing  process  by  rescue  of  party  arrested,  i.  559 
rescuiDg  goods  distmined,  i.  560 

freeing  another  from  arrest  or  imprisonment,  i.  582,  et  seq. 
rescuing  from  Court,  i.  973 

breaking  a  prison  is  not  a  felony,  unless  the  prisoner  escape,  i.  583 
proceed  iugs  against  rescuers,  ib. 
indictment,  ib, 
punishment,  ib. 
in  cases  of  misdemeanor,  i.  584 
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aiding  a  prisoner  to  escape,  i.  584 

statute  respecting  the  rescuing  of  prisoners  or  aiding  them  to  escape,  i. 
bSb,  et  seq. 

where  the  party  does  not  know  the  prisoner's  offence,  i.  689 
indictment,  i.  588 

evidence  of  prisoner's  conviction,  i.  589 
of  persons  under  sentence  of  transportation. — See  tit.  Transportation. 
of  persons  from  the  Millbank  penitentiary,  i.  590 
rescuing  criminal  lunatic,  ib. 

28  &  29  Vict.  c.  126,  aiding  prisoners  to  escape,  i,  691 
conveying  mask  or  other  thing  into  prison,  i6. 
RESERVED, 

questions  of  law  may  be,  iii.  642 
RESERVOIR, 

destroying  dam,  (ko.  of,  ii.  940 

flood-gate  of,  i6. 
removing  materials  to  secure,  ih, 
RESTITUTION, 

of  stolen  property,  i.  83,  iL  284 

of  property  received  with  guilty  knowledge,  ib, 

obtained  by  false  pretences,  i6.  note  (2),  ii.  602 
except  negotiable  securities,  ib, 

in  prosecutions  of  bankers,  factors,  &c.,  ib, 
proceeds  of  stolen  property,  ib, 
after  transfer  under  Factors  Act,  i.  84 

where  prisoner  pleads  guilty,  ib, 
no  authority  to  make  an  order  except  as  to  what  has  been  stolen  and  its 
proceeds,  i.  85 
when  there  has  been  a  sale  in  market  overt,  ib, 
where  a  pawnbroker  has  advanced  money,  ib, 
money  found  on  prisoner,  ib, 
REVENUE  LAWS, 

offences  against,  i.  270,  iii.  692 
smuggling,  ib,  ib, 
16  &  17  Vict.  c.  107— i.  270 
39  ik  40  Vict.  c.  36,  iii.  692 
false  declarations,  ckc,  ib, 

vessels  not  bringing  to  may  be  fired  at,  i.  270,  iii.  693 
vessels,  <kc.,  may  be  searched,  i.  271,  ib, 
officei*s  searching  ship,  <&c.  i6.,  iii.  693,  696,  697 
persons  escaping  may  afterwards  be  detained  i.  271,  272,  iii.  696" 
penalty  for  making  signals  to  smugglers,  i.  272,  iii.  695 
proof  of  not  being  a  signal  to  lie  on  defendant,  i.  273,  tb. 
any  one  may  prevent,  <kc.  signals,  i6.  ib. 
penalty  on  persons  resisting  officers,  or  rescuing,  <kc.  goods,  i.  274, 

iii.  694 
assembling  to  run  goods,  iii.  694 
persons  shooting  at  any  boat,  <&c.,  or  wounding  officers,  ko^ 

guilty  of  felony,  i.  275,  iii.  695 
persons  assaulting  officers,  iiL  694 
offences  on  the  seas  to  be  deemed  to  have  been  committed  at 

the  place  where  the  offender  is  taken,  iii.  698 
in  whose  names  indictments  to  be  preferred,  ib, 

time,  i.  276,  iii.  699 
venue,  ib, 
evidence,  iii.  699,  i.  276 

defendant's  proof,  iii.  699 
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averments,  iii.  699 

punishment  after  previous  conviction,  iii.  698 
killing  by  firing  at  smugglers  to  make  them  bring  to,  i.  769  ;  iii.  693 
count  for  common  assault  not  triable  in  a  foreign  country,  i.  280 
REWARD, 

taking,  for  helping  to  the  discovery  of  stolen  goods,  i.  293,  ii.  489 

the  principal  felon  may  be  witness,  ii.  490 
if  a  person  know  those  who  have  stolen  the  property,  and  receive  money 
to  purchase  it  from  them,  not  meaning  to  bring  them  to  justice,  he 
^  is  within  the  Act,  though  he  did  not  mean  to  screen  them,  ih, 
the  money  may  be  paid  after  the  return  of  the  property,  ii.  491 

what  is  the  meaning  of  '  corruptly*  and  *  pretence,'  ih. 
advertising  for  return  of  stolen  property,  made  liable  to  a  penalty,  ii.  492 
limitation  of  time  for  bringing  action  against  printer  of  newspaper,  ii.  493 
for  apprehending  felons,  i.  99,  et  seq, 
RICKS, 

setting  fire  to,  ii.  932 
RINGDROPPING, 

larceny  by,  ii.  176,  et  seq. 

felony  to  aid  a  person  to  obtain  money  by,  i.  262 
RINGING  THE  CHANGES 

an  uttering  of  counterfeit  coin,  i.  231 
RIOT. — See  Index,  Vol.  I.,  364,  et  seq. — Unlawful  Assembly. 
definition  of,  i.  364,  371 

any  one  taking  part  in  a  riot  is  a  rioter ;  all  are  principals,  L  367 
rioters  pulling  down,  <&c.,  churches,  houses,  mills,  &c.,  i.  368 
pulling  down  buildings  used  for  trades  and  manufactures,  i6. 
engines,  Ac.  for  working  mines,  t6. 
injuring  buildings,  <Sro.,  ib, 
the  beginning  to  pull  down  must  be  with  intent  to  demolish  the  whole 

house,  i.  370 
difference  l&etween,  and  an  unlawful  assembly,  i.  373 
33  Geo.  3,  a  67— i,  371 

seamen  preventing  the  loading  of  vessels,  i.  372 
suppression  of  riots,  i.  385 
indictment  for  and  trial,  i.  387 
punishment  for,  i.  389 
killing  by  officers  in,  ii.  849 

conspiring  to  commit,  iiL  116 
RIVERS, 

pollution  of,  indictable,  i.  269 
considered  as  highways,  i.  520 
navigable  rivers,  ib. 

nuisances  and  obstructions  to,  within  the  same  principle  as  those  to 
highways,  ib, 
still  highways,  though  the  course  changed,  i.  521 
public  not  entitled  to  a  towing  path  at  common  law,  i.  520 
soil  of,  whose  it  is,  i.  521 

how  the  public  right  to  use  a  river  may  be  destroyed,  ib. 
flowing  of  the  tide  primd  facie  evidence  that  the  river  is  public,  ib, 
obstruction  on  public  rivers,  ib, 

cases  which  have  and  have  not  been  held  so,  i.  621,  et  seq. 
where  owners  of  adjacent  lands  may  raise  the  banks  of  a  river,  i.  523 
no  defence  that  a  nuisance  produces  more  advantage  for  other  purposes, 

i.  524 
injuiy  too  slight  to  support  an  indictment,  ib. 
question  for  the  jury  whether  a  bridge  obstructs  navigation,  i.  525 
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sunken  vessels,  i.  526 

weir  granted  by  the  crown  before  Edward  T. — %b, 

indictment  for  obstructing,  i.  530 
liability  to  clear  the  passage  of,  ib, 
offences  upon,  within  the  admiral's  jiurisdiction,  i.  21 
stealing  goods  on,  ii.  307 
breaking  down,  &c.  locks  on,  ii.  940 
removing  materials  to  secure  banks  of,  t6. 
ROAD. — See  tit  Highway. 

private,  set  out  by  Act  of  Parliament,  no  indictment  lies  for  not  repairing, 
i.  194 
ROBBERY.— See  Index,  Vol.  II. 
from  the  person, 

definition  of,  ii.  78 
present  enactments,  ib. 

robbery  attended  with  wounding,  <fea,  punishment,  ii.  79 

robbery,  ii.  78 
stealing  from  the  person,  ih. 
conviction  of  assault  with  intent,  ib. 
assault  with  intent  to  rob,  ii.  79 
demanding  money  with  menaces,  ib, 
inducing  a  person  by  threats  to  execute  deeds,  &c.  ii.  81 
principals  in  the  second  degree  and  accessories,    ii. 

82,  117 
meaning  of  the  word  *  property,'  ii.  81 
of  the  fehnious  taking^  ii.  82 

amount  of  the  property  immaterial,  ib, 
the  property  must  be  taken  against  tfie  will  of  the  party,  iL  89 
t?ie  violence  or  putting  in  fear,  ii.  89 

property  obtained  by  violence,  though  not  used  for  the  purpose,  ii. 
93,  et  seq. 
of  the  fear  of  injury  to  the  person,  ii.  94 
of  the  fear  of  violence  to  the  child  of  the  party,  iL  95 
of  the  fear  of  injury  to  the  property,  ib. 
of  the  fear  of  injury  to  the  character,  ii.  98 
the  fear  of  accusation  of  sodomitical  practices,  ii.  99,  et  ieg, 
assault  with  intent  to  rob,  ii.  114 
principals  and  accessories,  ii.  117 

the  indictment,  trial,  <&a,  iL  118 
the  verdict,  ii.  121 
ROMAN  CATHOLICS, 

marriages  of,  in  Ireland,  iii.  306,  et  seq, 
disturbance  of  worahip  of,  L  402 
ROOTS,  (fee, 

stealing  in  gardens,  ii.  216 

elsewhere,  ib, 
destroying  in  gardens,  ii.  937 
elsewhere,  ib, 
ROPE-DANCERS, 

public  nuisances,  L  430 
ROUT, 

definition  and  description  of,  i.  372,  et  seq. — See  Unlawful  Assembly — 
Riot. 
ROYAL  FAMILY, 

marriages  of,  L  900 
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SACRILEGE, 

breaking  and  entering  church,  <fec.,  and  committing  a  felony,  ii.  55 

committing  a  felony  in  and  breaking  out,  ib, 

a  tower  is  parcel  of  the  church,  ib. 

vestry,  ib, 

meaning  of  the  word  '  chapel/  ii.  56 

statement  of  property  in  indictment  for,  ib, 

principals  in  second  degree  and  accessories,  ii.  55 
SAILOR. — See  tit.  Seamen  and  Soldiers. 
SALMON  FISHERY  ACT,  1873,  ii.  U\ 
SALVAGE, 

assaulting  persons  engaged  in,  i.  974 
SAVINGS  BANK, 

officers  not  paying  over  deposits,  ii.  397 
SCANDALUM  MAGNATUM, 

statutes  of,  iii.  203 
SCHOOLHOUSE, 

breaking  into  and  committing  a  felony,  ii.  74 

with  intent,  Ac,  ii.  76 
SCOLD, 

common,  i.  438 
SCOTLAND, 

marriages  in,  iii.  305 

divorces  in,  iii.  266 

stealing  in,  ii.  273 

uttering  Scotch  notes  in  England,  ii.  825 
SCRIP  RECEIPT, 

forging  of,  ii.  842 
SEA. — See  tit.  Venue. 

judgment  for  offences  at,  i.  14 
SEA  BANK, 

destroying,  &c.,  ii.  940 

removing  materials  of,  %h, 
SEAMEN, 

riotously  preventing  the  loading,  &c.  of  vessels,  i.  372 

authority  to  impress,  i.  730 

killing  on  flight  of  party  impressed,  i.  768 

obstructing  from  pursuing  their  occupations,  i.  975 

master  of  vessel  forcing  on  shore  and  refusing  to  bring  home,  i.  902 

forgery  and  personation  to  obtain  pay,  prize-money,  pensions, «fec.,ii.  794,  887 
SEARCH.— See  Revenue. 

for  stolen  property,  iii.  685 
SECOND  OFFENCE, 

after  conviction  for  first,  i.  187 

punishment,  &c.  for  second  felony,  i.  ^b  ;  ii.  284,  ei  aeq, 
SECONDARY  EVIDENCE, 

what,  iii.  333,  346 

no  degrees  in,  iii.  346 
SECURITY,  VALUABLE, 

de6nition  of,  under  Larceny  Act,  ii.  223 

stealing,  &c.,  ib, 
SEDUCTION, 

of  girl,  i.  877 

conspiracy  to  seduce,  iii.  1 22 
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SENTENCE, 

where  offender  in  prison  for  another  crime,  i.  81 
when  convicted  on  more  than  one  charge,  i.  82 
SENTINEL, 

murder  by,  in  preventing  approach,  i.  731 
SEPARATISTS, 

affirmations  by,  iii.  616 
SERVANT, 

not  excused  from  the  commission  of  a  crime  by  the  coercion  of  his  master, 

i.  139 
soliciting  to  steal  his  master's  goods,  a  misdemeanor,  i.  189 
neglecting  to  provide  with  necessaries,  i.  949  ;  iii.  162 
master  ill-treating,  i.  947 
goods  in  custody  of,  ownership  of,  ii.  250 

larceny  by,  and  persons  having  custody  of  goods,  (fee,  as  servants,  iL  310,  et  seq. 
offences  at  common  law,  ii.  310 

where  a  party  has  only  the  bare  charge  or  custody  of  goods,  the 
legal  possession  remains  in  the  owner,  and  such  party  may  be 
guilty  of  larceny,  i6.  et  seq. 
sheriff's  officer  clandestinely  selling  goods  seized,  ii.  311 
servant  taking  coal  from  his  master's  cart,  &c.,  ii.  312,  et  seq. 
money  in  the  possession  of  the  master  by  the  hands  of  one  clerk 

embezzled  by  another,  ii.  314 
persons  hired  to  drive  sheep  and  cattle,  ii.  315,  et  seq, 
distinction  in  cases  of  this  kind  between  custody  and  possession, 

ii  318 
where  the  person  has  not  only  the  custody,  but  the  possession, 

ii.  315,  &c. 
distinction  between  servant  and  bailee  material  still,  il  317 
person  entrusted  with  pony  to  sell  for  a  fixed  sum  to  one  person 

only,  t6. 
servants  entrusted  with  money  for  particular  purposes,  ii.  31 9,rt  8eq, 
where  the  property  has  merely  been  delivered  to  the  servant  for 

the  master's  use,  ii.  325 
cashier  of  the  bank  embezzling  bond  before  put  in  place  of  de* 

posit,  ib. 
servant  embezzling  money  before  it  was  put  in  the  till,  ii.  326 
banker's  clerk  embezzling  bank  notes  before  they  had  been  in 

their  drawer,  ib, 
questions  of  evidence,  ii.  327,  328 
servants  of  the  crown,  ii.  328 
form  of  indictment,  ii.  329 
conviction  of  simple  larceny,  ib, 
of  attempt,  ii.  330 
punishment  of,  ii.  310 

of  principals  and  accessories,  ii.  329 
embezzlement  by,  ii.  332,  et  seq. — See  tit.  Embezzlement. 
SESSIONS, 

order  of,  disobeying,  i.  561 
jurisdiction  of,  i.  51 ;  iii.  640 
SEWERS, 

commissioners  of,  property  of,  how  to  be  laid,  i.  28 
SHEEP, 

stealing,  ii.  287,  et  seq, 

what  is  a  sufficient  removal,  ii.  288 

part  of  the  animal  taken,  ib,,  et  seq, 

principals  in  second  degree  and  accessories,  ii.  287 

killing  with  intent  to  steal  the  carcase,  ib. 
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cutting  off  part  while  sheep  was  alive,  ii.  291 
how  sheep  are  to  be  described  iu  the  indictment,  t6. 
variances  in  description,  ib.  et  seq. 
ofifence  of  killing  with  intent,  &c,  is  local,  ii.  292 
maliciously  killings  ii.  927 
SHERIFF, 

his  officer,  clandestinely  selling  goods  levied,  ii.  311 
neglect  of  duty  by,  how  punishable,  i.  300 
extortion  by,  how  punishable,  i.  303 
not  to  let  his  bailiwick  to  farm,  i.  310 
Under-Sheripf, 
extortion  by,  L  304 
sherifif's  officer, 

extortion  by,  ib, 
SHIP. — See  tit.  Seamen. 

in  service  of  foreign  state,  <kc.,  i.  241,  et  seq. — See  tit.  Foreign  State. 

running  away  with,  &c.,  i.  254. — See  tit.  Piracy. 

forcibly  entering  merchant  ships  and  destroying  goods,  &o.,  ib, — See  tit. 

Piracy. 
making  a  revolt  in,  when  piracy,  i.  254,  257 
quarantine  by,  i.  263. — See  tit.  Quarantine. 
shooting  at  a  ship  or  boat,  i.  275,  277 
putting  combustibles  on  board  without  notice,  i.  423 
placing  gunpowder  near  to,  with  intent,  &c.,  i.  954 
setting  fire  to,  with  intent  to  murder,  i.  912 
stealing  from,  ii.  307 

in  distress  or  wrecked,  ib, 
removing  parts  of  ships  stranded  or  wrecked,  ii.  508 
secreting  wreck  of,  ib, 
selling  wreck  of,  in  foreign  ports,  ib. 
setting  fire  to,  ii.  958 

attempting  to  set  fire  to,  ib. 
placing  gunpowder  near,  with  intent  to  damage,  ii.  959 
damaging  otherwise  than  by  fire,  ib. 
exhibiting  false  signals  to  bring  into  danger,  tb, 
removing  buoys,  th. 
destroying  wrecks,  ii.  960 
setting  fire  to  ships  of  war,  ib. 
intent  to  defraud  underwriters  though  the  goods  were  not  put  on  board, 

ii,  962 
seamen  endangering  life  or  loss  of  ship,  ii.  963 
act  tending  to  the  immediate  loss  of,  ii.  964 
unseaworthy,  sending  to  sea,  iii.  706 
SHIPWRECKED  VESSEL, 

assaults  on  officers  endeavouring  to  save  property,  L  974 
impeding  persons  saving  his  life  from,  1.  914 
plundering  any  part  of  tackle  or  cargo  of,  ii.  307 
offering  shipwrecked  goods  for  sale,  ii.  308 
as  to  the  meaning  of  goods,  ib. 
principals,  accessories,  and  abettors,  ib. 
property  in  wreck,  how  laid,  ii.  255 
SHOOTING, 

at  any  ship  or  boat,  officer,  <kc.  in  resistance  to  revenue  laws,  i.  275,  277 
at  persons  maliciously,  i.  914,  et  seq. 

with  intent  to  murder,  maim,  &c.  or  resist  apprehension,  ib.  942 
SHOP, 

breaking,  &c.  and  committing  a  felony  therein,  ii.  74 
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SHOP-  con  tin  ued, 

with  intent  to  commit,  &c.,  ii.  76 
principals  in  second  degree  and  accessories,  ii.  74 
setting  fire  to,  ii.  901 
SHROUDS, 

ownership  of,  in  whom  to  be  laid,  ii.  256 
SHRUBS, 

injuring  and  destroying,  ii.  934 
stealing,  ii.  213 
SIGNALS, 

making  lights,  ko,  on  shore,  to  bring  ships  into  danger,  ii.  959 
signals  to  smugglers,  i.  272  ;  iii.  695 
SIGN  MANUAL, 

evidence  of,  i.  606 
SILK, 

destroying,  in  the  course  of  manufacture,  ii.  949 
SLANDER— See  tit.  Libel. 

slanderous  loards,  when  indictable,  iii.  178 
SLAVE  TRADE, 

forgery  of  certificates,  &o,  relating  to,  ii.  803 
SLAVES, 

dealing  in  slaves,  i.  338,  et  seq, 
5  Geo.  4,  c.  113,  ib, 

dealing,  &c.  in,  on  the  high  seas,  piracy,  &c.,  ib.,  et  seq. 
seamen  serving  in  slave  ships  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  i.  341 
'    offenders  informing  within  a  certain  time  exempted,  i.  341 
indictments,  i.  343 
Slave  Trade  Act,  1873— i.  345 
trial  of  offences,  i.  347 
SMALLPOX, 

exposing  a  person  affected  with,  in  a  place  of  public  resort,  indictable, 

i.  266 
inoculating  for,  whether  indictable,  i.  267,  note  (j) 
vaccination  for,  i.  268 
•  SMUGGLING, 

definition  of,  i.  270 

killing,  by  firing  at  smuggling  vessel  to  make  her  bring  to,  i.  769  ;  iii.  693 
offences  of. — See  tit.  Rbvekub  Laws. 
SOCIETIES, 

illegal,  i.  372,  et  seq, — See  tit.  Unlawful  Assemblies. 
SODOMY, 

definition  of  offence,  i.  879 
punishment  of,  ib. 
proof  of  carnal  knowledge,  ib. 
attempt  or  soliciting  to  commit,  L  879,  881 
aiders  and  accessories,  i.  880 
indictment  and  evidence,  ib. 
accomplices,  i.  881 
SOLDIERS  AND  SAILORS, 

serving  foreign  states. — See  tit.  Foreign  States. 
seducing  to  desert  or  mutiny,  i.  251,  et  seq. 
37  Geo.  3— i.  251 

seducing  to  mutiny — trial — indictment,  ib. 
sailor  in  a  sick  hospital,  within  the  Act,  i.  252 

persuading  soldiers  to  desert,  ib. 
consequence  of  desertion  to  the  party  deserting,  I  251,  252 
fraud  by  pretending  a  power  to  discharge,  ii.  515 
fraudulent  enlistment  as,  ib. 


Index.  797 

SOLDIERS  AND.  SAILORS— coniiwutfc?. 

forgery  and  false  personation  to  obtain  prize-money,  pay,  pensions,  &c., 
ii.  794,  et  seq.,  887 
SOLICITING 

to  murder,  i.  906 
SOLITARY  CONFINEMENT, 

under  Consolidation  Acts,  i.  78 
SPENCEAN 

societies,  unlawful  assemblies,  i.  382 
SPIRITUAL  PERSON, 

taking  land  to  farm,  to  forfeit  ten  pounds,  but  not  indicttxble,  i.  195 
SPRING  GUN, 

persons  setting  or  placing  spring-guns,  man-traps,  &c,  guilty  of  a  misde- 
meanor, i.  987 
proviso  for  traps  for  destroying  vermin,  ib, 
persons  permitting  guns,  traps,  &c.,  set  by  others,  to  continue,  deemed  to 

have  set  the  same,  ib, 
proviso  for  guns,  traps,   <fec.  set  for  the  protection  of  dwelling-houses, 

ib. 
cases  on  the  former  Act,  ib, 
STABBING,       . 

maliciously,  with  intent  to  murder,  &xi.ji,  911,  et  seq, 
STABLE, 

setting  fire  to,  ii.  901 
STACK, 

of  com,  &o.y  setting  fire  to,  ii.  932 
attempting  to  set  fire  to,  ib, 
STAGE  COACHES, 
nuisances  by,  i.  471 

forgery  in  respect  of  licenses  for,  ii.  817 
goods  stolen  from,  on  a  journey,  i.  5 
STAGE-COACHMEN, 

furious  driving,  <feo.  of,  i.  986 
overloading  their  coaches,  L  840,  note  {x) 
STAMPS, 

forgeiy  of  an  instrument  on  unstamped  paper,  ii.  655 
foiling  and  transposing,  ii,  771,  et  seq.-^See  tit.  Forgery. 
unstamped  documents  admissible,  iii.  438 
STARVING 

apprentice  or  servant,  i.  949 
STATEMENT  OF  ACCUSED, 
before  magistrate,  iii.  499 

present  enactments,  t5. 
mode  of  taking  prisoner's  examination,  iii«  502 

magistrate  putting  questions  to  prisoner,  iii.  503 
in  what  words  to  be  taken,  ib, 
not  to  be  taken  on  oath,  ib, 
signing  by  magistrate,  and  prisoner,  ib, 
proof  of,  impeaching  same,  iii.  504 

when  parol  evidence  of,  admissible,  iii.  505 

irregular,  may  be  used  to  refresh  memory,  iii.  506 

impeaching  statement  returned  by  magistrate,  ib, 

parol  evidence  to  add  to,  iii.  507 

where  it  refers  to  deposition  of  a  witness  made  before  all  the  witnesses 

examined,  ib,  509  ' 
confession  of  one  offence  when  examination  as  to  another,  iii.  510 
may  be  put  in  in  reply,  ib. 
not  before  magistrate,  iii.  487,  488,  489 
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STATIONERS'  COMPANY, 

forgiug  register  of,  ii.  799 
STATUE, 

injuring,  ii.  965 
STATUTE, 

offences  created  by,  when  indictable,  i.  186, 192,  et  9eq, 
when  not  indictable,  i.  194 

rule  as  to  whether  the  prescribed  mode  of  proceeding  is  single  or  cumula- 
tive, ih, 
what  words  in,  create  a  felony,  i.  186 
disobedience  to,  i.  194,  et  %eq, 
to  obstruct  the  execution  of  powers  granted  by,  is  an  offence  at  common 

law,  i.  194 
rule  for  interpretation  of,  by  7  <k  8  Geo.  4,  o.  28,  s.  14 — i.  2 
effect  of  repeal  of  statute,  i.  198 
STATUTE  LAW  REVISION  ACT,  1876,  iii.  691 
STEALING.— See  tit.  Larceny. 

in  a  dwelling-house,  il  64. — See  tit.  Dwelling-House. 

in  a  building  within  the  curtilage,  ii.  70. — See  tit.  Curtilage. 

in  any  schoolhouse,  shop,  warehouse,  or  counting-house,  ii.  74 

from    person,  under  circumstances   not   amounting  to  robbery,  ii.  285 

et  seq. 
from  vessels  in  port,  river,  &c.,  ii.  307 
naval  or  military  stores,  ii.  435 
STEAM  ENGINES, 
nuisances  by,  i.  443 

regulations  of,  1  &  2  Geo.  4,  tb, 
rioters  destroying,  i.  368 
destroying  those  used  in  manufactures, Ji.  949 

in  agriculture,  ii.  954 
in  mines,  iL  945 
STERLING  COIN, 
what  is,  i.  200 
STOCK, 

securities  in,  are  valuable  securities,  ii.  223 

transfer,  &g.  of,  forgery  relating  to,  ii.  748,  et  seq. — See  tit  Foroebt. 
STOLEN  GOODS.-.See  tit.  RECEiVBRa. 
restitution  of,  i.  83 

taking  reward  for  helping  a  person  to,  ii.  489 
advertising  a  reward  for  the  retiu*n  of,  ii.  492 
STORES, 

naval  or  military, 

larceny  and  embezzlement  of,  ii.  435 

unlawfully  receiving  or  having  possession  of  public  stores,  iL  494, 

et  seq. 
Consolidation  Act  as  to  public  stores,  ii.  495 
interpretation  clause,  ii.  494 
marks  appropriated  for  public  stores,  ii.  495 
obliteration  with  intent  to  concealment,  ib. 
power  to  stop  suspected  persons,  ib. 
unlawful  possession  of  stores,  ib. 
sweeping  near  dockyards,  drc,  ib. 

dealer  found  in  possession  of  stores  and  not  accounting  for  same,  ii. 
496 
criminal  possession  explained,  ii.  496 
dealer  in  old  metals,  ib. 
provision  for  regimental  necessaries,  ii.  497 
summary  proceedings  for  offences,  Jtc,  ib. 
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STOEES—continued. 

repeal  of  certain  Acts,  ii.  497 
The  War  Department  Stores  Act,  1867— ii.  499 
cases  decided  on  former  statutes,  ii.  500 
knowledge  of  marks,  ii.  502 
conviction  of  an  attempt,  ii.  507 
STRANGLE, 

attempt  to,  i.  913 
SUBJECTION 

to  the  power  of  others,  when  an  excuse  for  committing  a  crime,  i.  139 
SUBORNATION.— See  Perjury. 
SUBPOENA, 

for  witness,  iii.  596,  598 
SUFFOCATE, 

attempt  to,  i.  913 
SUING 

in  the  name  of  a  fictitious  plaintiff,  i.  363 
SUMMING  UP 

of  evidence  on  trial,  iii.  676 
SURETY  OF  THE  PEACE,  i.  80 

under  Consolidation  Acts,  i.  81 
SURPLUSAGE, 

doctrine  of,  iii.  392 

examples  of,  ib. 
SURVEYOR  OF  HIGHWAYS.— See  Highways. 


T. 
TACKLE, 

setting  fire  to,  with  intent  to  murder,  i.  913 

cut  from  or  left  by  ships,  unlawfully  receiving,  ii.  508,  et  seq. 

used  about  mines,  damaging,  ii.  946 
TELEGRAPHS, 

injuries  to,  i.  991 

obstructing  messages  by,  ib, 

offences  relating  to  messages  by,  ii.  433 
attempts,  i.  992 
TENANCY, 

fact  of,  may  be  proved  without  producing  lease,  but  not  the  terms  of  it, 
iii.  348 
TENANTS, 

chattels  and  fixtures  let  to,  larceny  of,  ii.  240,  438 

injuring  houses  and  buildings,  ii.  926 

other  injuries  by,  ii.  894 
TENANTS  IN  COMMON, 

larceny  by,  ii.  239 
THAMES, 

receiving  cargo,  goods,  <fec.  stolen  on,  ii.  609 

prevention  of  thefts  on,  ib. 
THREATS  AND  THREATENING  LETTERS, 

at  common  law,  iii.  231,  226 
offences  by  statutes,  iii.  ^232 

letters  threatening  to  murder,  ih, 

to  bum  or  destroy  houses,  ships,  (fee,  iii.  233 

demanding  money  with  menaces,  iii.  234 

threatening  to  accuse  of  crimes,  iii.  235 

infamous  crime  defined,  ib. 
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THREATS  AND  THREATENING  LETTERS^con^tViw^cZ. 

accusing,  <kc.  with  intent  to  extort,  iii.  235 

immaterial  from  whom  the  threats  proceed,  iii.  236 

principals  and  accessories,  ih. 

punishment,  iii.  236 
cajses  on  the  former  statutes,  iii.  236,  et  seq, 

what  was  a  demand,  ib, 

other  letters  evidence  to  explain  the  letter  in  question,  iii.  238 

question  left  to  jury  whether  a  letter  contained  a  threat  to  murder,  iii.  239 

letter  ought  by  necessary  construction  to  import  a  threat  to  burn,  iii.  240 

but  question  may  be  left  to  jury,  ib, 

former  statute  only  a])plied  to  crimes  subject  to  infamous  punishment, 
iii.  241 

letter  stating  that  the  writer  had  overheard  persons  agree  to  injure  pro- 
secutors property,  ib. 

if  letter  contain  an  application  for  money,  accompanied  by  a  threat  not 
proceeding  from  the  writer,  it  is  within  the  statute,  iii.  242 

whether  the  threat  be  within  the  statute  depends  on  the  general  nature  of 
the  evil  threatened,  ib, 

it  is  for  the  jury  to  decide  to  whom  the  letter  is  sent,  iii.  243 

so  whether  it  contains  threats,  iii.  244 

letter  containing  a  threat  to  murder,  iii.  245 

threatening  to  support  a  charge  already  made,  tb, 

threatening  to  bum  the  house  of  A.  in  the  occupation  of  B.,  iii.  246 

threatening  a  landlord  to  bum  his  house  is  withiu  the  new  Act,  ib, 

meaning  of  *  accuse  '  and  *  threaten  to  accuse,'  iii.  247 

to  what  the  words  *  without  reasonable  and  probable  cause '  apply,  ib. 

threatening  to  bum  standing  com,  iii.  248 

letter  signed  with  initials,  iii.  249 

a  charge  of  intent  to  extort  money  proved  by  intent  to  extort    bill  of 
exchange,  ib. 
■  sending  a  letter  knowing  the  contents,  ib, 

case  of  wife  writing  and  husband  delivering  letter,  iii.  249 

sending  by  post  or  indirect  means,  iii.  250 

letter  formerly  must  have  been  sent  to  the  pereon  threatened,  iii.  ib. 

where  letter  directed  to  one  person  is  intended  to  reach  another,  iii.  251 

affixing  letter  to  a  gate,  ih. 

evidence  of  sending  and  uttering,  ib. 

the  indictment  must  set  out  the  letter,  iii.  252 

must  aver  from  whom  the  money  was  demanded,  and  who  was  threatened 
to  be  accused,  ib, 
the  intent  must  be  con*ectly  stated,  iii.  253 

variance  as  to  crime  charged,  ib. 

express  demand  by  words  unnecessary,  ib. 

menaces  by  pretending  to  set  fire  to  a  lick,  ib. 

threatening  to  accuse  a  clergyman  of  fornication,  iii.  254 

what  are  sufficient  menaces,  iii.  255 

immaterial  whether  the  party  menaced  has  any  money  with  him,  iii.  257 

evidence  of  an  accusation  of  an  infamous  crime,  ib, 

evidence  of  solicitation,  iii.  259 

the  juiy  are  to  decide  what  the  accusation  was  intended  to  be,  ib, 
so  whether  there  was  an  intent  to  extort,  iii.  260 

guilt  or  innocence  of  prosecutor  immaterial,  ib. 

evidence  of  the  meaning  of  the  letter,  ib. 
place  of  trial,  iii.  261 

post-office  marks,  iii.  262 

declarations  of  prisoner  admissible,  ib, 

prior  and  subsequent  letters,  iii.  263 
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THRESHING-MACHINES, 

destroying,  &c.,  ii.  954,  et  seq. 

\phen  taken  to  pieces,  iJb. 
TIME, 

proof  0^  iii.  404 

stating,  in  indictment,  i.  35 

in  indictment  for  burglary,  ii.  43 
TITLE, 

document  of,  to  goods,  ii.  222 

to  land,  ii.  220 
TITLES, 

pretended,  buying  and  selling,  i.  359 
TOLL-HOUSE, 

injuring,  ii.  942 
TOWING-PATH, 

effect  of  an  act  to  make  a  new  course  for  a  river  upon,  i.  468 

public  have  no  right  to,  at  common  law,  i.  520 
TRADE, 

offensive,  canying  on,  when  a  nuisance,  I  419 

cheating  in,  ii.  617 

setting  fire  to  building  used  in,  ii.  901 
TRADE  DISPUTES,  iii.  159 
TRADE  MARKS, 

statute  relating  to,  ii.  610,  e<  seq. 

construction  of  terms,  ib, 

forging  trade  marks,  <&c.,  ih, 

applying  forged  trade  marks,  &c.,  ii.  611 

alterations  of,  deemed  to  be  forgeries,  ii.  612 

making  articles  with  false  quantities,  ib, 

selling  articles  so  marked,  ib, 

description  in  indictments,  iii.  613 

intent  to  defraud,  kc,y  need  not  be  stated,  &c.,  ih, 

abettors,  <fec.,  ih. 

punishments,  ib. 

warranty  where  trade  mark  is  used,  ii.  614 

where  number,  quantity,  &c.,  is  marked,  ih. 

Trade  Marks  Registration  Act,  1875,  ih. 
TRADE  UNION  ACT,  1871,  iii.  159.— See  tit.  Conspiracy. 
TRANSFER  OF  LAND  ACT, 

false  statement  under,  ii.  814 
TRANSPORTATION.— See  Index,  Vol  L 

penal  servitude  substituted  for,  i.  73,  600  ;  iii.  646 
TRAVERSING  OR  POSTPONING  TRIAL,  i.  5'2 
TREASON.— See  tit  Petit  Treason. 
TREASURE  TROVE, 

case  as  to,  ii.  255 

ownership  of,  how  laid,  ih. 
TREES, 

stealing,  in  any  park,  <kc.,  ii.  213 
elsewhere,  ii.  215 

injuring  and  destroying  in  any  park,  &c.,  ii.  934 
•    elsewhere,  ib. 
TRESPASS, 

not  indictable,  i.  197 

conspiracy  to  commit,  iii.  124 
TRIAL.— See  Indictment. 

postponement  of,  where  a  child  is  incapable  of  giving  evidence,  iii.  612 

not  to  instruct  an  adult,  iii.  616 

VOL.  in.  3  F 
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TRIGGER, 

drawing,  with  intent  to  shoot,  i.  913,  918,  ci  seq, 
TRUSTEE, 

definition  of,  ii.  395 

fraudulently  disposing  of  property,  ii.  394 

no  prosecution  without  sanction  of  a  judge,  &c.,  ib. 

who  is  a  trustee  within  the  Act,  ii.  400 
TURNPIKE  ACT.— See  tit.  Highway. 
TURNPIKE  GATE, 

destroying,  <ka,  ii.  942 
TURNPIKE  KEEPER, 

question  of  tolls  not  triable  on  an  indictment  against^  for  extortion,  L  305 
TURNPIKE  TRUSTEES, 

property  of,  how  to  be  laid,  i.  28 

U. 
UNDER-SHERIFF, 

extortion  by,  indictable,  i.  304 
UNDERTAKING  FOR  THE  PAYMENT  OF  MONEY, 

forgery  of,  ii.  819 
UNDERWOOD, 

stealing,  ii.  215 

injuring  and  destroying,  iL  934 
UNDERWRITER, 

setting  fire  to  a  ship  with  mtent  to  defraud,  ii.  958 
UNIVERSITY, 

setting  fire  to  buildings  belonging  to,  ii.  902 
UNKNOWN  PERSON, 

owner,  <kc.,  ii.  255 
UNLAWFUL  ASSEMBLY.— See  Index,  Vol.  I. 

definition  of,  i.  372 

instances  of  what  amounts  to,  i.  373 

difference  between,  and  riot,  ib. 

statutes  concerning,  i.  374,  ei  ieq, 

evidence  upon  an  indictment  for  a  conspiracy  in  unlawfully  assembling  to 
excite  disaffection,  L  387 
declarations  of  the  parties  assembling,  L  388 
puuishment,  i.  389 
UNLAWFUL  SPORTS, 

death  by,  i.  818 
•  UNLAWFULLY  AND  INJURIOUSLY,' 

these  words  in  an  indictment  preclude  all  legal  excuse,  i.  267 
UNLAWFULLY  AND  MALICIOUSLY, 

where  necessary  to  be  used,  ii.  919,  935 
UNSEAWORTHY  SHIPS, 

sending  to  sea,  iii.  706 
UNWHOLESOME  FOOD, 

indictment  for  selling,  i.  268 
UTTERING 

forged  instruments,  ii.  715,  ff  seq, 

V. 
VACCINATION  ACT,  i.  268 
VAGRANT  ACT, 

5  Geo.  4,  apprehension,  iSw;.,  of  persons  under,  &c.,  i.  718 

amendment  of,  iil  684 
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VALUABLE  SECURITY, 
definition  of,  ii.  224 
stealing,  obliterating,  iSra,  t&. 
by  force  or  threats  causing  to  be  executed,  ii.  81 
l^  fraud  causing  to  be  executed,  il  625 
VALUE, 

proof  of,  in  larceny,  ii.  283 
statement  of,  in  indictment,  i.  35 
VARIANCES, 

instances  of,  iii.  399 
amendments  o£ — See  Amendment. 
VEGETABLES, 

stealing,  ii.  216 
destroying,  ii.  937 
VENUE, 
counties, 

offences  committed  on  the  boundaries  of  counties,  i.  5 

alterations  by  the  Boundary  Act,  t6. 

offences  committed  during  a  journey  or  voyage,  i.  6 

larceny  on  a  journey  by  railway,  i.  7 

detached  parts  of  counties,  i6.,  i.  8 

offence  committed  in  another  county,  i.  8 

outlying  districts,  ib, 

counties  of  cities  and  towns,  i.  9 
offences  committed  on  the  seas,  i.  10 

places  limited  by  commission,  ib, 

concurrent  jurisdiction,  ib. 

high  and  low  water  mark,  L  11 

general  rules,  ib. 

bay  with  headlands,  ib, 

inland  sea,  ib. 

larceny  at  sea  and  carrying  on  shore,  i.  1 2 

offences  at  sea  triable  in  any  of  his  Majesty's  dorainiohs,  &c.,  i.  13 

murders  and  manslaughters  outside  of   his  Majesty's  domiilions^ 
i.  14 
punishment  for  offences  at  sea,  ih. 

trial  of  offences  at  sea  under  Consolidation  Statutes,  ib. 

trial  by  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions,  i.  51 

coinage  offences  at  sea,  i.  15. — See  Coin. 

murder,  Sio.,  out  of  England,  ib. 

accessory  within  jurisdiction  of  Admiralty,  ib. 

Central  Criminal  Court,  ib. 

judges  of  assize,  i.  16 

venue  in  indictments  for  offences  at  sea,  ^. 

sufficient  to  allege  offence  'on  the  high  seas,'  i.  17 

offences  under  Merchant  Shipping  Acts,  ib.,  i.  18 

jurisdiction  in  case  of  offences  on  board  ship,  i.  18 

or  in  any  foreign  port  or  harbour,  ib. 

proof  that  ship  is  a  British  ship,  i.  21 

what  are  the  '  high  seas,'  ib. 

Englishman  in  a  foreign  state  subject  to  the  law  thereof,  i,  22 

tri^  in  the  colonies,  ib. 

offences  committed  by  Governors  of  colonies,  i.  23 
venue  in  the  margin,  when  sufficient,  L  24 
.    in  larceny,  ii.  270,  et  seq. 
VERDICT, 

amendment  before,  i  62 

defects  in  indictment  cured  by,  i.  37 
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VESSEL, 

stealing  from,  in  port,  &c.,  ii.  307 
shipwrecked  or  in  distress,  ib. 
meaning  of  word  '  vessel/  ii.  961 
setting  fire  to,  ii.  958,  et  seq. 
VEXATIOUS  INDICTMENTS  ACTS 
applies  to  perjury,  i.  2 

subornation,  ib, 
conspiracy,  ib. 
false  pretences,  ib, 
gambling,  ib, 
disorderly  houses,  ib, 
indecent  assault,  ib. 
no  indictment  without  previous  authorisation,  ib. 
justices  to  take  recognizance  to  prosecute,  i.  3 
in  discretion  of  judge  whether  to  allow  prosecution,  ib, 
second  indictment  for  the  same  offence,  i.  4 
restriction  of  operation  of  former  Act,  ib, 
•     30  &  31  Vict.  c.  35--i6. 

costs  of  the  accused,  ib.j  i.  103 
VICTUALLERS.— See  Unwholesome  Food. 
VOIRE  DIRE, 

examination  on,  iii.  629 
VOTER, 

personating,  i.  331,  334,  335  j  ii.  890,  ^Arg. 

W. 
WAGER.— See  Gaming. 
WALLS, 

destroying,  ii.  944 
WAR, 

the  court  will  take  judicial  notice  of,  iii.  151 

articles  of,  proof  and  effect  of,  iii.  408 
WAR  DEPARTMENT, 

Stores  Act,  1867,  ii.  499 
WAREHOUSE, 

breaking  into  and  committing  a  felony  in,  iL  74 
with  intent,  &c.,  ii.  76 

setting  fire  to,  ii.  901 
WAREHOUSED  GOODS, 

embezzling,  <&c.,  ii.  402 

taking  out  goods  without  due  entry,  ib, 
WARPS, 

of  linen,  &c.,  stealing,  in  process  of  manufacture,  ii.  436 

destroying,  ^a,  ii.  949,  et  seq, 
WARRANT, 

where  it  may  be  executed,  i.  732 

must  be  executed  by  the  person  named  in  it,  or  by  some  one  in  his 
presence,  i.  734 

as  to  the  time  it  continues  in  force,  i.  735 

falsity  of  the  charge  no  answer,  i.  737 

requisites  of  a  warrant,  ib, 

party  to  be  apprehended  must  be  properly  described,  ib, 

blai^,  illegal,  t6.,  et  seq. 

for  payment  of  money,  stealing  or  obliterating,  ii.  222 
forging,  ii.  819,  851,  et  seq, 

India,  forging,  ii.  768 

dock,  stealing,  ii.  223 

of  Secretary  of  State  for  attendance  as  a  witness,  iii  597 


Index.  805 

WAKREN, 

taking  hares  or  rabbits  in,  ii.  801 
WATER, 

breach  of  contract  by  persons  employed  in  supply  of,  iii.  161 
WATERMAN, 

receiving  an  undue  number  of  persons  in  his  boat,  i.  839 
WAY. — See  tit.  Highway. 
WEAPON, 

offensive,  what  shall  be  deemed,  i.  277,  et  seg,,  632 
WEIGHTS  AND  MEASURES, 
cheats  by  false,  IL  516,  517 
WEIRS, 

in  rivers,  when  nuisances,  <&c.,  i.  521 
WHARF, 

stealing  goods  from,  ii.  307 
WHIPPING, 

under  The  Consolidation  Acts,  i.  78 
WIFE.— See  tit  Feme  Covebt. 
WILL, 

defect  of. — See  tit.  Capability. 
stealing,  obliterating;  <kc.,  ii.  219 
forging,  ii.  819 
will  of  a  living  person,  ii.  654 

of  a  non-existing  person,  ib, 
in  a  wrong  Christian  name,  ii.  659 
attested  by  only  two  witnesses,  ii.  668 
demanding  money  on  a  forged  will,  ii.  885 

on  probate  or  letters  of  administration,  knowing  the  will  to  have 
been  forged,  d^c,  ib. 
probate  o^  how  proved,  iii.  418 
how  far  conclusive,  ib, 
WINDING-UP  ACT,  ii.  395 
WINTER  ASSIZES, 

statute  respecting,  iii.  704 
WITCHCRAFT, 

cheats  by,  ii.  609 
WITNESS, 

dissuading  from  giving  evidence,  i.  360 

prosecutor  a  witness  for  the  prosecution  on  indictments  for  nuisance  to 

highway,  i.  503 
inhabitants  of  counties  in  prosecutions  for  not  repairing  bridges,  i.  555 
party  ravished  in  rape,  i.  866 

child  admissible  on  indictment  for  camal  knowledge,  i.  874 
woman  forcibly  taken  away  and  married,  witness  against  offender,  i.  837 
what  witnesses  are  competent,  iii.  611,  etseg, 

what  is  meant  by  competency,  ib, 
causes  of  incompetency,  ib. 
want  of  understanding,  ib. 
idiots,  ib. 

deaf  and  dumb  persons,  ib. 
lunatics,  ib. 
children,  iii.  612 
postponing  trial  to  instruct,  ib. 
defect  of  religious  belief,  iii.  613 
method  of  administering  the  oath,  iii.  614 

judicial  oaths  governed  by  the  law  of  nations,  iii.  615 

all  bound  by  the  oath  taken,  ib, 

proper  mode  of  examination  to  try  witnesses  competency,  iii.  616 
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trial  cannot  be  postponed  till  an  adult  has  been  instrncted,  iii.  616 
Quakers  and  Moravians^  t6. 
Separatists,  ih, 

others  declining  to  be  sworn,  iii.  617 
excommunicated  persons,  ih, 
lohsnjj  iii.  618 

incompetency  from  infamy  now  removed,  ib. 
accomplice,  iii.  600,  et  seq. — See  Accomplices. 
evidence  against  a  prisoner,  ib, 

ancient  practice  of  approvement  and  present  mokie  of  ad- 
mitting evidence  of,  ib,,  et  seq, 
principal  felon  a  witness,  iii.  609 

evidence  of  accomplice  alone  sufficient  in  point  of  itw, 
iii.  603 
what  confirmation  usually  required,  t6.,  ei  seq, 
confirmation  by  wife  of  accomplice,  iii.  608 
whether  confirmation  sufficient,  for  jury,  iii.  610 
where  confirmation  not  required,  iii.  609 
evidence  for  prisoner,  iii.  610 
incompetency  from  interest,  iii.  618,  etseq, 
now  removed,  ib,,  et  seq, 

defendants  on  their  trial  not  competent,  iii.  619 
questions  as  to  competency  of  prisoners  jointly  indicted,  ib, 
prisoner  pleading  guilty  or  acquitted,  iii.  620 
husband  and  wife,  iii.  620,  et  seq, 

hot  competent  for  or  against  each  other,  iii.  620,  ^'i^. 

in  collateral  cases,  iii.  622 

not  compelled  to  disclose  oommunications  made  to  each 

other,  iiL  621 
they  may  be  called  to  contradict  each  other,  iiL  624 
their  declarations,  ib, 
exceptions,  iii.  622 

abduction,  iii.  624 

indictment  for  personal  violence,  iii.  626 
high  treason,  iii.  626 
a  woman  living  as  wife,  ib, 

a  wife  competeut  against,  is  so  for  her  husband,  ibi 
objections  to  competency,  when  to  be  taken,  ib, 
how  to  be  supported  and  repelled,  iiL  627 
the  whole  evidence  on  both  sides  should  be  heard  wheii  the 

objection  is  taken,  ib, 
examination  on  the  voire  dire,  iiL  629 
judge  or  jury  competent,  iii.  630 
of  privileged  communications,  and  other  matters,  which  a  witness  may  not 

disclose,  iii.  539,  et  seq. — See  tit.  Privilbgbd  CoMMUKlCATiolrB. 
examination  of,  iii.  557,  et  seq, 
examination  in  chief,  ib. 

leading  questions,  ib,,  et  seq, 

leading  an  adverse  or  unwilling  witness,  iii.  559 
before  trial,  iii.  534 
on  behalf  of  prisoner,  iiL  513 
cross-examination,  iii.  559 

leading  questions,  iii.  560 
what  may  be  asked  upon,  id, 
obligation  of  witness  to  answer,  ib. 
assumptions  upon,  iiL  561 
as  to  written  instruments,  ib. 
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WITNESS — omtinued. 

of  witness  called  by  one  of  several  defendants,  iii.  561 
who  may  be  cross-examined,  iii.  562 

witnesses  whose  names  are  on  the  back  of  the  indictment  need 
not  be  called  in  order  to  give  an  opportunity  for  cross-exami- 
nation, ib, 
witness    of  one  party  afterwards  called   by  another,   iiL 
564 
witness  recalled  by  the  judge,  ib, 
re-examination^  ib, 
evidence  in  reply  confined  to  the  contradiction  of  the  evidence  for  the 

defence,  ib, 
in  the  discretion  of  the  court,  iii.  566 
examination  as  to  written  documents,  ib. 
written  instrument  used  to  refresh  the  memory,  ib, 
general  rule  as  to,  iii.  567 
adverse  party  may  look  at  it,  iii.  569 
writing  made  for  purpose  of  the  case  cannot  be  used,  ib, 
examination  as  to  opinion,  ib. 

questions  of  skill  and  judgment,  ib, 
opinions  of  medical  men,  iii.  570 
as  to  the  law  of  another  country,  iii.  571 
ordering  witnesses  out  of  court,  ib. 

counsel  may  not  cross-examine,  if  defendant  addresses  the  jury, 
iii.  572. 
the  judge  may  examine  witnesses  after  case  closed  and  objection 
taken,  iii.  572 
how  the  credit  of  tdtnesses  may  be  impeached,  ib, 

by  cross-examination  of  the  witness  as  to  his  own  conduct,  ib. 

he  is  not  obliged  to  answer  questions  tending  to  criminate  him, 

iii.  573f  et  seq, 
whether  he  is  bound  to  answer  questions  tending  to  degrade 
him,  iii.  575,  et  seq. 
such  questions  may  at  all  events  be  askedi  iii.  577. 
answer  conclusive,  ib, 
it  is  the  privilege  of  the  witness  only  to  decline  to  answer, 

iii.  546 
witness  entitled  to  protection  whenever  he  claims  it,  ib. 
witness  may  now  be  ajsked  whether  he  has  not  been  con- 
victed, iii.  578 
by  proof  of  contradictory  statements,  iii.  580 

a  foundation  must  be  laid  on  cross-examination,  ib,  et  aeq. 
proof  of  contradictory  statements  in  writing,  iii.  581 
rules  for  mode  of  proceeding  for  that  purpose,  ib, 
a  witness  may  now  be  cross-examined  as  to  written  state- 
ments, ib. 
counsel  entitled  to  see  the  paper,  iii  583 
judge  to  decide  as  to  the  paper,  ib. 

cross-examination  as  to  statements  made  before  the  com- 
mitting magistrate,  ib.  et  seq. 
what  questions  may  be  asked  to  lay  a  foundation  for  a  contra- 
dictory statement,  iii.  586 
in  what  cases  evidence  may  be  called  to  contradict^  ib.  et  seq. 
where  witness  does  not  directly  answer,  proof  of  statement  lA 
now  admissible,  iii.  589 
by  proof  of  his  acts  and  declarations  touchhig  the  cause,  ib. 

previous  cross-examination  necessary,  ib, 
re-examination,  iii.  590,  et  seq. 
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WITNESS— con^mtte(f. 

by  proof  of  his  character,  iii.  591 

general  evidence  only  can  be  given,  ib. 
his  character,  how  supported,  iii.  592 
how  far  party  may  discredit  his  own  witness,  iii.  593 

proving  a  previous  statement  inconsistent  with  his  evidence, 
ih. 
how  many  tcitnesses  are  necessary,  iii.  594 
single  witnesses  generally  sufficient,  ib. 
not  in  case  of  perjury,  ib. 

in  cases  of  high  treason,  ib. 
misprision  of  treason,  ib, 
how  attendance  is  to  be  co7npeUed,  iii.  595 
by  recognizance,  ib. 
by  subpoana,  iii.  596 

for  prisoner,  iii.  598 

person  present  in  court  may  be  examined,  iii.  597 
subpoena  duces  tecum,  iii.  596 
habeas  corpus  ad  testificandum^  iiL  598 
warrant  by  a  secretaiy  of  state,  iii.  597 

remedy  against  persons  neglecting  to  appear  on  subposna^  iii.  598 
expenses  need  not  be  tendered,  iii.  599 
how  attendance  is  to  be  remunerated,  i.  86. — See  Costs. 

protection  of,  from  arrest,  iii.  599 
evidence  of  witnesses  resident  abroad,  iii.  600 
deceased, 

evidence  of,  on  former  trial,  iii.  354 
attesting, 

when  necessary  to  call,  iii.  434 
WOMAN, 

procuring  abortion  of,  i.  853 
procuring  the  defilement  of,  i.  877 

forcible  abduction  and  tmlawful  taking  away  of,  i.  883,  et  seq, 
offences  at  common  law,  ib. 
offences  by  statute,  ib. 
abduction  from  motives  of  lucre,  i.  883,  886 
fraudulent,  i.  884 
forcible,  ib. 

taking  away  with  intent,  sufficient,  i.  885 
the  tiijLing  must  be  from  motives  of  lucre,  i.  886 
accessories,  L  884 
oonstruotion  of  the  3  Hen.  7 — ib. 
county  in  which  the  offence  is  committed,  i.  885 
indictment,  i.  886 

evidence  of  the  woman  carried  away,  L  887 
taking  away  a  maid  under  sixteen  from  her  father  or  guardian,  L  888 
construction  of  4  &  5  Ph.  &  M.,  i.  892 
oases  on  former  Acts,  i.  892,  et  seq, 
clandestine  marriages,  i.  898 
assault  by  taking  indecent  liberties,  i.  959 
WOOD, 

setting  fire  to,  ii.  932 
stack  of,  setting  fire  to,  ih, 
WOODS  AND  FORESTS, 

forgery  of  handwriting  of  the  Commissioners  of,  ii.  816 
WOOLLEN  GOODS, 

destroying,  in  course  of  manufacture,  ii.  949 
stealing,  in  course  of  manufacture,  ii.  436 
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WORDS, 

of  indictable  slander,  iii.  1 78 
slanderous  words,  t6. 
seditious  words,  iii.  198 

contemptuous,  to  the  judges  of  the  superior  courts,  iii.  203 
spoken  of  or  to  inferior  magistrates,  iiL  204 
will  not  make  an  affray,  i.  391 
provocation  by,  i.  676 
WORKHOUSE, 

embezzlement  in,  by  paupers,  ii.  402 
WORKMEN, 

combinations  of,  iii.  159,  et  seq, 
WORKS, 

on  rivers,  canals,  <&c.,  damaging,  &a,  ii.  940 

of  art,  in  museums,  &c.,  damaging,  &q,,  ii.  965 
WOUNDING,  i.  911,  et  seq. 
WRECK. — See  tit.  Shipwrecked  Vessel. 

impeding  person  saving  his  life,  i.  914 

stealing  from,  ii.  307,  508 

property  in,  how  laid,  ii.  255 

taking  into  a  foreign  port,  ii.  309,  508 

receiving  stolen  wreck,  iL  463 

destroying,  ii.  964 
WRESTLING, 

assemblies  for,  not  riotous,  i.  365 
WRITINGS, 

larceny  of,  ii.  217 ,  et  seq. 

proof  of,  iii  433 
WRITS, 

neglecting  to  deliver,  for  elections,  i.  336 
WRITTEN  SECURiriES, 

larceny  of,  ii.  220 

description  of,  ii.  264,  et  seq. 
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ACTS  OF  PARLIAMENT.— FubUc  and  Local  Acts  are  sold  smgly,  and 
may  be  had  of  the  Publishen  of  this  Catalogae,  who  have  also  on 
sale  the  largest  collection  of  Private  Acts,  relating  to  Estates, 
EndoBores,  Railwajrs,  Roads,  &c.,  &c. 

ACTION  AT  LAW.— Smith's  (John  W.)  Action  at  Law. 
— Twelfth  Bdition,  adapted  to  the  practice  of  the  Supreme  Court. 
By  W.  D.  I.  FOULKES,  Esq.,  Barrister-at-Law,  Joint  Editor  of 
the  "Licensing  Acta,"  and  the  "Judicature  Acts."     12mo.    1876. 

lOs.  6c2. 

"  ITie  author,  Indeed,  must  look  to  students  in  both  branches  of  the  profeBsion  for 
patrons,  and  we  can  heartily  advise  etndents  to  avail  themielves  of  his  aaslstanca.  His 
style  it  simple  and  perspicnooa ;  his  method  orderly.*'— £010  JourtuUt  August  19,  187A. 

*'  The  student  inll  find  In  '  Smith'e  Action'  a  manual,  by  the  stady  of  which  he  may 
easily  acquire  a  general  knowledge  of  the  mode  of  procedure  in  the  various  stages  of  an 
action  In  the  several  divisions  of  the  High  Court  of  Justice.  It  is  a  book,  the  pages  of 
which  neither  lawyers  nor  layman  need  hesitate  to  ooosolt,  inaamnch  as  the  information, 
as  fisr  ss  it  goes,  is  perfKtly  acoat-ate."— Xair  Timett  September  9,  1879. 

ADMIRALTY-Boyd.— Fide  *'  Shipping.*' 

Lowndes.-Fidc  " Collisiona.'* 

Pritehard's  Admiralty  Digest.— A  Digest  of  the 
Law  and  Practioe  of  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  of  England 
with  Notes  from  Text  Writers,  and  the  Scotch,  Irish,  and 
American  Keports.  Second  Edition.  By  ROBERT  A. 
PRITGHARD,  D.C.L.,  of  the  Inner  Temple,  Barrister-At-Law, 
and  WILLIAM  TARN  PRITGHARD.  With  Notes  of  Cases  from 
French  Maritime  Law.  By  ALGERNON  JONES,  Avocat  k  la 
Cour  Imp^riale  de  Paris.    2  vols.    Royal  8vo.    1865.  8/. 

Stuart's  Cases  heard  and  determined  in  the  Vice- Admiralty. 
Court  at  Quebec,  1886-76.  Edited  by  GEORGE  OEILL 
STUART,  Esq.,  Q.C.    2  vols.    Royal  8vo. '  1868-75,  Net,  61. 

AGENCY.— Petg rave's  Principal  and  Agent.— A  Manual 
of  the  Law  of  Principal  and  Agent.  By  E.  C.  PfiTGRAVE, 
Solicitor.     12mo.    1857.  7s.  6d 

Petgrave's  Code  of  the  Law  of  Principal  and 
Agent,  with  a  Preface.  By  E.  C.  PETGRAVE,  Solicitor. 
Demy  12mo.    1876.  Net,  2#. 

Rogers.— Fufe  <*  Elections." 

Russell's  Treatise  on  Mercantile  Agency.— Second 
Edition.    8yo.    1878.  Us.^ 

*«*  AU  ttandard  Law  World  are  kept  in  Stock,  in  law  cdy  and  other  hindinyt. 
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AGRICULTURAL  LAW.— Addison's  Practical  Guide  to 
the  Agricultural  Holdings  (England)  Act,  1878 
(38  &  89  Vic.  c  92),  and  Treatise  tbereon,  shewing  the  Alterations 
in  the  Law,  and  containing  many  useful  Hints  and  SuggestionB  as 
to  the  canying  out  of  the  Provisions  of  the  Act ;  with  Handy  Foims 
and  a  CarefuUy  Prepared  Index.  Designed  diiefly  for  the  use  of 
Agricultural  Landlords  and  Tenants.  By  ALBERT  ADDISON, 
Solicitor  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Judicature.  12mo.  1876.  iVist,  2«.  6<2. 
Cooke  on  Agricultural  Law. — The  Law  and  Practice 
of  Agricultural  Tenancies,  with  Numerous  Precedents  of  Tenancy 
Agreements  and  Farming  Leaaea,  &c.,  &c.  By  G.  WINGBOVE 
COOKE,  Esq.,  Banister-at-Law.    Svo.    1861.  18<. 

Dixon's  Farm.— Ftde  "Farm.** 

ARBITRATION.— Russell's  Treatise  on  the  Duty  and 
Po>/ver  of  an  Arbitrator,  and  the  La'w  of 
Submissions  and  Awards;  with  an  A^endix  of 
Forms,  and  of  the  Statutes  relating  to  Ajr1)itration.  By  FRANCIS 
BUSSELL,  Esq.,  Recorder  of  Tenterden.  Fourth  Edition.  BoyaI 
8vo.     1870.  IZ.  16t. 

ARTICLED  CLERKS.— Butlin's  Nevsr  and  Complete 
Examination  Guide  and  Introduction  to  the 
Law ;  designed  for  the  use  of  Articled  Clerks  and  those  who 
contemplate  entering  the  legal  profession,  comprising  Courses  of 
Beading  for  the  Preliminary  and  Intermediate  Examinations,  and 
for  Honours  or  a  Pass  at  the  Final,  with  Statute,  Case,  and  Judi- 
cature (Time)  Tables,  Sets  of  Examination  Questions,  &c.,  Ac  By 
JOHN  FRANCIS  BIJTLIN,  SoUdtor,  Ac  {In  tkeprest.) 
^A/'harton's  Articled  Clerk's  Manual.— A  Manual 
for  Articled  Clerks :  being  a  comprehensive  Qtdde  to  their  saooenful 
Examination,  Admission,  and  Practice  as  Attorneys  and  SolidtorB 
of  the  Superior  Courts.  Ninth  Edition.  Greatly  enlarged.  B^ 
CHARLES  HENRT  ANDERSON,  Senior  Prizeman  of  the  Inoor- 
porated  Law  Society,  &c.    Royal  12mo.     1864.  18«. 

ATTORNEYS.— Pulling's  Law  of  Attorneys,  General  and 
Special,  Attomeys-at-Law,  SolicitocB,  Notaries,  Prooton^  Convey- 
ancers, Scriveners,  Land  Agents,  House  Agents,  kc^  and  the  Offices 
and  Appointments  usually  h^d  by  them.  Their  several  Qualifica- 
tions and  legitimate  Province,  Rights,  Duties,  Privileges,  Exemptions, 
Disabilities,  and  Liabilities  in  me  General  Practice  of  the  Law,  in 
Legal  Proceedings,  in  Legal  Negotiations,  and  Legal  Fonnalities. 
And  the  Law  of  Costs  as  between  Party  and  Party  and  Attohiey  and 
CUent.  By  ALEXANDER  PULLING,  Serjeant-at-Law.  TUid 
Edition.     8vo.    1862.  18t. 

"  It  ia  a  laborious  work,  a  careAil  work,  the  work  of  a  lawyer,  aad,  beyond  oompailsoD, 

the  bent  that  has  ever  been  produced  upon  this  Botgeot'*— Zoao  fiiMt. 

Smith.— The  La^/vyer  and  his  Profession.— A 
Series  of  Letters  to  a  Solicitor  oonmienoing  Business.  By  J. 
0R1X)N  SMITH.     12mo.     1860.  i$, 

AVERAGE.— Hopkins'  Hand-Book  on  Average.— Third 
Edition.     8vo.    1868.  18«. 

LoT/vndes'  La>/v  of  General  Averag5^— Eds^  «nd 
Foiejen.  Second  Edition.  By  RICHARD  LOWNDES^  Author 
of  "rnie  Admiralty  Law  of  Collisions  at  Sea."  8vQ.  1874.  18<. 
'*  Mr  LowndoB  grapples  in  soch  a  masterly  way  with  each  ooe  ot  the  paints  of  difflcol^ 


of  General  Average  **  deserves  the  hlshest  praise  for  Its  aoute analysis  of  some  of  tlie  most 
hnportant  judicial  deofsioDs  on  the  suDject — Law  Moffoaine,  June,  i87S. 

\*  All  standard  Law  Worht  are  Je^  tn  Stock,  in  law  calf  and  other 
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BAILMENTS.— Jones  on  the  Law  of  Bailments.— Foxirth 
Edition.     By  W.  THEOBALD.    8vo.  18S4.  Nel,  6«. 

BALLOT.— FitzGerald's  Ballot  Act.—With  an  Iktroduction. 
Forming  a  Guide  to  the  Procedure  at  Parliamentaiy  and  Municipal 
Elections.  Second  Edition.  Enlarged,  and  containing  the  Municipal 
Elections  Act,  1875,  iind  the  Parliamentary  Elections  (Betnming 
Officers)  Act,  1875.  By  GEBALD  A.  B.  FITZGERALD,  M.  A.,  of 
liinooln's  Inn,  Esq.,  Bazrister-at-Law.  Fcap.  8vo.  1876.  5«.  6(f. 
'*  We  ahoold  atrongly  wMaa  any  person  ooanectod  with  elections,  whether  acting  as 

candidate,  agent^  or  in  any  other  capadty,  to  heoome  possessed  ot  this  mannsL"— Not. 

26,  1876. 

BANKRUPTCY.— Bedford's  Final  Examination  Guide 
to  Bankruptcy.— Second  Edition.    12mo.    1878.  U. 

Lynch's  Tabular  Analysis  of  Proceedings  in 
Bankruptcy,  for  the  use  of  Students  for  the  Incorporated  Law 
Society's  ExaminationB.    Second  Edition.    8yo.    1874.         Ntt,  U. 

Parker's  Analysis    of  the    Principal  Steps  in 

a  Bankruptcy  Proceeding,  taken  from  the  Baidmiptcy 

Act  and  Boles ;  with  an  Index.    By  FRANK  B.  PABEIER, 

one,&c.     Folio.     1870.  5«. 

Scott's  Costs  in  Bankruptcy.— Ftde^'Ootta." 

Smith's  Manual  on  Bankruptcy.— A  Manual  relating 

to  Bankruptcy,  Inaolve&cy,  and  Impxiaonment  for  Debt ;  comprising 

the  New  Statote  Law  yerbalim,  in  a  consolidated  and  readable  form. 

With  the  Bnles,  a  Oopioos  Index,  and  a  Supplement  of  Decisions. 

By  JOSIAH  W.  SMITH,  Esq.,  B.C.L.,  Q.C.,  Judge  of  County 

Courts.     12ma    187a.  10«. 

*^  The  Supplement  may  be  had  separately,  ne^  S«.  6<l. 

Williams'  Law  and  Practice  in  Bankruptcy, 
comprisfaig  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  the  Debtcn  Act,  and  the  Bankruptcy 
Bepeal  and  Insolyent  Court  Act  of  1869,  and  the  Bules  and  Forms 
made  under  those  Acts.  Second  Edition.  By  BOLAND  VAUGHAN 
WILLIAMS,  of  Lmcohi's  Inn,  Esq.,  and  WALTEB  VAUGHAN 
WILLIAMS,  of  the  Inner  Temple,  Esq.,  assisted  by  Francis 
Hallktt  Hasdoastub,  of  the  Inner  Temple,  Esq.,  Barristers- at- 

Law.     8vo.     1876.  1^.  8». 

" '  WiDiAins  on  Bankruptcy'  la  qnlte  satftfactory,  the  more  to,  perhaps,  as  the  authora 
have  wisely  *  not  altompted  to  glTe  all  the  old  anthorltl«i,  OTon  where  the  law  seems  xxa- 
ehanind,  bnt  rather  the  reaelt  of  those  authosititfi.'  "—lew  MagoMin^  Nor.  1876. 

"1^  presBnt  edition  la  a  Rteat  improTomenl "—SoUciCori*  Jwmal,  Auguit  26, 1876. 

"  It  wonid  be  dUBcnlt  to  speak  In  terms  of  nndne  praise  of  the  present  work.    .    .    . 
The  present  edition  brings  down  the  law  to  May,  1876,  and  the  profession  has  now  not 
oa^  the  BKWt  recent,  but  oartainly  one  of  the  beat,  tf  not  Uw  beat,  treatlae  on  the  Law  of 
Bankniptcj."-iHiMe  OpM»n,  July  1, 1876. 

BILLS  OF  EXCHANGE.— Chitty  on  Bills  of  Exchange 
and  Promissory  Notes,— Eleventh  Edition.  By  JOHN 
A.  BXJSSELL,  one  of  Her  Kajeaty's  Counsel,  and  Judge  of  County 
Courts.  {In  preparation,) 
Eddls*  Rule  of  Ex  parte  Waring.  By  A.  C.  EDDIS, 
B. A.,of  Linooln'Blnn,BarriBter-at-Lav.   Post  8vo.   1876.  Net,  2t.  M, 

81LLS  OF  SALE^Millar  and  Collier's  Bills  of  Sale.— A 
Treatise  oa  Bills  of  Sale,  with  an  Appendix  containing  the  Acts  for 
the  B^istration  of  Bills  of  Sale,  Precedents,  &e.  'Hurd  Edition. 
By  R  C.  J.  MILLAB  ,Bamster-at-Law.    12mo.     1871.      10«.  6d. 

BOOK-KEEPING.— Bedford  s  Intermediate  Examina- 
tion Guide  to  Boo l£-keeping.— Second  Edition.  12mo. 
187&  Net,  2f.  6d. 

*^*  All  stantiard  Zmw  Works  are  kept  in  Stock,  in  law  od^f  and  other  Inndinge, 
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CANAL  TRAFFIC  ACT.— Lely's  Rail^way  and  Canal  Traf- 
fic Act,  1873.— And  other  Bailway  and  Canal  Statutes  ;  with 
the  General  Orden,  Forms,  and  Table  of  Fees.    PostSvo.    1878.    Ss. 

CARRIERS.— Bro^wne  on  Carriers.— A  Treatise  on  the  Law  of 
Carriers  of  Goods  and  Passengers  by  Land  and  Water.  With 
Keferences  to  the  most  recent  American  DecasionB.  By  J.  H. 
BALFOUR  BROWNE,  of  the  Middle  Temple,  Esq.,  Bazrister^kt- 
Law,  Registrar  to  the  Railway  Commission.    8vo.   1878.  18«. 

CHANCERY  and  Vide  *'  EQUITY." 

Danieirs  Chancery  Practice.— The  Ptactice  of  the  High 
Conrt  of  Chancery,  with  some  observations  on  the  Pleadings  in  that 
Court  By  the  late  EDMUND  ROBERT  DANIELL,  Bairister-at- 
Law.  Fifth  Edition,  by  LEONARD  FIELD  and  EDWARD 
CLENNELL  DUNN,  Banisters-at-Law ;  with  the  aasistanoe  of 
JOHN  BIDDLE,  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls'  Chambers.  2  vols. 
8vo.    1871.  «.  U. 

SuppUmental  vohme  to  the  above. 

The  Practice  of  the  High  Court  of  Chancery  and  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery (Funds)  Act,  1872,  together  with  Appendices  containing  the 
Act,  and  the  Roles  and  Orders  thereonaer,  and  a  Collection  of 
Forms.  By  LEONARD  FIELD  and  EDWARD  CLENNELL 
DUNN,  Banisters-at-Law.    8vo.    1878.  8i.ed, 

"It  is  ihe  merit  of  Mr.  Dan^ell's  'Prftctioe'  that  it  takes  nothing  m  known.  The 
reader  it  minutely  Inetrncted  iohcU  he  is  to  do  and  kcw  he  is  to  do  it,  and  if  he  dosely 
follows  his  guide  he  cannot  go  wrong. "— ^ow  lYmct. 

Danieirs  Chancery  Forms.^Forms  and  Precedents  of 
Pleadings  and  Proceedings  in  the  High  Court  of  Chanceiy,  with 
PracticiJ  Notes  and  Observations,  and  References  to  the  Fourth 
Edition  of  Darnell's  Chancery  Practice ;  and  incozporatixig  the  Forms 
in  Braithwaite's  Record  and  Writ  Practice.  By  LEONARD 
FIELD  and  EDWARD  CLENNELL  DUNN,  Banisters-at-Law, 
and  JOHN  BIDDLE,  of  the  Master  of  the  RoUs*  Chamben. 
Second  Edition.    By  JOHN  BIDDLE.    8vo.   1871.  If.  12s. 

Jarman's  New  Chancery  Practice.— The  Pk«ctice 
of  the  High  Court  of  Chancery  in  the  Conduct  of  Suits  by  Bill 
or  Ox^inal  Summons,  including  Proceedings  in  the  Judges*  Cham- 
bers, Forms  of  Costs,  and  numerous  other  Forma.  The  Practice 
relating  to  Special  Cases  and  Petitions  of  Right,  kc  With  the 
Genenu  Orders  and  Decisions  of  the  Court  thereunder,  and  a  copious 
index.  By  HENRY  JARMAN.  The  Third  Edition,  much  enLvged. 
12mo.    1864.  II  U. 

Morgan's  Acts  and  Orders,  Fifth  Edition.  1876.— 
The  Statutes,  Greneral  Orders,  and  Rules  of  Court  relating  to  the 
Practice,  Pleading,  and  Jurisdiction  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Judi- 
cature, particularly  ¥dth  reference  to  the  Chancery  Division,  and 
the  Actions  assigned  thereto.  With  copious  Notes.  Fifth  Edition. 
CarefuUy  revised  and  adapted  to  the  new  Practice  by  GEORGE 
OSBORNE  MORGAN,  M.P.,  one  of  Her  Majesty's  Counsel,  and 
CHALONER  W.  CHUTE,  of  Lincohi's  Inn,  Barrister-at-Law,  and 
late  Fellow  of  Magdalen  College,  Oxford.  In  1  voL  Demy  8vo. 
1876.  IL  10*. 

%*  All  itandard  Low  Worke  are  liept  in  Stocky  in  law  caHf  and  otktr  6widiwy t. 


119,  CHANCBKY  LANE,  LONDON,  W.C. 


CHANCERY.- 

Morgan  and  Davey's  Chancery  Costs.— Fide  "Coste." 

Orders  and  Rules  of  the  High  Court  of  Justice, 
Chancery  Division.— PabliBhed  by  authority,  as  iflsned. 

CHURCH  AND  CLERGY.— Phillimore.—r«fe"EccleeijwticaILaw." 

Stephen's  Law^s  relating  to  the  Clergy.— 2  vols. 
Boyftl^Yo.    1848.  21.  IBs, 

CIVIL  LAW.— Bo-wyer's  Commentaries  on  the  Modern 
Civil  Law.— By  Sir  GEORGE  BOWYER  D.CL.,  Royal 
8to.    1848.  ISt. 

Bowyer's  Introduction  to  the  Study  and  Use 
of  the  Civil  Law.— By  Sir  GEORGE  BOWYER,  D.CL. 
Royal  Sra    1874.  5«. 

Cumin's  Manual  of  Civil  Law.— A  Mannal  of 
Civil  Law,  contamixiff  a  Tranalatioii  of,  aiid  Commentary  on,  the 
FngmentB  of  the  XLL  Tables,  and  the  Insfdtates  of  Justinian ;  the 
Text  of  the  Instftates  of  Crains  and  Jnstinian  arranged  in  parallel 
colmnns  ;  and  the  Text  of  the  Fragments  of  TTlpian,  and  of  Seleo- 
tions  from  Patd's  ReoeptsB  Sententie.  By  P.  CUMIN,  M.A., 
Banrl8ter>at-Law.    Second  Edition.    Medimu  8vo.    1865.  18«. 

Greene.— Ficfe  ''Roman  Law." 

Mears.— Ffcie  "Roman  Law." 

Voet  Commentarius  ad  Pandectas,  Translated 

into  English.— Part  I.  The  Contract  of  Sale.  (Book  rviii.) 
By  SIR  ROLAND  KNYVET  WILSON,  Bart,  of  Lincohi's  Inn, 
Barrister-at-Law.    Royal  8va     1876. 

COLLISIONS.— Lowndes' Admiralty  Law  of  Collisions 
at  Sea.— 8yo.    1867.  7«.  6cL 

COLONIAL  LAW.— Clark's  Colonial  Law.— A  Summary  of 
Colonial  Law  and  Praotioe  of  Appeals  from  the  Plantations.  8yo. 
1884.  11.  U. 

Vanderlinden.— Ffcfe  "Dutch  Law." 

COMMENTARIES  ON  THE  LAWS  OF  ENGLAND.- Bowyer.— 
Vide  "Constitutbnal  liaw." 

Broom   and    Hadley's   Commentaries  on    the 

La-ws  of  England.— By  HERBERT  BROOM,  LL.D.,  of 

the  Inner  Temple,  Bamster-at-Law ;  Reader  in  Common  Law  to 

the  Inns  of  Court ;    Author  of  "  A  Selection  of  Ijegal  Maxims," 

Ac.;   and  EDWARD    A.  HADLEY,  M.A.,  of   Lincobi's  Inn, 

Banister-at-Law  ;  late  Fellow  of  Trinity  Coll.,  Cambridge.     4  vols. 

8vo.      1869.  82.  8«. 

Mann.  Broom  and  Hsdley  baT6  been  unsparing  in  their  editorial  laboors.  There 
are  almndant  reference  notes,  so  that  the  diligent  student  can  consolt  the  authoriUee 
if  he  is  so  disposed.  Besides  the  table  of  contents,  there  are  an  appendix  and  a 
eoplona  index  to  each  Tolnme.  Nothing  that  could  be  done  to  make  the  work  useAil 
and  handy  has  been  left  ondona."— Law  JomnuO,  Nov.  19, 1M9. 

COMMERCIAL  LAW.— Levi's  International  Commercial 
Law. — Being  the  Principles  of  Mercantile  Law  of  the  following 
and  ol^er  Countries — viz. :  Englsjid,  Scotland,  Ireland,  British 
India,  British  Colonies,  Austria,  Belginm,  Brazil,  Bnenos  Ayres,  Den- 
mark, France,  Germany,  Greece,  Hans  Towns,  Italy,  Netherlands, 
Norway,  Portugal,  Prnssia,  Russia^  Spain,  Sweden,  Switzerland. 

*^^  AU  sUmdard  Law  Worki  are  kepi  in  Stock,  m  law  calf  and  other  hindinye* 
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COMMERCIAL  LAW.-OmfimMtC. 

(Jnited  Stfttea,  and  Wttrtembai|^.  By  LEONE  LEVI,  Em}.,  r.8.A., 
F.S.S.,  of  Lincoln's  Inn,  Barrister-at-Law,  Profeesor  of  the  Piindplee 
and  FnKHioe  of  Gommeroe  at  King's  CMogo,  London,  kc  Seoond 
Edition.    2  yoU.    Koyal  Svo.     1868.  IL  15c. 

Smith.^Vide  "Ifert^tile  Law." 

COMMON  LAW.— Braithwaite.— ^"Mlf  "Oaths." 

Fisher.— Ficfe  "  Digeats." 

Orders  and  Rules  of  the  High  Court  of  Justice^ 

Common  L.a>A/^  Divisions. — ^Pabiished  by  Autbority/aa 

issued. 

Smith's  Manual  of  Common  Law.— A  Manual  of 
Common  Law,  comprising  the  fundamental  prindplesand  the  points 
most  usually  occurring  in  daily  life  and  practice ;  for  the  Prac- 
titioner,  Student,  and  General  Reader.  By  JOSIAH  W.  SMITH, 
B.C.L.,  Q.C.,  Judge  of  County  Courts.      Seventh  Edition,  with 

Notices  of  the  Judicature  Acts.     12mo.    1876.  14*. 

*' Admirably  conoeiyed  and  execnted Eudnenthr  lucid  and  eondae    .    . 

A  pockot-book  of  yiOi  and  BMoare  of  eonmoa  law."— j£e0iiMa». 

**  Mr.  Jonah  Smith pomcoiea,  In  an  eminent  degree,  that  kind  ofloglcal bUII  which ediiblti 
itself  in  the  simple  arraniirement,  bat  exhaoetiye  dirision,  of  wide  and  oompUcated  satgeeti, 
and  is,  moreover,  gifted  ^ththe  rare  power  of  accnrate  oondensntlon.'' — JMkit9rf  JomwU. 

"  To  more  adranced  stadentc,  and  to  the  pnctitioBer,  whether  barriaier  or  attorney,  we 
think  the  *  Manual  of  OOmmon  Law '  a  matt  oseftal  and  coiiTenient  companion.    .    .    . 
It  is  compiled  with  the  scrnpuloni  care  and  the  abilttj  which  distingaish  Mr.  8mith*t 
proTiouB  works."— JiMtM. 

"  Smith's  Mannals  of  Common  Law  nnd  Bqaity  mast  be  resorted  to  as  the  open  sesames 
to  the  learning  reqoiiite  in  the  Final  IGxaminatiop  of  the  Inooiporated  Ism  SoeMtj.'^'^niim 
Pr.  Rollit's  Leetw%  p.  11. 

COMMON8  AND  INCL0SURE8.--Oooke  on  Inolosures.— 
The  Acts  for  facilitating  the  Indosute  of  Conunona  in  England 
and  Wales  ;  with  a  TieatJse  on  the  Law  of  Bights  of  CommonSf  in 
reference  to  these  Acts,  &c.,  &c.  With  Forms  as  settled  by  the 
IndoBure  CommissionerB.  By  G.  WINGBOVE  COOKE,  Esq. 
Bam'ster-at-Law.    Fourth  Edition.     12mo.    1864.  16f. 

Finlaison  on  Enclosure  of  Commons,  "Waste 
Lands,  <ScC.-^to.    1867.    Sewed.  Net,  2t.  (UL. 

'Woolrych's  Treatise  on  the  Law  of  the  Rights 
of  Common. — Second  Edition.    8to.    1850.  lU, 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW.— Bo^^yer's  Comnnentartes  on 
the  Constitutional  Law  of  England.— By  Sir 
GEORGE  BOWTER,  D.C.L.    Seoond  Edition.    Boyal  8yo.    1846. 

1L2m. 

CONTRACTS.— Addison  on  Contracts.— Being  a  Treatise  on 
the  Law  of  ContracU.  By  C.  G.  ADDISON,  Era.,  Author  of 
the  "Law  of  Torts."  Seventh  Edition.  By  L.  W.  CAVE,  Esq.,  one 
of  Her  Majesty's  Counsel,  Keoorder  of  Lincoln.  Royal  8vo. 
1875.  12. 18< 

'*  At  present  this  is  by  fitr  the  beet  hook  upon  the  Law  of  Contract  poBWHBcd  by  the 
Profoeaon,  and  it  is  a  tboron|4ily  practioal  book.**— Xoif  Timu, 

*'  We  cannot  speak  too  highly  of  the  peat  amount  of  w^-arran^ed  iafonnati<m  triiich 
is  to  be  fonnd  in  this  aeoondbook.  It  Is  a  magasine  of  learning  which  the  legjJ  practi- 
tioner will  find  of  rery  great  yaltie.'— £S9Meilof«'  JoumtUt  Maneh  80,  187S. 

'*  Mr.  Cave's  edition  of  Addiioa  orast  prore  a  great  acqoisltiOB  toerery  lawyer's  library.** 
>  Law  Timet,  April  Z,  1«T&. 

.  Leake  on  Contracts. — ^The  Elements  of  the  Law  of  Con- 
tracts. Second  Edition.  By  STEPHEN  MARTIN  LEAKE, 
of  the  Middle  Temple,  Banrister-at-lAW.  {Preparing  far  jpMietUum), 

*^*  AU  $Umdard  Ltuo  Works  arektpt  in  Stock,  in  law  calf  and  other  bindings 


^iWl 


119,  CHANCBRY  LANE,  LONDON,  W.C. 


COHTHkOTSi-OomHnutd, 

Pollock's   Principles   of    Contract   at  Law  and   in 

Equity ;  being  a  Treatise  on  the  Greneral  Principles  relating  to  the 

Validity  of  Agreements,  with  a  speeial  Tiew  to  the  compariaon  of 

Law  and  Equity,  and  with  references  to  the  Indian  Contract  Act, 

and  oocasionally  to  American  and  Foreign  Law.    By  FBEDERIGK 

POLLOGK,of Linoohi*sLui,Esq.,Barrister-at-Law.8yo.  1876.    H.  U, 

"  He  hM  saocMded  in  writing  a  book  on  Contracts  which  the  working  ktwyer  win  find 
M  uMfhl  for  reflsrenoe  m  any  of  Ite  predeceasorfi,  and  which  at  the  same  time  will  gire 
the  siiideat  what  he  will  seek  for  in  vain  elsewhere,  a  complete  raHonaU  of  the  law," — 
Lmo  Magatku  and  JKavtas,  Angnst,  1S76. 

**  ICr.  Pollock's  work  ooght,  in  our  opinion,  to  take  a  high  place  among  treatises  of  its 
class.  The '  ftiaion  of  law  and  eqnltj'  so  ftr  as  that  foslon  It  possible,  is  in  his  pagea  an 
aooomptished  t»tiL'*—PQB  Mall  Oaaitt,  March  Srd,  1876. 

**  This  is  a  work  of  nodoubted  merit  ....  We  can  onlj  regret  that  there  is  not  more 
of  snoh  teanhing  aboat»  bearing  fhiit  similar  to  the  book  now  before  ns.  A  prominent 
characteristic  eqiecially  valuable  at  the  present  time  is  that  the  principles  of  equity 
are  read  in  with  what  used  to  be  common  law  principles,  and  we  have,  therefore,  in 
this  one  volume^  the  law  relating  to  Contracts  as  administered  by  the  Supreme  Court  of 
•  Jndksktnre  under  the  Judicature  Acta.*— Lots  2Vsiei,  Feb.  12, 1876. 

"  A  work  which,  in  our  opinion,  shows  areat  ability,  a  discerning  intellect,  a  compre- 
hensive mind,  and  painitsklng  industiy.  The  book  ought  to  be  a  success.  *'— £a«p  Jomrttal, 
Jfarch  18, 1876. 

**  There  is  no  psrt  of  the  work  that  does  not  pleass  us  by  the  freshness  of  the  style  and 
the  ingenuity  of  the  treatment.  The  author  may  be  cangratolated  on  having  achieved  a 
marked  success  in  a  field  where  others  before  him  have  written  wttL^—BolMtor^  Jourttal, 
AprilA  1876. 

Snmith's  Law  of  ContPacts.— By  the  late  J.  W.  SMITH, 
Esq.,  Anthor  of  "Leading  Casee,"  &c.  Sixth  Edition.  By 
VINCENT  T.  THOMPSON,  Esq.,  Barristemat-Law.  8vo.  1874.  ie#. 

CONVEYANCINQ-Greenwood's  Manual  of  Convey- 
anclng. — ^A  Manual  of  the  Practioe  of  Conveyancing,  showing 
the  present  Practice  relating  to  the  daily  routine  of  Conveyancing 
in  Solidtors'  Offices.  To  mich  are  added  Concise  Common  Forms 
and  Precedents  in  Conveyancing ;  Conditions  of  Sale,  Conveyances, 
and  all  other  Assurances  in  constant  use.  Fourth  Edition.  By 
H.  N.  CAPEL,  B.A.,  LLJB.,  Solicitor.    8vo.     1876.  15». 

'*We  bdlsve  that  the  present  editios  will  be  found  by  articled  clerks  sad  young 
solicitors  a  trustworthy  guide  to  the  present  practice  relating  to  the  daily  rouOne  of 
conveyancing  in  solicitors'  offloes."— Xoie  Magaiim  and  Revino,  August,  1876. 

**The  work  is  well  done,  sad  will  be  very  usuhl  to  the  class  for  whom  it  is  intended.  It  is 
an  educatlcnal  as  well  as  a  practical  compendium,  and  it  conveys  that  ipedal  kind  ol 
Information  which  the  student  has  generally  the  greatest  dlfflculty  in  discovering  froir 
books."— «8Wicttor«'  Jommai, 

Prideaux's  Precedents  in  Conveyancing.— With 

Dissertations  on  its  Law  and  Plractioe.  Eighth  Edition.  By 
FREDERICK  PRIDEAUX,  late  Professor  of  Real  and  Personal 
Property  to  the  Inns  of  Court,  and  JOHN  WHITCOMBE,  Esqrs., 
Barristers-at-Law.     2  vols.    Royal  8vo.    1876.  ZL  10s. 

*'  Prldeauz  has  become  an  indispensable  part  of  the  Conveyancer's  library The 

now  edition  has  been  edited  with  a  care  and  accuracy  of  which  we  can  hardly  speak  too 

hiffhly Tho  care  and  completeness  with  which  the  dissertation  has  been 

revised  leaves  us  hardly  any  room  ibr  criticisms."— vSoMefters*  Jommai,  Oct.  14, 1876. 

"  We  really  can  hardly  imagine  a  conveyancer  being  required  to  prepare  any  instru- 
ment which  he  will  not  find  sketched  out  in  the  work  under  notice.  ....  We  may 
ftlso  be  allowed  to  add  our  tribute  of  praise  to  these  Precedents  for  their  conciseness, 
perspicuity,  precision,  and  perfection  of  drafting."— Law  Journal.  Sept  23, 1876. 

"  This  is  a  revised  edition  of  a  work  to  which  the  most  favourable  criticism  cannot  add 
reputation.**— Zrfxio  Times. 

*^*  All  standard  Law  Workt  are  kept  in  Stock,  in  law  calf  and  other  hindinffi. 


8  STBVE^S  AND  SONS'    LAW  PUBLICATIONS. 


CONVEYANCING. 

Housman's     Precedents     in    Conveyancing. — 

Designed  as  a  Hand-book  of  Forms  in  frequent  use,  with  Practical 

Notes.  By  F.  HOUSMAN,  Esq.,  Banigter-at-Law.  Svo.  1861.  16s. 

CONVICTIONS.— Paley   on    Summary   Convictions.— 

Fifth  Edition.    By  H.  T.  J.  MA0NAMARA,E8q.,  Banister-At- 

Law.    8to.    1866.  II,  Is. 

**  A  good,  practiosl,  and  Tsluable  treatise,  whldi  we  can  mlfAj  Teoomnund  to  the 

profeasba." — TV  £010  JounuU. 

"  *  Paley  on  Gonyictions '  has  enjoyed  a  high  repatatton  and  ezfteBsiTe  popularity.  No 
better  man  ooald  have  been  found  for  inch  a  work  than  Mr.  Macnamara.** — Imo  TUnm. 

COPYHOLDS.— Cuddon's  Copyhold  Acts.— A  suodnot  Trea- 
tise on  the  Copyhold  Acts,  the  practical  Working  and  Effect  thereof, 
and  the  mode  of  Procedure  under  the  same  for  etfecting  Enfranchise- 
ment. By  JAMES  CUDDON,  Esq.,  Barrister-at-Law.  Boyal 
8to.    1865.  lOt.  6<1 

COPYRIGHT.-PhlUips'  Law  of  Copyright.— The  Law  of 
Copyright  in  Works  of  literature  and  Art,  and  in  the  Appli- 
cation of  Designs.  With  the  Statutes  relating  thereto.  By 
CHABLES  PALMER  PHILLIPS,  of  Linoohi's  Lm,  Esq., 
BaiTister4kt-Law.    Svo.     1863.  12s. 

**  Mr.  FbUttpe'  work  is  at  once  an  able  law-book  and  a  Incid  treatise,  in  a  popular  form, 
on  the  rights  of  anthom  and  artists.  The  wants  and  Interesta  of  the  legal  pnotiticnen 
are  consulted  by  a  oarefol  ooUeotlon  and  discnssion  of  all  the  anthorities,  while  the  non- 
professional reader  will  find  in  the  book  a  well-wtittan  and  perfectly  intellicible  atatemeai 
of  the  law  upon  the  matter  of  which  it  treats.*'— /iritf,  Jan.  9, 1864. 

CORONERS.— J ervis  on  the  Office  and  Duties  of 
Coroners.— With  Forms  and  Precedents.  Third  Edition.  By 
C.  W.  LOVESY,  of  the  Middle  Temple,  Esq.,  Banister-at-Law. 
12mo.     1866.  12s. 

COSTS.— Carew's  Precedents  of  Bills  of  Costs,  for 
obtaining  Ghrants  of  Probate  and  Letters  of  Administration  in  the 
PrincipJ  Registry  of  the  Court  of  Probate.    1869.  5«. 

Morgan  and  Davey's  Treatise  on  Costs  In 
Chancery.— By  GEORGE  OSBORNE  MORGAN,  M.A., 
Barrister-at-Law,  late  Stowell  Fellow  of  University  College,  Oxford, 
and  Eldon  Scholar ;  and  HORACE  DAVEY,  M.  A.,  Banrister-at- 
Law,  late  Fellow  of  University  CoUege,  Oxford,  and  Eldon  Sdiolar. 
With  an  Appendix,  containing  Forms  and  IVeoedents  of  Bills  of 
Costs.    8yo.  1865.  U  Is. 

Morris'  Solicitors'  Fees  and  Court  Fees,  under 
the  Judicature  Acts.— With  Copious  Index.  By  WILLIAM 
MORRIS,  SoUdtor.     12mo.    1876.  4s. 

ScotVs  Costs  in  the  Superior  Courts  of  Com- 
mon Law,  and  Probate  and  Divorce,  and  in  Conveyancuig ; 
also  in  Bankruptcy  (Act  of  1869).  Proceedings  in  the  Crown  Office, 
on  Circuit  and  at  Sessions,  and  in  the  County  Court ;  together  with 
Costs  of  Interlocutoiy  Rules  and  Orders  under  the  Common  Law 
Procedure  Acts,  1852  and  1854,  Bills  of  Exchange  Act,  1855,  ftc., 
&c.,  and  the  Railway  and  Canal  Traffic  Act,  1854.  With  an 
Appendix,  containing  Costs  under  Parliamentary  Elections  Act, 
1868.  By  JOHN  SCOTT,  of  the  Inner  Temple,  Esq.,  Bairister^it- 
Law.    Third  Edition.    Royal  12mo.    1868-78.  U  4«. 

*«*  The    Supplement,  containing    '*  Banlcruptcy   Costs  (Act    of 
1869),"  may  be  had  separately.  Net,  3s. 

**  Mr  Scott's  work  u  well  known  to  the  profession.  It  is  an  extenalTe  ooUecUon  «»| 
tHxed  bills  of  costa  In  all  branches  of  practica,  anpplied  to  him  probably  by  the  taxing 
uiasters.  Snch  a  work  speaks  for  itself.  Its  obTwns  utility  is  its  best  jeoomminda- 
tion."~Xais  Tfmtt, 

\*  AUtiandMrdLa'w  WorUartheiipiin  aUHJt,iiiiUiW(xaf  aindf^^ 
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COSTS,— OonUmntd, 

Scott's  Costs  under  the  Judicature  Acts,  1873 
and  1876 ;  oontaming  the  **  Additionkl  Rules  *'  and  Scale  of 
Coets ;  together  with  Pbbobdentb  of  Taxed  Bills.  By  JOHN 
SCOTT,  Esq.,  Bairister-at-Law.    Ro7all2mo.     1876.  6s.  6d. 

Webster's  Parliamentary  Costs.  —  Private  BiUa, 
Election  Petitions,  Appeals,  Honse  of  Lords.  By  EDWARD 
WEBSTER,  Esq.,  of  the  Taxing  OflSce,  House  of  CommonB,  and  of 
the  Exaininers*  Office,  House  of  Lords  and  House  of  Commons. 
Third  Edition.     Post  8vo.     1867.  20<. 

*'  The  oUeet  of  this  work  is  to  give  the  scale  of  costs  sllowed  to  Solicit'  •ni  iu  rolation 
to  private  bUIs  before  Paiiiament^  the  oonduot  of  Kleotion  Petitions  and  Appeal  Causee, 
and  the  aUowanoe  to  WitnesBeo.  The  oonnectioa  of  the  author  with  the  Taxing  OQce 
of  the  House  of  Commons  ((ives  anthority  to  the  work.'*— i8olMlor<^  J<mmaL 

COUNTY  COURTS.— The  Consolidated  County  Court 
Orders  and  Rules,  1878,  with  Forms  and 
Scales  of  Costs  and  Fees,  as  issued  by  the  Lord 
Chancellor  and  Committee  of  County  Court  Judges.  Authorized 
Edition.    Super-royal  Svo.    1875.  Net,  3«. 

County  Court  Rules,  1876.    Authorised  Edition.    Na,6d. 

Pitt-Lewis*  County  Court  Practice. — A  Complete 
Manual  of  the  Practioe  of  the  County  Courts,  including  Admiraltj 
and  Bankruptcy,  embodying  the  Act,  Rules,  Forms  and  Coets, 
with  Table  of  Cases  and  Full  Index.  By  G.  PITTLEWIS, 
of  the  Middle  Temple  and  Western  Circuit,  Esq.,  Barrister-at-Law, 
sometime  Holder  of  the  Studentships  of  the  Four  Inns  of  Court. 
{In  pr^partUion,) 

CRIMINAL  LAW,>-Archbold's  Pleading  and  Evidence 
in  Criminal  Cases. — ^With  the  Statutes,  Precedents  of 
Indictments,  &c.,  and  the  Evidence  necessary  to  support  them.  By 
JOHN  JERVIS,  Esq.  (h^te  Lord  Chief  Justice  of  Her  Majesty's 
Court  of  Common  Fleas).  Eighteenth  Edition,  including  the 
Practice  in  Criminal  Plrooeedings  by  Indictment.  By  WILLIAM 
BRUCE,  of  the  Middle  Temple,  Esq.,  Barrister-at-Law,  and 
Stipendiary  Magistrate  for  the  Borough  of  Leeds.  Royal  i2mo. 
1876.  1^.  11*.  W. 

Cole  on  Criminal  Informations  and  Quo  ^A^ar- 

ranto.— By  W.  R.  COLE,  Esq.,  Barrister^bt-Law.     12mo.     1843. 

12*. 

Greaves'  Criminal  Law  Consolidation  and 
Amendment  Acts  of  the  24  &  23  Vict.— With 
Notes,  Observations,  and  Forms  for  Summary  Proceedings.  By 
CHARLES  SPREN6EL  GREAVES,  Esq.,  one  of  Her  Majesty's 
Counsel,  who  prepared  the  Bills  and  attended  the  Select  Committees 
of  both  Houses  of  Parluunent  to  which  the  BUIs  were  referred. 
Second  Edition.     Post  8to.     1862.  16f. 

Roscoe's  Digest  of  the  La^^r  of  Evidence  in 
Criminal  Cases.— Eighth  Edition.  By  HORACE  SMITH, 
Esq.,  Banister-at-Law.    Royal  12mo.  1874.  11.1U.M. 


•  • 
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CRIMINAL  LAW.-CSimMMMd. 

Russell  on  Crimes  and  Misdemeanors. — ^I&tended 
as  a  Court  and  Circuit  ConqMuiion.  Fifth  Edition.  By 
SAMUEL  PRENTICE,  Esq.,  one  of  Her  Majeety's  CoanB^ 
dYolfl.    BoyalSm    1877.  SLIUM, 

TUb  treatlM  Is  bo  mooh  more  copiooB  than  any  otbar  upon  all  the  mt^etAM  eontafaifld 
in  it,  that  it  affords  by  fiur  the  beat  means  of  aoauiring  a  knowledfft  of  the  GriBinalLaw 
In  ffeneral  or  of  aiiy  offence  in  particular ;  so  vat  it  will  be  found  peooUailr  nsefol  as 
«reU  to  those  who  wish  to  obtain  a  complete  knowled^  of  that  law,  as  to  those  who 
deaira  to  be  informed  on  any  porti<m  of  it  at  occasion  may  reqtdie. 

ThiB  work  also  contains  a  very  complete  treatise  on  the  Jiiw  of  Bridenoe  in  Cfiminal 
Cases,  and  in  it  the  manner  of  taking  the  depositions  of  witnesaee,  and  the  aramtnafions 
of  prisoners  before  magistrates,  is  ftuly  explained. 

'*  What  better  Digest  of  Criminal  Iaw  ooold  we  possibly  hope  for  than  ^Rosaell  on 
CrimesT'  '*— Jtfr.  FU^famet  Sttphem't  Sp^aeh  on  OedificaMim,  Dec,  l«7S. 

DIARY.— Lawyer's  Companion  (The},  Diary,  and  La-w 
Directory. — For  the  use  of  the  Legal  Profession,  Public  Com- 
panies, Justices,  Merchants,  Estate  Agents,  Aactioneers,  &c.,  kc 
Published  Ae^nuallt.  Thirty-first  Issue  for  1877.  {Now  readjf,) 
The  Work  is  Svo.  size,  strongly  bound  in  dathf  and  puUisked  at  Ac 
following  Prices  : —  «.    d. 

1.  Two  days  on  a  page,  plain 5 

2.  The  above,  imtkblsayed  for  Attendances 

3.  Two  days  on  a  page,  ruled,  with  or  without  money  ooluauM 

4.  The  above,  intbblbaved  for  Attshsakoss  .... 

5.  Whole  page  for  each  day,  plain  ...... 

6.  The  above,  interleaved  for  Attendanobb 

7.  Whole  page  for  each  day,  ruled,  with  or  without  money 

colunms 

8.  The  above,  intbblbaved  for  Attendances 

9.  Three  days  on  a  page,  ruled  blue  lines,  witiiout  money 

columns  .        .  6    0 

Tke  JDiary  is  printed  on  J0YN80N*8  paper  of  superior  quality, 
and  contains  meimoranda  of  Legal  Business  Arougkout  ike  Tear, 
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The  La^vyer's  Companion  for  1877.— Is  edited  by 
JOHN  THOMPSON,  of  the  Inner  Temple,  Esq.,  BttRister-at-Law; 
and  contains  a  Digest  of  Keoent  Cases  on  Costs ;  Monthly  Diary  of 
County,  Local  Government,  and  Parish  Business ;  Forms  of  Jurat ; 
Summary  of  Legislation  of  1876 ;  Alphabetical  Index  to  the  Practical 
Statutes;  a  Copious  Table  of  Stamp  Duties;  Legal  Time,  Interest, 
Discount  Income,  Wages  and  other  Tables;  Probate,  Legacy  and 
Succession  Duties ;  a  London  and  Provincial  Law  Directory,  and  a 
variety  of  matters  of  practical  utility. 

"  A  nablication  which  has  long  sgo  lecnred  to  itself  ttie  fi^voor  of  the  profession,  and 
which,  as  heretofore,  justifies  by  its  contents  the  title  sssumed  bj  it  The  new  Tolume 
presents  all  the  attrsctire  features  of  its  predecessors,  combined  witJi  maeh  matter 
compiled  specially  for  the  coming  year."— Xaw  Joiimalt  Nov.  4th,  1876. 

"  The  present  issne  contains  aU  the  information  which  could  be  looked  fbr  in  sadi  a 
work,  and  giyes  it  in  a  most  convenient  form  and  very  ooiopletely.  We  may  nnhesitatiagiy 
leoommend  the  work  to  our  readers. "--/So/t<;itor«'  JonrMil,  Nor.  S&th,  187i. 

*'  The  '  Lawyer's  Oomponion  and  Diary '  is  a  book  that  ought  to  be  In  the  possession  of 
every  lawyer,  iod  of  evety  man  of  bosiness.'* 

"The '  Lawyer's  Companion '  is,  indeed,  what  it  is  caOod,  for  it  ooabines  everything 
required  for  reference  in  the  lawyer's  oflloe."— Law  Timet. 

*^*  All  standard  Law  Works  are  kept  in  Stock,  in  laao  calf  and  other  bimdimgs. 
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DICTIONARY.— ^Vhapton's  Law  Lexicon.— A  Dictionary  of 
Jniispradenoey  explaining  the  Technical  Words  and  Fhiases  employed 
in  the  Mveral  Departmenta  of  English  Law  ;  including  the  various 
Legal  Terms  used  in  Commercial  Transactions.  Toeether  with  an 
£bq)lanatory  as  well  as  Literal  Translation  of  the  Latin  Maxims 
contained  in  the  Writings  of  the  Ancient  and  Modem  Commentators. 
Sixth  Edition.  Enlaqjed  and  revised  in  accordance  with  the 
Judicature  Acts,  by  J.  SHIKESS  WILL,  of  the  Middle  Temple, 
Esq.,  Barrister-at-Law.    Super  royal  Sva    1876.  21.  2t, 

'*Ai  a  work  of  referenoe  for  the  Utarsiy,  the  hsadBome  and  elaborate  edition  of 
Wharton's  Law  Lexicon '  which  Mr.  Shirees  will  lias  prodaoed,  must  sapenede  all  formor 
vaes  of  that  well-known  work.*'— Xoie  Maffcuiae  anaJtepiew,  Angnst,  1876. 

"  No  law  library  Is  complete  wtthont  a  law  dictionary  or  law  lexicon.  To  the  practi- 
ttooer  it  is  alwayi  oaefal  to  hare  at  hand  a  book  where,  in  a  email  compaas,  he  can  find 
an  explanation  of  terms  of  infreqaent  oeenrrenoe,  or  obtain  a  reference  to  tatutea  on 
moat  saUectB,  or  to  books  wherein  particalar  saliJects  are  treated  of  at  ftill  length.  To  the 
student  it  is  almost  indispensable.*' 

"We  hSTe  simply  to  notice  that  the  same  ability  and  aoeoracy  mark  the  preeont 
edition  whidi  were  consnictious  In  its  predeceseor.  1^.  Will  has  done  all  that  was  ren- 
dered neoeaaary  by  the  Jndleatnre  Aeis,  in  the  shane  of  incorporation  and  elimination, 
and  has  broocht  the  Statute  Law  down  to  the  date  of  pubUeation.**— Zkne  Ttmet,  March  4, 
1876. 

**  We  bare  been  at  the  pains  of  pemsing  many  words  or  titles  in  the  Lexicon  which 
teemed  Ukdy  to  contain  ue  resolts  of  recent  leglalatioo,  and  we  hare  been  led  by  that 
perusal  to  the  conclusion  that  Mr.  Will  has  performed  tids  part  of  his  task  with  skill  and 
oare.*'--Iai9  Jmumal,  March  18^  1876. 

'*  Wharton's  perennial  Law  Lexicon  has  Just  been  adapted  to  the  new  condition  of  the 
Law,  brought  abont  bythe  Judicature  Act  The  task  of  rerision  has  been  ably per- 
fbrmed  by  Mr.  Shirees  WiU.*^/Sb««rtfay  Btview,  April  Ibtib,  1876. 

DIQESTS.~Bedford.— Fide  *<  Examination  Guides." 

Chitty*s  Equity  Index.o<:!hitty*8  Index  to  all  the  Reported 
Cases,  and  Statutes,  in  or  relating  to  the  Principles,  Pleading,  and 
Practice  of  Equity  and  Bankruptcy,  in  the  several  Courts  of  Equity 
in  England  and  Ireland,  the  Pnyy  Council,  and  the  House  of  Lords, 
from  the  earliest  period.  Third  Edition.  By  J.  MACAULAY, 
Esq.,  Barrister-at-Law.    4  vols.    Boyal  8vo.     1863.  7Z.  7«. 

Fisher's  Digest  of  the  Reported  Cases  deter- 
mined in  the  House  of  Lords  and  Privy  Coimoil,  and  in  the 
Courts  of  Common  Law,  Divorce,  Probate,  Admiralty  and  Bank- 
ruptcy, from  Michaehnas  Term,  1756,  to  Hilary  Term,  1870; 
with  Beferenoes  to  the  Statutes  and  Rules  of  Court.  Founded  on 
the  Analytical  Digest  by  Harrison,  and  adapted  to  the  present 
practice  of  the  Law.  By  &  A.  FISHER,  of  the  Middle  Temple,  Esq., 
Bazxister-ai-Law     Five  large  volumes,  royal  8vo.    1870.     121. 12a. 

(Cbfi^ued  AntwaUy.) 

**  Mr.  Fiabai's  Digest  is  a  wonderful  work.  It  is  a  mirade  of  humsn  Indostryr— ifr. 
/itfMMlFiBfa 

"The  fact  is,  that  we  hare  already  the  best  of  all  possible  digests.  I  do  not  refer  merely 
to  the  works  which  pass  nndar  that  title— thoosh,  I  confess,  I  think  it  would  be  very 
dUBealt  to  improve  upon  Mr.  Fisher's  *GoBunon  Law  Digest*— I  refer  te  the  innnmerabls 
text  books  of  every  brandi  of  the  law.  What  better  digest  of  oriiafaial  law  could  we 
poasibly  hope  tar  than  'Knsiell  on  Crimes,'  and  the  current  Soeooe  and  Archbold,  to  say 
nothing  of  the  title,  '  Criminal  Law/  hi  <  Fisher's  Digest'  *'— Ifr.  FU^james  8tmkm,  d  C.  in 
MiAdHrma  u>tk«LmoAmmdmmiaoetdif<mOod{fkattominIndkiandBnffkm^  Sestiom  187i-8. 

Leake.— Fide  "Beal  Property." 

Notanda  Digest  in  Law,  Equity,  Bankruptcy, 
Admiralty,  Divorce,  and  Probate  Case&— By 
H.  TUDOR  BODDAM,  of  the  Inner  Temple,   and  HARRY 

%*  AUtittmdtfrdLww  Wcrki  wre  hepiinStodi,  in  law  calf  and  other  bindingi. 
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DIGESTS.— OonHnued. 

GBEENWOOD,  of  Lincoln's  Inn,  EsqTB.,  Burristen-at-Law.  The 
NoTAMDA  DiGBBT,  from  the  oommenoement,  Deoember,  1862,  to 
October,  1876.    In  1  volume,  half-bound.  Ifei,  82.  8«. 

Ditto,  for  1873, 1874,  1875  and  1876,  sewed.  Net,  each,  12«.  6d. 

Ditto,  Annual  Subscription,  Plain  Copy  and  Two  Indexes,  or  Adheeiye 
Copy,  printed  on  one  side,  for  insertion  in  Text-Books. 

Payable  in  advance.      Net,  16«. 
*«*  The  Cases  under  the  Judicature  Acts  and  Rules  of  Court 
commence  in  No.  4  of  1876.    The  numbers  are  now  issued  regulaily 
evexy  second  month. 

DIVORCE.— Bro-wne's    Treatise    on    tiie    Principles 

and  Practice  of  the   Court  for  Divorce  and 

Matrimonial  Causes:— With  the  Statutes,  Rules.  Fees, 

and    Forms    relatmg    thereto.      Third   Edition.      By   GEORGE 

BROWNE,  Esq.,   B.A.,  of  the  Inner  Temple,-  Barrister^kt-Law. 

8vo.     1876.  IZ.  4«. 

'*  We  think  this  Edition  of  Mr.  Brotme's  Treatiae  has  been  edited  with  eommendable 

care.    Tlte  book,  an  it  now  stands,  is  a  dear,  pracdcal,  and,  so  far  as  we  haTe  been  able  to 

test  it,  accurate  ezpositioii  of  diroroelaw  and  procedure. " — JMteUars'Jomrnml^  AprU  SS,  18T6 

Macqueenon  Divorce  and  Matrimonial  Causes. 
— Including  Scotch  Marriages  and  Scotch  Law  of  Divorce,  ftc.  With 
numerous  Precedents.  Second  Edition,  greatly  enlaiged.  By  JOHN 
ERASER  MACQUEEN,  Esq.,  Bairister-at-Law.   8to.  1860.    18j. 

DOMICIL.— Phillimore's  (Dr.  R.)  Law  of  Domicil.— 8vo 
1847.  »«. 

DUTCH  LAW.— Vanderlinden's  Institutes  of  the  La^vs 
of  Holland.— 8vo.    1828.  .     1M8«. 

EASEMENTS.— Goddard*s   Treatise    on   the   Law    of 

Easements.— By  JOHN  LEYBOURN  GODDARD,  of  the 

Middle  Temple,  Barrister-at-Law.    8yo.    1871.  14«. 

\*  The  Author  was  i^pointed  by  Her  Majesty's  Digest  of  Law 

ConmiissionerB  to  prepare  a  specimen  Digest  of  the  Law  of  Easements. 

"  Nowhere  has  the  sabj«ct  oeen  treated  eo  eachaaativelj,  and,  we  maj  add.  eo  aoiflnttt- 

call  J,  as  by  Mr.  Ooddard.  We  recommend  it  to  the  most  careful  etadyofthe  law  atodent, 

as  well  as  to  the  library  of  the  practitioner.'*~£aio  Tlmef,  March  18,  18T1. 

**  As  a  true  reAectioa  of  the  cases  and  as  an  admirably  complete  eoUectton  of  authorities 
not  only  in  Banc  but  at  Klsi  Prlus,  the  book  is  inralnable ;  and  where  the  oases  are  silent 
the  author  hss  taken  pains  to  ascertain  what  the  law  would  be  if  brought  into  question  " — 
Law  Journal,  March  10,  1871. 

^A/'oolpych.— Fide  '*  Lights." 

ECCLESIASTICAL.—Phillimore's  (Sir  H.)  Ecclesiastical 
La>^.— The  Eodesiastical  Law  of  the  Church  of  England.  With 
Supplement,  containing  the  Statutes  and  Decisions  to  end  of  1875. 
By'  Sir  ROBERT  PHILLIMORE,  D.C.L.,  Official  Principal  of 
the  Arches  Court  of  Canterbuiy ;  Membw  ojf  Her  Majesty's  Most 
Honourable  Privy  Council.     2  vols.     8yo.    1873-76.  82.  7<.  6cL 

*«*  The  Supplement  may  be  had  separately,  price  4t.  6dw,  sewed. 

Rogers'  Ecclesiastical  l^SiW.—A  Practical  Airangement 
of  Ecclesiastical  Law,  including  a  Treatise  on  Prohibition,  and  show- 
ing  the  Practice  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts.  Second  Edition.  By  F.N. 
ROGERS,  Esq.,  one  of  Her  Majesty's  Counsel.   8yo.    1849.    U  16<. 

Stephens.— Ttefe  "Church and  aergy." 

ELECTIONS.— Fitzgerald.— Ffrfc  «  Ballot.* 

*,*  All  itandard  Law  Wori»  are  heptin  Stock, m  lawealfamd other  dtiuiHvf. 
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£LECT\OHS.-Co,uuue.i. 

Rogers  on  Elections,  Registration,  and  Election 
Agency. — With  an  Appendix  of  Statutes  and  Form'*.  Twelfth 
Edition.  By  F.  S.  P.  WOIjFERSTAJ^,  of  the  Inner  Temple,  Esq., 
Ban-ister-at-Law.     12mo.     1876.  IZ.  10». 

"The  book  maint&lns  its  repatatioa  a^  a  woU  arrjuigod  mjgaziue  of  all  the  authorities  on 
the  BubjecL"— Z^ow  Journal,  Aagost  19,  1876. 

**  Mr.  Wolfersfcaa  has  added  a  ne^  chuptar  on  election  agoncy,  which  coiitdlns  a  care- 
fnl  and  valuable  digest  of  the  decisions  and  dicta  on  thiB  thorny  subject." -So.' icitor« 
Journal,  October  28,  I8T6. 

ENQLANO,  LAWS  OF,— Bo  wye  r.— Fide  "  Constitutional  Law.»' 
Broom  and  Hadley.—  FMfe"  Commentaries." 
Syms'  Code    of  English    Law  (Principles  and  Practice) 

for  handy  reference  in  a  Solicitor's  office.  ByF.  U.  SYMS,  Solicitor. 

12mo.    1870.  16m. 

EQUITY,  and  Vide  CHANCERY. 

Seton*s  Forms  of  Decrees,  Judgments,  and 
Orders  in  Equity. — Adapted  to  the  Rules  of  Procedure 
under  the  Judicature  Act,  with  Practical  and  Explanatory  Notes. 
Fourth  Edition.  By  R  H.  LEACH,  Esq.,  Senior  Registrar  of  the 
Court  of  Chancery  ;  F.  G.  A.  WILLIAMS,  of  the  Inner  Temple, 
Esq. ;  and  H.  W.  MAY,  of  Lincoln's  Inn,  Esq.,  Barristera-at-Law. 
In  2  vols.  ( VoL  I.  in  the  press.) 
Smith's  Manual  of  Equity  Jurisprudence.— 
A  Manual  of  Equity  Jurisprudence  founded  on  the  Works  of  Story, 
Spenoe,  and  other  writers,  and  on  the  subsequent  cases,  comprising 
the  Fundamental  Principles  and  the  points  of  Equity  usually  occur- 
ring in  General  Practice.  By  JOSIAH  W.  SMITH,  B.C.L.,  Q.O., 
tfudge  of  County  Courts.  Eleventh  Edition.  12iho.  1873.  12$.  6d. 
**To  turn  np  all  in  a  word,  for  the  stadent  and  the  Juriaconsnlt,  the  Manual  is  the  nearest 

approach  to  an  eqoity  code  that  the  preeont  literatore  of  the  law  is  able  to  famish  "*-  Lew 

Tbnet 

"  It  will  be  found  as  useful  to  the  practitioner  as  to  the  student.**— SMMtori'  Jowual. 

**  Mr.  Smith's  Manual  has  fairly  won  for  itself  the  position  of  a  standard  work."— Jurist. 

**  It  retains,  and  that  deservedly,  the  reverence  of  Doth  examiners  and  students."— From 
a  Leaw4  on  a  Course  of  Reading  6y  A.  K.  Bou.it,  LL.D.,  Gold  MedaUUt  nf  the  UnivereUy 
i^  London,  and  Prizeman  qf  the  IneorparatmiLmttSiKietp.      ,^.  ^    ,  ,  ,  , 

**  There  is  no  dlsyilsi^yg  the  truth ;  the  proper  mode  to  use  this  boolc  is  to  learn  its  pagec 
by  heart.*— £ai0  Magazine  and  Review. 

Smith's  (Sidney)  Principles  of  Equity.— 8vo.    1856. 

1^  6«. 
eVIOENCE.— Archbold.— rid<j  "  Criminal." 
Roscoe.— Ktde  **  Criminal" 
Roscoe.— rid«  "  Nisi  Prius." 
EXAMINATION  GUIDES— Bedford's  Guide  to    the  Preli- 
minary   Examination    for     Solicitors.--Fourth 
Edition.  12mo.  1874.  2iet,  3«. 

Bedford's  Digest  of  the  Preliminary  Examina- 
tion Questions  on  English  and  Latin,  Grammar,  Geography, 
History,  French  Grammar,  and  Arithmetic,  with  the  Answers. 
8vo.     1876.  18«. 

Bedford's    Preliminary  Guide  to  Latin  Gram- 
mar.—12mo.    1872.  I^ety  8*. 
Bedford's  Intermediate  Examination  Guide  to 
Bookkeeping.— Second  Edition.  12mo.  1876.         Net^2i.6d. 
Bedford's  Final  Examination  Guide  to  Banlc- 
ruptcy. — Second  Edition.    12mo.    1873.  U. 
*^*  All  standard  Law  Works  are  kept  in  Stock,  in  law  calf  and  other  bindings. 
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EXAMINATION  C\}\DES -Continued. 

The  following  are  published  the  day  after  each  Examination  : — 

Bedford's  Preliminarv. — Containing  the  QuestionB  of  the 
Preliminary  ExaminationB.  Edited  by  E.  H.  BEDFORD,  ^U- 
dtor.    Sewed.  Net,  Is, 

Bedford's  Intermediate  and  Final.— Containing  the 
QuestionB  and  Answers  at  the  Intermediate  and  Final  Examinations. 
Edited  by  E.  H.  BEDFORD,  Solicitor.     Sewed.  Each,  net,  6^. 

Butlin.— Fid«  "  Articled  Clerks." 

Lynch.— Fide  "Bankruptcy,"  "  Judicature  Acts,"  and  "Statutes." 
Lynch  and  Smith. —  Vide  "Judicature  Acts." 
EXECUTORS.— Williams*  Law  of  Executors  and  Ad- 
ministrators.— A  Treatise  on  the  Law  of  Executors  and  Ad- 
ministrators. Seventh  Edition.  By  the  Rt  Hon.  Sir  EDWARD 
VAUGHAN  WILLIAMS,  late  one  of  the  Judges  of  Her  Majesty's 
Court  of  Common  Pleas,  and  WALTER  VAUGHAN  WILLIAMS 
EBci.,Barri8ter-at-Law.     2  vols.     Royal  8vo.     1873.  32.16s. 

FACTORY  ACTS.  — Notcutt*s  Factory  and  Workshop 
Acts. — Comprising  all  the  Laws  now  in  force  (including  the 
Act  of  1874)  for  the  regulation  of  Labour  in  Factories  and 
Workshops,  with  Introduction,  Explanatory  Notes,  and  Notes  of 
decided  cases,  by  GEORGE  J  ARVIS  NOTCUTT,  of  the  Middle 
Temple,  Esq.,    Barrister-at-Law.     12mo.     1874.  9<. 

"Tbe  book  is  a  yery  creditable  and  uscfhl  work,  and  the  cases  cited  are  all  of  con- 
aidorable  authority  and  well-recogulsed  standing.  We  can  recommend  the  book  to  all  who 
require  a  bandy  compilation  of  a  few  8i)ecial  statates."— Laie  Times. 

FARM,  LAW  OF.— Addison  ;   Cooke.— Fide  "Agricultural  Law." 

Dixon's  Law  of  the  Farm  —A  Treatise  on  the  Iaw  of 

the  Farm  ;   includmg  the  Agricultural  Customs  of  England  and 

Wales.     Third  Edition.      With  an  Appendix  of  Cases  to  the  end  of 

HilM7  Term,  1863.    By  HENRY  HALL  DIXON,  Esq.,  Barrister- 

at-Law.     12mo.     1868.  21<. 

FIXTURES.-Amos    and     Ferard    on     Fixtures.— Second 

Edition.     Royal  8vo.     1847.  16*. 

Woodfall.— 5«  **  Landlord  and  Tenant." 

FORMS  — Chitty's  Forms.  Eleventh  Edition.  By  THOMAS 
CHITTY ,  lEaq.     {In  preparation.) 

Corner's  Forms  of  Writs  and  other  Pro- 
ceedings on  the  Cro'wn  side  of  the  Court 
of  Queen's  Bench.— 8vo.    1844.  7«.  6d, 

Daniell's  Chancery  Forms. — ^Forms  and  Precedents  of 
Pleadings  and  Proceedings  in  the  High  Court  of  Chancery,  with 
Practical  Notes  and  Observations,  and  References  to  the  Fourth 
Edition  of  Daniell's  Chancery  Practice ;  and  incorporating  the 
Forms  in  Braithwaite's  Record  and  Writ  Practice.  By  LEONARD 
FIELD  and  EDWARD  CLENNELL  DUNN,  Barristers-at-Law, 
and  JOHN  BIDDLE,  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls'  Chambers. 
Second  Edition.    By  JOHN  BIDDLE.    8vo.    1871.  II.  12m. 

Moore's  Solicitor's  Book  of  Practical  Forms.— 
12mo.    1852.  7$.  6d. 

HIGHWAYS-Bateman's  General  Highway  Acts.— 
Second  Edition.  By  W.  N.  WELSBY,  Esq.  With  a  Supplement 
containing  the  Highway  Act  of  1864,  &c.  With  Notes  and  a 
Revised  Index  by  C.  MANLEY  SMITH,  of  the  Inner  Temple, 
Esq.,  Barrister-at-Law.     12mo.     1865.  10«.  6d. 

*^*  AU  Mtandard  Law  Works  are  hqpt  in  Stock,  in  law  calf  and  other  bindings. 
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HI  QHW  A  Y8.- CoitfAMMi. 

Shelford's  La-w  of  High^vays.— The  Law  of 
Hi^ways  ;  including  the  Grenenl  Highway  Acts  for  England  and 
Wales,  and  other  Statutes,  with  oopions  Notes  of  the  Decisions 
thereon  ;  with  Forms.  The  Third  Edition.  With  Supplement  by 
C.  MANLEY  SMITH,  Esq.,  Banister-at-Law.  12mo.  1865.  Us. 
*,*  The  Supplement  may  be  had  separatdy,  price  3«.  sewed. 

INCLOSURES.— ru2e  '<  Commons." 

INDIAN  LAW^MontPiou ;  the  Hindu  Will  of  BengaL 

With  an  Introductory  Essay,  &c.    Koyal  8vo.    1870.      Net,  11.  10«. 
Norton's  Law  of  Evidence  applicable  to  India. 

By  JOHN  BBXJCE  NOBTON,  hi^te  Advocate-General  of  Madras. 

Ninth  Edition.    {In  the  press.) 
Norton's  Leading  Cases  on  the  Hindu  Law  of 

Inheritance.— 2  vols.    Boyal  8vo.    1870-71.         Net,  2L  lOs. 

I  INFANTS Ebsworth's  Law  of  Infants.— A  Handy  Book 

'  of  the  Law  of  Infants.    By  JOHN  EB3W0BTH,  Esq.,  SoUdtor. 

12mo.     1861.  Zs, 

Forsyth's    La'w    relating    to    the    Custody    of 

Infants     in     Cases     of     difference     between 


f  Parents  or  Guardians.— 8vo.    1850.  Bs. 

i  INSURANCE.— Arnould  on  the  Law  of  Marine  Insu- 

^  ranee.— Fourth  Edition.     By  DAVID  MACLACHLAN,  lisq., 

Barrister-at-Law.     2  vols.    Boyal  8vo.     1872.  2/.  Us.  6d. 

Hopkins'    Manual    of   Marine    Insurance.— 8vo. 
1867-  ISs, 

Lowndes. — Vide  "Average." 

INTERNATIONAL  LAW — Amos'  Lectures  on  Inter- 
national 'L.Byv. — Delivered  in  the  Middle  Temple  Hall  to  the 
Students  of  the  Inns  of  Court,  by  SHELDON  AMOS,  M.A.,  of 
the  Inner  Temple,  Barrister-at-Law ;  Professor  of  Jurisprudence 
(including  International  Law)  to  the  Inns  of  Court;  Professor  of 
Jurisprudence  in  University  College,  London.  Boysd  8vo.  1874. 
I  10s.  6d, 

Kent's    International    Law.  —  Kent's  Commentary  on 
International  Law,  Revised,  with  Notes  and  Cases  brought  down 
to  the  present  tune.     Edited  by  J.  T.  ABDY,  LL.D.,  Barrister-at- 
Law.     Second  Edition.  {In  the  press.) 
"Dr.  Abdy  haa  done  all  Law  Studente  a  gieat  Bcrvlce  in  prosenting  that  poition  ol 
Ken^t  Commentaries  wUcfa  relates  to  pablic  international  Law  in  a  B\ng\t  vulutnc,  uoiiber 
large,  diffuse,  nor  ezpensiye." 

"  Altogether  Dr.  Abdy  haa  performed  hin  task  in  a  manner  worthy  of  hiB  reputation. 
His  book  will  be  useful  not  only  to  Lawyers  and  Law  Students,  for  whom  it  was  primarily 
intended,  but  also  for  laymen.  It  is  well  worth  the  study  of  every  member  of  an  onligbteued 
and  ciTilixed  commxalty. "'SoUdton^  Journal,  March  16th,  1867. 

Levi's  International  Commjercial  Law.— Being  the 
Principles  of  Mercantile  Law  of  the  following  and  other  Countries 
— viz.  :  England,  Ireland,  Scotland,  British  India,  British  Colonies, 
Austria,  Belgium,  Brazil,  Buenos  Ayres,  Denmark,  France,  Germany, 
Qreece,  Hans  Towns,  Italy,  Netherlands^  Norway,  Portugal,  Prussia, 
Bussia,  Spain,  Sweden,  Switzerland,  United  States,  and  Wiirtemberg. 
By  LEONE  LEVI,  Esq.,  F.S.A.,  F.S.S.,  of  Lincoln's  Inn,  Barrister 
at-Law,  Professor  of  the  Principles  and  Practice  of  Commerce  at 
King's  College,  London,  &c.  Second  Edition.  2  vols.  lioyal  8vo. 
1863.  U.  15*. 

*^*  All  standard  Law  Works  are  krid  in  Stocly  in  law  coif  and  otJur  bindings. 
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INTERNATIONAL  LkH .-CtnuiMud. 

Prize  Essays  on  International  Law— By  A.  P. 
SPBAGUE,  Esq.,  CouDBellor  of  Law  in  the  United  States,  and 
M.  PAUL  LACOMBE,  Adyocate  in  France.  With  an  Introduc- 
tion by  His  BxceUency  DON  ARTURO  DB  MARCOARTU, 
Ex-Deputy  to  the  Cortes.     Royal  8vo.     1876.  7«.  6<i. 

Vattel^s  Law  of  Nations.— A  New  Edition.  By 
JOSEPH    CHITTY,  Esq.      Royal   Svo.      1884.  U  1«. 

Wildman*s  International  La-w. — Institutes  of  Inter- 
national Law,  in  Time  of  Peace  and  Time  of  War.  By  RICHARD 
WILDMAN,  Barriater-at-Law.  2  vols.    8vo.    1849-50.      1/.  2*.  6</. 

JOINT  STOCKS.— Jordan's  Joint  Stock  Companies.— A 

H^uidy   Book    of    Practical  Instructions  for  the  Formation  and 

Management  of  Joint  Stock  Companies.       Fifth  Edition.       12mo. 

1875.  Ifet,  2«.  6d. 

Thring's  (Sir  H.)  Joint  Stock  Companies*  Law.— 

The  Lkw  and  Practice  of  Joint  Stock  and  other  Pnhlic  Companies,  in- 

dudiog  the  Statutes,  with  Notes,  and  the  Forms  required  in  Making, 

Administering,  and  Winding-up  a  Company,  with  a  Supplement 

containing  the  Companies'  Ac^,  1867,  and  Notes  of  Recent  Decisions. 

By  Sir  HENRY  THRING,  K.C.B.,  The  Parliamentary  Counsel 

Third  Edition.    By  GERAUD  A.  R.  FITZGERALD,  of  Lincoln's 

Inn,  Esq.,  Barrister •at-Law,    and   Fellow  of  St.   John's  College, 

Oxford.     12mo.     1875.  1/. 

This,  as  the  work  of  the  original  drsnghtsman  of  the  Oompsnlee  Act  of  18<53,  and 
well-known  Parliamentary  ooanael,  Sir  Henry  Thrlnff,  is  naturallr  the  hi^heat  aatboritj 
on  the  sabject.  We  specially  commend  to  ull  intending  ahareholdeni  and  directors  the 
chapter  treatins:  their  legal  position  and  liabilities  with  a  deamees  and  amplitude  which 
eare  uothLog  to  be  dMired  even  by  the  most  cndinarj  lay  comprehension.*' — 79ke  Ttates, 
April  21, 1876. 

JUDGMENTS.  —  Pask's  Judgments,  Executions,  and 
Crown  Debts. — The  Judgments  Law  Amendment  Acts 
relating  to  Heal  Property,  22  ft  23  Vict^  c.  85,  and  23  &  24  Vict, 
c.  38,  28  &  24  Vict  c.  115,  and  27  &  28  Vict  c.  112.  With  Notes, 
Keferences  to  Cases,  and  Index  :  forming  an  Appendix  to  "  The 
Practice  of  Registering,"  &c  By  JAMES  PA8K,  Chief  Clerk  to 
the  Kegistrar  to  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  Westminster.  Third 
Edition.     12mo.     1866.     Sewed.  Net,  2<. 

JUDICATURE  ACTS.— Braithwaite.— Fufc  "Oaths." 

Clowes'  Compendious  Index,  to  the  Supreme 
Coux*t  of  Judicature  Acts,  and  to  the  Oiders  and  Rules 
issued  thereunder.  By  W.  CLOWES,  Esq.,  one  of  the  B^stran 
of  the  Court  of  Chancery.  Second  Edition,  revised  and  enlarged. 
(Uniform  in  size  with  the  Qveen's  Printer' a  BdUion  of  the  Acts  and 
Rules.)    1875.    Balf  hound,  10s.  6d. 

*«*  The  above,  with  the  Acts  and  Rules  (Anthoiized  Edition),  Orders  in 
Council,  and  additional  rules,  court  fees,  &a,  complbtb  in  one 
Volume,  hound  in  limp  leather.  IL  5«. 

Lely  and  Foulkes*  Judicature  Acts,  1873  and 
1876  :  containing  the  Statutes,  Rules  of  Court,  and  Orders  in 
Council,  with  Notes,  forming  a  Pbactice  of  thb  Supreice  Coubt. 
By  J.  M.  LELY  and  W.  D.  L  FOULEES,  Esqis.,  Barristers-at- 
Law.    Royal  12mo.    1875.  lis. 

(Bound  in  limp  leather ,  ISs,  6d.,  or  the  same,  interleaved,  21s.) 
*'  Wc  think  that  in  eyery  wav  the  work  deserves  high  oommendation.   The  t7pogr^>by 

And  general  get-np  of  the  book  is  excellent— a  book  which  Is  highly  creditable  to  a£ 

oonccmcd."— low  Ttmea,  Oct.  9, 1876. 

*«*  All  standard  Law  Works  are  kept  in  Stock,  in  law  eatf  and  other  bindings. 
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JUDICATURE  ACTS. 

L  eys*  Complete  Time-Table  to  the  Rules  under 
theSupre  meCourt  of  Judicature  Act,1875.  Show- 
ing all  the  periods  fixed  by  the  Bules  within  or  after  which  any  proceed- 
ings may  be  taken.      By  JOHN  KIRKWOOD  LEYS,  M. A-,  of  the 
Middle  Temple,  Esq.,  Barristerat-Law.  BoyalSva  1875.  Net,  18.6(1 
Lynch    and  Smith's  Introduction  to   the  Final 
Hxamination. — Being  a  collection  of  the  questions  set  by  the 
Incorporated  Law  Society,  with  the  answers  adapted  to  meet  the 
recent  extensive  alterations  made  by  the  JUDICATURE  ACT, 
1878.      By    H.    FOULKS     LYNCH,    SoUcitor,    and    ERNEST 
AUGUSTUS  SMITH,  SoUcitor,  Clifford's  Inn,  Prizeman  ;   Senior 
Prizeman  of  the  Incorporated  Law  Society,  and  Brodrip  Grold  Medalist, 
1872.     Vol.  I.  The  Principles  of  the  Law.     Post  8vo.  1874.        12«. 
Lynch's  Epitonme  of  Practice  in  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Judicature  in  England.    With  References 
to  Acts.  Rules,  and  Orders.    For  the  Use  of  Students.    Royal  Svo. 
Third  Edition.    Incorporating  the  AppeUate  Jurisdiction  Act,  1876, 
and  the  Rules  of  the  Supreme  Court,  December,  1875,  and  June, 
1876.    1876.  'Net,U. 

Morris.—  Vide  "  Costs.** 
Scott.—  Vide  "  Costs." 

Stephen's  Judicature  Acts  1873, 1874.  and  1878, 

consolidated.  With  Notes  and  an  Index.  By  J.FITZJAMES 

STEPHEN,  one  of  Her  Majesty's  Counsel.    12mo.    1875.     4«.  6(2. 

Wilson's  Judicature  Acts,  Rules  and  Forms.  With 

Notes  and  a  copious  Index,  and  additional  Rules  to  Dec.,  1876,  forming 

a  ComplbteGuide  to  the  New  Pkaotioe.  il^  ARTHUR  WILSON, 

of  the  Inner  Temple,EBq.,Barrister-at-Law.  Royal  12mo.  1875.     IBs, 

(Bound  in  limp  leather  for  the  pocket,  22<.  6d.y  or  the  samef  Interleaved,  25<.) 

*«*  A   LABOE  PAPER  EDITION  OF  THE  ABOVE  (for  maiginal  notes),  with 

Additional  Rules  to  December,  1876.    Royal  Svo.     1875.         1^  5s, 

(Bound  in  Ump  leather,  11.  10«.). 

"The  referenoea  are  Ample,  and  the  deacriptton  of  the  matter  referred  to  is  clear. 

The  result  of  a  vary  careful  examlnatton  of  Mr.  Wilson's  book  ia  that  It  is  executed 

with  great  care  and  thoronghneaa,  and  that  It  will  be  of  the  atmoat  Talue  to  all  thoee  on 

whom  the  taak  fidla,  whether  as  praotltioDera  or  aa  adminiatratora  of  the  law.  of  applying 

and  adapting  the  new  practice  aiid  procedure."— tSbMeOori'  Journal,  Oct  23, 1876. 

"  We  nare  nothing  oat  praiae  to  bestow  apon  the  annotating  of  the  rules.  We  have 
no  donbt  it  will  maintain  a  position  in  the  front  rank  of  the  works  upon  the  all-engroasing 
■abject  with  which  it  deal8."~£ov  Thmes,  Oct.  16,  1875. 

^'^lir.  Wilson  haa  appended  to  the  Acta  and  Rnlet,  especially  the  latter,  a  valuable  body 
of  notea.  whioh  we  are  rare  will  be  found  uaeftil."— Xow  Journal,  Oct.  80,  1876. 

*'  Mr.  Arthur  Wilaon,  aa  might  hare  been  expected.  Is  particularly  racoeiafnl  In  deal- 
ing with  the  Rolea  of  Court,  to  which,  indeed,  his  notea  are  an  ahnost  indispensable 
accompaniment  "—Low  MaffaHm,  Not.  1875. 

JURISPRUDENCE.— Amos,  I^slw  as  a  Science  and  as 
an  Art. — ^An  Introductory  Lecture  delivered  at  XTniversity 
College  at  the  commencement  of  the  session  1874-5.  By  SHSLDON 
AMOS,  Esq.,  M.A.,  Barrister-at-Law.  8yo.  1874.  Net,  Is.  6d, 
Phillimore's  (J.  G.)  Jurisprudence.— An  Inaugural 
Lecture  on  Jurisprudence,  and  a  Lecture  on  Canon  Law,  delivered 
at  the  Hall  of  the  Inner  Temple,  Hilary  Tenn,  1861.  By  J.  6. 
PHILLIMORE,  Esq.,  Q.C.    8yo.    1851.    Sewed.  3«.  64. 

JUSTICE  OF  THE  PEACE.— Arnold's  Summary  of  the 
Duties  of  a  Justice  of  the  Peace  out  of 
Sessions.— Summary  Convictions.  By  THOMAS  JAMES 
ABNOLD,  Esq.,  one  of  the  Metropolitan  Police  Magistrates. 
Svo.    1860.  1^.  6s. 

%*  AU  standard  Law  Works  are  kept  in  Stock,  in  law  calf  amd  other  bindings. 
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JUSTICE  OF  THE  PEACE,-ci««Hi«f. 

Burn's  Justice  of  the  Peace  and  Parish  OfRcer. 

— Edited  bv  the  following  Barristers,  under  the  General  Superinten- 
dence of  JOHN  BLOSSETT  MATJLE,  Esq.,  Q,C.,  Keoorder  of 
Leeds.  The  Thirtieth  Edition.  Vol  I.  containing  titles 
"Abatement"  to  " DwelMngs f or  Artiiams ;"  byTHOS.  SIKRBLL 
PRITCHARD,  of  the  Inner  Temple,  Esq.  VoL  II.  containing 
titles  "  Easter  Offering "  to  "Hundred  ;"  by  SAML.  BOTELER 
BRISTOWE,  of  the  Inner  Temple,  Esq.  Vol  HI.  oontainmg 
titles  •'Indictment*  to  "Promissoiy  Notes;"  by  LEWIS  W. 
CAVE,  of  the  Inner  Temple,  Esq.  VoL  IV.  containing  the  whole 
title  "Poor;"  by  JAMES  EDWD.  DAVIS,  Esq.,  Stipendiary 
Magistrate  for  Stoke-npon-lVent  {Sold  aqiorcUdy,  price  12.  1 1«.  6(i. ) 
VoL  V.  containing  titles  "Quo  Warranto"  to  "Wreck;"  by  JOHN 
BLOSSETT  MATTLE,  Esq.,  Q.C.,  Recorder  of  Leeds.  Five  vols. 
8vo.    1869.  71.  7i. 

Since  the  pablication  In  184ft  of  the  former  Bdltion  of  Bunfi  Ju$tiee  af  the  Pnaee  and 
FaHth  Qffktr  the  whole  range  of  the  Law  which  Magistrates  had  to  administer  has 
undergone  more  or  less  alteration,  and.  Indeed,  the  time  whioh  has  elapaed  tinoe  that 
imblioation  appeared  has  donbtless  worked  as  great  a  diange  In  the  Hagistiatea  them- 
selves :  so  that  to  verv  many  of  the  Oentlemen  now  oomposiog  the  body  of  Justices  the 
Enqrclopedic  Work  of  Bom  must  be,  if  not  entirely  onknown,  at  least  imfunihar  as  a 
book  of  reference. 

Paley.— Fiete  "Convictions." 
Stone.— Fide  "  Petty  SesslonB." 
JUSTINIAN,  INSTITUTES  OF.-Cum in.— Fuic  «avil  Law." 
Greene.— Fide  "Roman  Law.'* 
Mears.— FWe  "Roman  Law." 
Voet.— Fide  "avn  Law." 
LAND  DRAINAGE.— Thring's  Land  Drainage  Act.— With 
an  Introduction,  Practical  Notes,  an  Appendix  of  Statutes  relating 
to  Drainage,  and  Forma.      By    THEODORE   THRING,   Esq., 
Barrister-at-Law.     12mo.     1861.  7t. 

LAND  TAX— Bourdin*s  Land  Tax.— An  Exposition  of  the 
Land  Tax  ;  its  Assessment  and  Collection,  with  a  statement  of  the 
rights  conferred  by  the  Redemption  Acts.  By  MARK  A.  BOUR- 
DIN,  of  the  Inland  Revenue  Office,  Somerset  House  (late  Registrar 
of  Land  Tax).    Second  Edition.    Crown  8to.    1870.  4«. 

LANDLORD  AND  TENANT Woodfall's  Law  of  Landlord 

and  Tenant.— A  Fmctical  Treatise  on  the  Law  of  Landlord 
and  Tenant,  with  a  full  Collection  of  Precedents  and  Forms  of 
Procedure.  Tenth  Edition.  By  W.  R.  COLE,  Esq.,  Bamsterat- 
Law.    Royal  8yo.    1871.  Net,  1/.  18«. 

LAW,  GUIDE  TO.— A  Guide  to  the  Law  for  General 
Use.    By  a  Banister.    Twenty-first  Edition.    Crown  8vo.     1876. 

Net,ds.(UL 

LAW  LIST  —  Law^  List  (The).— Comprising  the  Judges  and  Officers 
of  the  different  Courts  of  Justice,  Counsel,  Special  Pleaders, 
Draftsmen,  Conveyancers,  Attorneys,  Notaries,  Ac,  in  England 
and  Wales ;  to  which  are  added  the  Circuits,  Jvadgm^  Treasurers, 
Registrars,  and  High  Bailiffii  of  the  County  Courts,  District 
Registries  and  Regiiters  under  tiie  Ptobate  Act,  Lords  Lieu- 
tenant of  Counties,  Recorders,  Clerks  of  the  Peace,  Town  Cleriu, 
Coroners,  Colonial  Judges,  and  Colonial  Lawyers  having  English 
Agents,  MetropoHtan  Police  Magistrates,  Law  Agents,  Law  and 
Public  Officers,  Cliouits  of  the  Judges  and  Counsel  attflnding 
Circuit  and  Sessions,  List  of  Sheriffs  and  Agents,  London  Commis- 
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LAW  LIST.-OmWiHttwf. 

■lonen  to  Administer  Oaths  In  the  Sapreme  Court  of  Judicature  in 
England,  &c.,  &c.,'  and  a  variety  of  other  useful  matters  so  far  as 
relates  to  Special  Pleaders,  Draftsmen,  Conveyancers,  Attorneys, 
SoUcitors,  Proctois  and  Notaries.  Compiled  by  WILLIAM  HENRY 
COUSINS,  of  the  Inland  Bevenne  Office,  Somerset  House,  KegiBtrar 
of  Certificates,    Published  annually.      By  authority.     Net,10$,6d, 

LAW  REPORTS.— ^'Wc  pages  26-7. 

LAWYER'S  COMPANION.— F»d«  "  Diary." 

LEGACIES.— Roper's  Treatise  on  the  Law  of  Lega- 
cies.—Fourth  Edition.  By  H.  H.  WHITE.  2  vols.  Royal  8vo. 
1847.  8/.  8«. 

LEXICON.— fMie  "Dictionary." 

LICENSING.— Lely    and     Foulkes'     Licensing     Acts, 

1828,  1869,  1872,  and  1874;  Containing  the  Law  of  the 

Sale  of  Liquors  by  Retail  and  the  Management  of  Licensed  Houses ; 

with  Notes  to  the  Acts,  a  Summary  of  the  Law,  and  an  Appendix 

of  Forms.    Second  Edition.     By  J.   M.   LELY  and  W.  D.   L 

FOULKES,  Esqrs.,  Banristers-at-Law.  Royal  12mo.  1874.  8*. 
"  Mman.  Lely  and  Fbulkee^s  pjan  is  to  pilut  in  fall  the  principal  Aota,  and  to  inter- 
polate between  the  sections  of  each  of  these  statntes  all  suDodiaty  enactments,  distin- 
guishing them  by  hradcets  and  marginal  notes  ....  to  most  of  the  sectlains  of  the 
Act  of  last  Session  notes  are  added.  These  notes  are  osoallj  sensible  and  to  the  point 
aud  glTe  eyidence  both  of  care  and  knoirledge  of  the  wih^QGtr—SolkUors'  Joumai. 

LIEN.— Cross'  Treatise  on  the  J^aw  of  Lien  and 
Stoppage  in  Transitu. — 8vo.    1840.  15*. 

LIGHTS— Wool rych's  Practical  Treatise  on  theLa^w 
of  Windo^NAT  Lights.— Seoond  Edition.    12mo.    1864.      6«. 
LOCAL  C0VERNMEIIT.--F«2e  <*PnbUo  Health." 
LUNACY.— Elnmer's  Lunacy  Practice.— Fifth  Bdition.    By 
JOSEPH  ELMES^  of  the  Ofioe  of  the  Masters  in  Lunacy.     8yo. 
1872.  U  It. 

MAGISTERIAL  LAW^B urn.— Fuie  "Jnstioeof  Peace." 
Leeming  and  Cross. — Vide  **  Quarter  SearionB." 
Paley.— Fide  "Convictions." 
Pritchard.— Fitfe  "  Quarter  Seadons." 
Stone.— Ftcfe  "  Petty  Seasiona." 
MAINTENANCE    AND    CHAMPERTY.— Tap  p     on     Main- 
tenance and  Champerty. — An  Inquiiy  into  the  present 
state  of  the  Law  of  Maintenance  and  Champerty,  principally  as 
affecting  Contracts.    By  WM.  JOHN  T APP,  of  Lincohi's  Inn«  £eq. , 
Barrister-at-Law.    12mo.     1801.  4«.  M, 

MANDAMUS.  — Tapping  on  Mandamus.  — The  Law  and 
Practice  of  the  High  Prerogative  Writ  of  Mandamus  as  it  obtains 
both  in  England  and  Ireland    Royal  8vo.    1848.  1^.  la. 

MARINE   INSURANC&^Fuitf  '<  Insurance." 

MARTIAL  LAW.— Finlason's  Treatise  on  Martial  La^w, 
as  allowed  by  the  Law  of  England  in  time  of  Rebellion ;  with 
Praotioal  Dluatrations  drawn  fram  the  Ofikaal  I>ocmneiit8  in  the 
Jamaica  Caae,  and  tiie  Evidence  taken  by  the  Royal  Oommissbn  of 
Enquiry,  with  Comments  Constitutional  and  LegaL  By  W.  F. 
FIKLASON,  Esq.,  Banrister-at-Law.    8vo.    1866.  12s. 

MERCANTILE  LAW.— Boyd.— Ficic  *' Shipping.*' 
Brooke.— Fide  "Notary." 
Russell.- FMie  ''Agency." 

*«*  All  ikmdmxL  Law  Workt  aire  kept  m  Stock,  in  Imp  eaJlf  andttther  bmoUugi, 
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MERCANTILE  LAW.-C!wirtnii«f. 

Smith's  Mercantile  La'w. — ^A  Coinpendiuin  of  Mercantile 
Law.  By  the  late  JOHN  WILLIAM  SMITH,  Esq.  Ninth 
Edition.  By  G.  M.  DOWDESWELL,  of  the  Inner  Temple,  Esq., 
one  of  Her  Majesty's  Counsel.  {In  die  prest.) 

Tudor's  Selection  of  Leading  Cases  on  Mer- 
cantile and  Maritime  Law.— With  Notes.  By  0.  D. 
TUDOR,  Esq..  Barrister-at-Law.  Second  Edition.  Royal  8vo. 
1868.  U  18«. 

MERCHANDISE  MARKS  ACT.—Vide  <*  Trade  Marks." 

METROPOLIS  BUILDINQ  ACTS -Wool rych's  Metropolis 
Building  Acts. — With  Notes,  Table  of  Cases,  and  Index. 
Second  Edition.  By  NOEL  H.  FATERSON,  Esq.,  Barrister-at- 
Law.  {In  the  press,) 

MINES.— Rogers'  La^^  relating  to  Mines,  Minerals, 
and  Quarries  in  Great  Britain  and  Ireland: 
with  a  Summary  of  the  Laws  of  Foreign  States  and  Practical 
DirectionH  for  obtaining  Government  Grants  to  work  Foreign  Mines. 
Second  Edition  Enlarged.  By  ARUNDEL  ROGERS,  Esq.,  Bar- 
rister-at-Law.     8yo.      1876.  12.  11«.  6d, 

"Most  oomprehensiTe  and  complete."— Xoio  Ttnus,  Jane  17.  1876. 
"Although  iBsaed  u  a  Seooad  Edi  tion,  the  work  appears  to  have  been  almq^t  entirely 

re-written  and  very  much  improrod ....    The  Tolnme  will  proTe  inTsloable  as  a 

work  of  legal  reference."— 3%«  Mini  ng  Journal,  May  18, 1876. 

MORTQAQE.— Coote's  Treatise  on  the  Law  of  Mort- 
gage.—Third  Edition.    Royal  8vo.    1850.  Ne^  12. 

MUNICIPAL  ELECTIONS -FMk"BaUot" 

NISI  PRIUS.— Roscoe's  Digest  of  the  Law  of  Evidence 

on  the  Trial  of  Actions  at  Nisi  Prius.— Thirteenth 

Edition.    By  JOHN  DAT,  one  of  Her  Majesty's  Counsel,  and 

MAURICE  POWELL,  Banister-at-Law.  R^  12mo.   1875.  2L 

{Bound  in  one  thick  volume  calf  or  circuity  5a,  6d.,  or  in  tvfo  convenient  voU. 

calf  or  circuit,  10«.  net,  extra^) 
"  The  work  itself  has  long  ago  won  a  position  altogether  uniqiUL  and  in  the  hands  of 
its  present  editors  there  is  no  fear  that  the  poeidon  will  be  lost."— low  Jownal,  Juljr  10, 1875 

Selwyn's  Abridgment  of  the  La^w  of  Nisi 
Prius.— Thirteenth  Edition.  By  DAVID  EEANE,  0.0^ 
Recorder  of  Bedford,  and  CHARLES  T.  SMITH,  M.A.,  one  of  the 
Judges  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Cape  of  Grood  Hope.  2  toIb. 
Royal  8vo.     1869.    {PuUithed  at  22.  16s.)  Net,  12. 

HOT MiOA.— Vide  "Digests." 

NOTARY.— Brooke's  Treatise  on  the  Office  and  Prac- 
tice of  a  Notary  of  England.— With  a  full  ooUeddon  of 
Precedents.  Fourth  Edition.  (Including  "The  Crossed  Cheques 
Act,  1876.")  By  LEONE  LEVI,  Esq.,  P.S.A.,  of  Lincohi'B  Inn, 
Barrister-at-Law.     8vo.    1876.  12.  4<. 

NUISANCES,— Fitzgerald.— Fide  "PuWic  Health." 

OATHS.— Braithwaite's  Oaths  in  the  Supreme  Court 
of  Judicature. — A  Manual  for  the  use  of  CommiBsionerB  to 
Administer  Oaths  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  Judicature  in  England. 
Fart  L  containing  practical  information  respecting  their  Appoint- 
ment, Designation,  Jurisdiction,  and  Powers ;  Fart  II.  comprising  a- 
collection  of  officially  recognised  Forms  of  Jurats  and  Oaths,  with 
Exphinatory  Observations.  By  T.  W.  BRAITHWAITE,  of  the 
Record  and  Writ  Clerks'  Office.    Fcap.  8yo.     1876.  is,  6dL 

"The  work  will,  we  doabt  not»  beooms  the  reoognlsad  guide  of  commifloloiiert  to  ad- 

miniitar  osXba/'—SoHeiUfr^  Journal,  May  6, 1876. 

*«*  AU  standard  Law  Works  are keptinStock,inlawed^ and  other  hindtngs. 
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PATENTS.— Hiiidmarch's  Treatise  on  the  La-w  rela- 
ting to  Patents.— fivo.    1846.  IL  U. 

PAWNBROKERS.— Turner's  Pawnbrokers'  Act,  1872.— 

.  With  Explanatory  Notes.    By  FRANCLSi  TUBNEK,  Esq.,  Bar 

riflter^bt-Law,  Author  of  the  "  Contract  of  Pawn."  12mo.  1872.  Net,  2i. 

PERSONAL  PROPERTY.  —  Smith's  Real  and  Personal 
Property. — A  Compendium  of  the  Law  of  Beai  and  Personal 
PropOTty  Primarily  Conneeted  with  Conveyancing ;  Designed  as  a 
Second  Book  for  Students,  and  as  a  Di^st  of  the  most  useful 
Learning  for  Practitioners.  By  JOSUOEL  W.  SMITH,  B.C.L., 
Q.C.,  Judge  of  County  Courts.  Fourth  Edition.  2  vols.  Svo. 
1870;  U  18«. 

PETTY  SESSIONS — Stone's  Petty  Sessions  Practice.— 
With  the  Statutes,  a  list  of  Summanr  Convictions,  and  an  Appendix 
of  Forms.  Seventh  Edition.  By  THOMAS  BELL,  and  LEWIS 
W.  CAVE,  of  the  Inner  Temple,  Esqrs.,  Barristers-at-Law.  12mo. 
1868.  18«. 

PLEADINQ,— Archbold.— Ftiefe  "CriminaL" 

Stephen  on  Pleading.— A  Treatise  on  the  Pzinoiples  of 
Pleading  in  CivU  Actions ;  comprising  a  Summaiy  Account  of  the 
whole  proceedings  in  a  Suit  at  Law.  Seventh  Edition.  By 
FRANCIS  F.  PmDER,  Bairister-at-Law.     8vo.    1866.  16«. 

POOR  LAW.— Davis'  Treatise  on  the  Ppor  Laws.— Being 
VoL  IV.  of  Bum's  Justice  of  the  Peace.  8vo.  1869.  IZ.  lU  6d. 

POWERS.— Farwell    on    Po-wers.- A    Concise   Treatise  on 

Powers.    By  6E0B6E  FABWELL,  B.A.,  of  lincohi's  Ion,  Bar- 

rister-at-Law.    8vo.     1874.  12.lt. 

"  W«  recommend  Mr.  Fvwell's  book  m  ooDtaining  within  a  small  compass  what  woold 

otherwise  ha^e  to  be  loaght  out  in  the  pages  of  hunoredt  of  oonftuiDg  reporta.*— TIbe  law, 

November,  1874. 

PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT.— Petgrave's  Principal  and 
Agent. — ^A  Manual  of  the  Liaw  of  Principal  and  Agent  By 
E.  G.  PETGBAVE,  Solicitor.     12mo.    1867.  7$,  6d. 

Petgrave's  Code  of  the  Law  of  Principal  and 
Agent,  with  a  Preface.  By  K  C.  PETGBAVE,  Solicitor. 
Demy  l^a    1876.  Net,  tewed,  2$, 

PRIVY  COUNCII Lattey's  Handy  Book  on  the  Prac- 
tice and  Procedure  before  the  Judicial  Com- 
mittee of  HeF  Majesty's  Most  Honourable 
Privy  Council.— By  BOBEBT  THOMAS  LATTEY,  Attor- 
ney of  the  Cknirt  of  Queen's  Bench,  and  of  the  Hig^  Court  of  Bengal ; 
and  Advocate  of  the  Courts  of  British  Burmah.   12mo.   1869.        6«. 

PROBATE.— Browne's  Probate  Practice :  a  Treatise  on  the 
Principles  and  Plractice  of  the  Court  of  Probate,  in  Contentious  and 
Non-Contentious  Bushieas,  with  the  Statutes,  Bules,  Fees,  and 
Fonns  relating  thereto.  By  GEORGE  BROWNE,  Esq.,  Barrister- 
at-Law.  (Author  of  ''Practice  for  Divorce  and  Matrimomal 
Causes.")    8vo.    1878.  1{.  Is. 

"  A  cursory  Klanoe  through  Mr.  Browne^s  work  shows  that  it  ha*  besn  oompfled  with 

more  than  ordinary  care  and  inteUlgenoa.     We  ahoald  conialt  it  with  enej  oonfldence, 

and  eonaeqnently  reoommend  it  to  those  who  require  an  instnickor  hi  Frobate  Oourt  prao- 

tice  — loM  Tlm»,  June  Sl«  I8T8. 

Dodd  and  Brooks'  Probate  Court  Practice.— The 
Law  and  Practice  of  the  Court  of  Probate,  Contentious  and  Common 
Foim:  with  the  Rules,  Statutes  and  Fonns.  By  PHILIP 
WILLLA.M  DODD,  SoUcitor,  and  GEORGE  HENRY  BROOKS, 
Proctor  in  Doctors'  Commons.     8vo.     1865.  11  lit.  6(2. 

*«*  AU  htandard  Law  Works  are  heft  in  Stodc,  in  law  ealfamd  other  bindings. 
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PUBLIC  HEALTH.— Chambers'  Digest  of  the  La^w  re- 
lating to  Public  Health  and  Local  Govern- 
ment.—With  notes  of  1073  leading  Cases.  Vsrions  officUl 
doouments  precedents  of  By-laws  and  Begnladona.  The  Statntes 
In  full.  A  Table  of  Offences  and  Prniishimmta,  and  a  Oopfloiu  Index. 
Seventh  Edition,  enlarged  and  n/wbi&dL   Imperial  8to.  *  1875.      IBs. 

Chambers'  Popular  Summary  of  Public  Health 
and  Local  Government  Law.    Imperial  Sto.    1875. 

Net,  1$,  M. 
FitzGerald's  Public  Health  and  Rivers  Pol- 
lution Prevention  Acts.— The  Law  relating  to  Pablic 
Health  and  Local  Government,  as  contained  in  the  PnUic  Health 
Act,  1875,  with  Introduction  and  Notes,  showing  all  the  alterations  m 
the  ExiBtmgLaw,with  reference  to  the  Cases,  Ac;  together  wiUi  a  Snp- 
plement  containing  *'The  Blvers  PoUution  Prevention  Act,  1876." 
With  Explanatorytntrodqction,yotes,Ca8eB,andIndex.  B jGERALD 
A.  B.  rinrZGEKALD,  of  Lincoln's  Inn,  Esq.,  Banister-at-Law, 
Editor  of  "  Thring's  Joint  Stocks."  Royal  8vo.  1876.  11,  It. 
*«*  The  Supplement  containing  *'TnK  IUvkbs  Pollution  Pu- 
vmrnoir  Act,  1876,"  may  be  had  separately.  8«.  6dL 

**  Mr.  FitaGerald  oomas  forward  with  a  spedsl  qnaUflcation  for  the  Uak,  for  he  wm 
employed  bf  the  Qovenment  in  tbe  prepHBtioa  of  the  Act  of  187&;  and,  m  he  hlmnll 
says,  has  neoeMarDy,  for  some  time  past,  devoted  attentloa  to  the  Law  relating  to  public 
hesSth  and  locsl  fforenunpnt.  The  book  itself  ia  very  neatly  flniahed,  and  the  paper,  type, 
and  style  toave  nothing  to  be  desired.  *'— Xcw  JomiuO,  April  S2,  1876. 

PUBLIC  LAWi— Bowyer's  Commentaries  on  Uni- 
versal Public  Law.— By  Sir  6E0B6B  BOWYEB, 
D.O.L    Royal  8vo.    1854.  W.  It. 

QUARTER  SESSIONS.— Leeming  Sc  Cross's  General  and 
Quarter  Sessions  of  the  Peace.— Their  Jariadiotion 
and  Practice  in  other  than  Criminal  matters.  Second  Edition.  Bgr 
HORATIO  LLOYD,  Esq.,  Recorder  of  Chester,  Judge  of  County 
Courts,  and  Deputy-Chairman  of  Quarter  Sessions,  and  H.  F. 
THTJRLOW,  of  ihe  Inner  Temple,  Esq.,  Barrister-At-Law.    8vo. 

1876.  U  1«. 

"The  piesent  editors  appear  to  hare  taken  the  utmost  pains  to  make  the  volome  eom- 
plete,  aDd,  fton  our  exaaunBilon  of  it,  we  can  thoroughly  reeommead  it  to  aO  iateresked 
in  the  pnotioe  of  quarter  seesionB.''— £aw  Hmei,  March  18, 1876. 

#^ritcharcL's  Quarter  Sessions.— The  Jurisdiction,  Prac- 
tice and  Prooedore  of  the  Quarter  Sessions  in  Criminal,  Ciidl,  and 
Appellate  Matters.  By  THO&  SIRRELL  PRITCHARD,  of  the 
Inner  Temple,  Esq.,  Banister-at-Law,  Recorder  of  Wenlock.      8vo. 

1876.  2i.  2f. 

•*  We  congratulate  Hr.  Pritchard-  on  the  state  of  order  he  has  produoed  out  of  the 

chaotic  PT*"»  he  has  dealt  with,  and  we  think  much  credit  is  due  to  Um  for  his  erideat 

paimtakisg.*'— low /ouTiiaJ,  April  24, 1876. 

^*We  can  oonfldentallT  say  that  it  \b  written  throughout  with  desmeas  and  iateUlgeaee^ 

and  that  both  in  legialation  and  in  caae  law  it  ia  oarelhUy  brought  down  to  the  most 

reoent  date.*— AoMctterf*  J&mrwA,  Maj  1, 1875. 

RAILWAYS.— Browne.— ^'itfe  "  Carriers." 

Lely's  Railway  and  Canal  Traffic  Act,  187S.— 

AnH  other  Railway  and  Canal  Statutes;  with  the  General  Orders, 

FonBS,  and  Table  of  Fees.    By  J.  M.  LElY,  Esq.,  Barrister-at-Law. 

PoBt8vo.  1878.  8i. 

**  This  book  oontftlns  all  that  such  a  book  should  contain.  The  arrangeiseBt  is  dear  and 
couTenient,  and  from  it  at  a  glance  can  be  seen  the  anlgect  matter  of  complaint,  the 
dedsion  of  the  Oonrt,  snd  tbe  ground  of  each  dedtion.— Law  Ifa^ocinc,  April,  18T4. 

Simon's  Law  relating  to  Railway  Accidents,  in- 
dnding  an  Outline  of  the  Liabilities  of  Railway  Companies  as  Carriers 
genenSly,  oonctsely  Discoased  and  Explained.    12mo.    1862.       Zs, 
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REAL   PROPERTY.— Dart.— Vide  "  Voadore  and  Porchaaerg. 

Leake's  Elementary  Digest  of  the  Law  of  Pro- 
perty in  Land.. — Ck>iitaiiung :  Introduotion.  Part  I.  The 
SoozQes  of  the  Law.— Part  II.  States  in  Land.  By  STEPHEN 
MABTIN  LEAKE,  Borriiter-at-Law.    8yo.    1874.  IZ.  2t. 

^»*  The  abore  forms  a  oamjitie  Iniroduotion  to  the  Btady  of  the  Law  of  Real  Property 

Shelford's  Real  Property  Statutes.— Eighth  Edition. 

By  T.  H.  CABSON,  o{  Linoohi'a  Inn,  Esq.     Svo.     1874.      1^  10». 

Smith's  Real   and   Personal   Property.— A  Com- 

pendiom  of  the  Law  of  Beal  and  Personal  Property,  primarily 

oonnected  with  Conveyancing.     Designed  as  a  second  oook  for 

Students,  and  as  a  digest  of  the  most  useful  leammg  for  Practi- 

tioners.    By  JOSIAHW.  SMITH,  B.C.L.,  Q.C.,  Judge  of  County 

Courts.  Fourth  Edition.  In  two  convenient  volumes,  Svo.  1870.  1^  18«. 

"  As  a  refiresher  to  the  memory,  aod  a  repotitory  of  information  that  is  wasted  in  daily 

praotioe,  ft  will  be  foond  of  great  ralne.'*  -JwritL 

.    .    .    **  He  has  given  to  the  itadeat  a  book  whieh  he  may  read  over  and  over  again  with 

profit  and  pleainre.*^--£aw  Thntt. 

"The  work  before  ns  will,  we  think,  be  found  of  very  great  lerrloe  to  the  praetitloner.** 
—Sotleitar^  Journal. 

..."  I  know  of  no  volame  which  so  entirely  fullilf  the  requiremente  of  a  itadent'i 
tost  book.*— .AvM  Db.  Aouit's  Ltetmn, 

RECORD  AND  WRIT,— Braithwaite's  Record  and  ^A/^rit 

Practice.— With  Practical  Directions.     By  T.  W.  BRAITH- 

WAITB,  of  the  Record  and  Writ  Clerks'  Office.     8vo.    1868.    18t. 

REFEREES'  COURT.— AATill's  Prajstice  of  the  Referees' 

Courts  in  Parliament,  m  regard  to  Engineering  Details, 

Efficiency  of  Works,  and  Estimates,  and  Water,  and  Gas  Buls  ;  with 

a  Chapter  on  Claims  to  CompeuBation.     By  JOHN    SHIRESS 

WILL,  Esq.,  Barnster-At-Law.    8vo.    1866.  1^  It. 

REGISTRATION.— Rogers.-  Vide  "  Elections." 

REGISTRATION    CASES.— Hop  wood      and      Coltman's 

Registration  Cases.— Vol L (1868-1872). Calf.  NeU,2lASs.; 

Vol.II.  Part  L  ^873).  Sewed  NeU,  lOt.;  Vol.  IL  Part  IL  (1874). 

Sewed.  iVet^,10ff.6d;  Vol.  IL  Part  IIL  (1875).  Sewed.  iVetf.4t.6d; 

V<d.  U.  Part.  rv.  (1876).    Sewed.    iVett,  4*. 

REPORTS.— ^"uie  pages  26-7. 

RIVERS  POLLUTION  PREVENTION.— FitzGerald's   Rivers 
Pollution  Prevention  Act,  1876.— With  Explanatory 
Introduction.  Notes,  Cases,  and  Index.    Boyal  8vo.  1876.      8«.  6d, 
ROMAN  LAW.— Cumin.— Hd€  "Civil" 

Greene's  Outlines  of  Roman  Law.— Co'nBistmg  chiefly 
of  an  Analysis  and  Summary  of  the  Institutes.  For  the  use  of 
Students.  By  T.  WHITCOMBE  GREENE,  B.C.L.,  of  Lincoln's 
Inn,  Barrister-at-Law.  Third  Edition.  Foolscap  8vo.  1875.  78. 6d. 
Mears'  Student's  Ortolan.— An  Analysis  of  M.  Ortolan's 
Institutes  of  Justinian,  including  the  History  and 
Generalization  of  Roman  Law.  By  T.  LAMBERT  MEARS, 
•  M.A,    LL.D.    Lond.,  of    the    Inner  Temple,    Bardster-at-Law. 

Pvbliihedby permiuim of  iU late AI. Ortolan,  PoBt8vo.  1876.  12f.5<i 
"  By  tax  the  most  valuable  part  of  the  work,  however,  wu  that  contained  in  the  tiro 
later  volnmee,  which,  while  merely  porporting  to  be  a  oemmentary  on  the  Inetitates  of 
Justinian,  are  in  reality  an  ezliaosaTe  treatise  on  the  whole  BoeMn  Law,  and  pxactieally 
contain  all  the  learning  on  the  subject  Dr.  Mean  presents  the  public  with  an  admir- 
able aealysis  of  the  first  volume,  and  what  wo  have  pointed  out  above  la,  as  a  matter  of 
faot,  a  translation  of  the  other  two."— Uiw  Tiuu*,  October  7, 1876. 

"  We  have  no  doubt  that  this  book  is  Intended  to  meet  a  real  demand.  Nor  have  we 
any  reason  to  doubt  that  the  work  has  been  well  and  faltliftilly  executed .  .  .  However, 
both  students  and  their  teecheirs  are  st  the  SMrcy  of  ezaminars,  aad  this  book  will  very 
lirobably  be  found  usefhl  by  all  parties.*'— iOtaMmm,  October  88, 1876. 

%*  AU  tUmdard  Law  Woria  arehept  mi  QUkkyin  loMoaXfand  other  bindings. 
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SAUNDERS'  REPORTS.— ^A^illiams'  (Sir  E.  V.)  Notes  to 
Saunders'  Reports.— By  the  late  Serjeant  WILLIAMS. 
Gontinued  to  the  present  time  by  the  Bight  Hon.  Sir  EDWABD 
VAUGHAN  WILLIAMS.  2  toIb.  Boyal  8vo.  1871.  2L  lOt. 
SETTLED  ESTATES.— Brickdale*s  Leases  and  Sales  of 
Settled  Estates  Act.— 19  &  20  Vict.,  c.  120,  and  the  General 
Orders  and  Begtdationfl  relating  thereto.  With  an  Introdaotion  and 
Notes.  By  M.  L  FORTESCUE  BBICEDALE,  of  the  Middle 
Temple  and  Lincoln's  Inn,  BanJBtez^t-Law.    12mo.    1861.  5<. 

SHIPPING,  and  vicU  '*  Admiralty.'' 

Boyd's  Merchant  Shipping  L.a'ws ;  being  a  Consolida- 
tion of  all  the  Merchant  Shipping  and  Passenger  Acts  from  1854  to 
1876,  indusiye ;  with  Notes  of  all  the  leading  English  and  American 
Gases  on  the  subjects  affected  by  Legislation,  and  an  Appendix 
containing  the  New  Rules  iasaed  in  October,  1876  ;  forming  a  com- 
plete Treatise  on  Maritime  Law.  By  A.  C.  BOYD,  LL.K,  of  the 
Imier  Temple,  Esq.,  Banister4kt-Law,  and  Midland  Circait.  8to. 
1876.  IL  5s. 

Greenhow's  Shipping  La'w  Manual.— A  condse 
Treatise  on  the  Law  governing  the  Interests  of  Ship  Owners, 
Merc^iants,  Masters,  Swanen,  and  other  persons  connected  with 
British  ships.  By  WILLIAM  THOMAS  GBEENHOW,  Esq., 
Barrister-at-Law.    8yo.     1862.  II. 

STAMP  LAWS.— Tilsley's  Stamp  La^ws.- A  Treatise  on  the 
Stamp  Laws,  being  an  Analytical  Digest  of  all  the  Statutes  and 
Oases  relating  to  Stamp  Duties,  with  practical  remarks  thereon.  By 
the  ]B,ie  HUGH  TILSLET.  Third  Edition.  With  Tables  of  aU 
the  Stamp  Duties  payable  in  the  United  Kingdom  after  the  1st 
Januazy,  1871,  and  of  Former  Duties,  Ac.,  kc  By  EDWARD 
HUGH  TILSLET,  of  the  Inland  Revenue  Office.  8yo.  1871.  18«. 
STATUTES,  and  vide  "  Acts  of  Parliament." 

Biddle's  Table  of  Statutes. — A  Table  of  References  to 
unrepealed  Public  Greneral  Acta,  arranged  in  the  Alphabetical  Order 
of  their  Short  or  Popular  Titles.  By  JOHN  BIDDLE,  of  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls'  Chambers.  Second  edition,  including  References 
to  all  the  Acts  in  Chitty's  Collection  of  Statutes.  Royal  Svo.  1870. 
{PubUahed  at  9«.  M.)  Net,  2t.  6<i. 

Chitty's  Collection  of  Statutes,  >^ith  Supple- 
ments, to  1875.— A  Collection  of  Statutesof  Practical  Utility  ; 
with  notes  thereon.  The  Third  Edition,  containing  all  the  Statutes 
of  Practical  Utility  in  the  Civil  and  Criminal  Administration  of 
Justice  to  the  Present  Tim&  By  W.  N.  WELSBY  and  EDWARD 
BEAVAN,  Esqrs.,  Barristers-at-Law. '  In  4  very  thick  vols.  Rojral 
8to.    1865.  122. 12t. 

Supplemental  Volume  to  the  above,  comprising  the  Statutes 
1865—72.  By  HORATIO  LLOYD,  Esq.,  Barrister«t-Law.  VoLI. 
Royal  8vo.     1872.  8^  4s. 

VoL  IL  Part  L  for  1878.    Sewed.  7s.  6<r 

VoL  IL  Part  n.  for  1874.    Sewed.  6«. 

VoL  IL  Part  HI.  for  1876.    Sewed.  16s. 

Vol.  IL  Part  IV.  for  1876.    Sewed.  6s.  6d. 

%*  Continued  Annually. 
When  he  (Lord  Gfixnpbell)  was  upon  the  Benoh  be  always  had  this  work  by  him, 
no  statutes  were  ever  referred  to  py  the  Bar,  whioh  he  eonld  not  find  in  it" 

Lynch's  Statute  La'w  of  1870,  for  the  use  of  Students 
for  the  Incorporated  Law  Society's  Examinations.    8vo.    Sewed. 

N€l,U. 
„    „   1872, /Vett,  U ;  1878,  U6d.;  1874,  U;l  876,  U;  1876,  Useiosd. 

%*  AU  ttandord  Law  Warkiorehept  in  Stocky  in  lawca^and  other  bindims^ 


119,  OHAMCSBY  LANE,  LONDON,  W.C.        26 


SUCCESSION  DUTY-Discount  Tables,  for  Calculating  the 
amount  of  Discount  to  be  allowed  on  SuooeaBions  to  Heal  and 
LMsehold  Estates,  showing  at  a  glance  the  Bate  and  Amount  of 
Discount  to  be  allowed  on  Successions  to  Baal  and  Leasehold  Estates. 
By  an  Accountant.    8to.     1861.  Net,28,M, 

TORTS.— Addison  on  AATrongs  and  their  Remedies.— 
Being  a  Treatise  on  the  Law  of  Torts.  By  G.  U.  ADDISON,  Esq., 
Author  of  '*  The  Law  of  Contracts."  Fourth  Edition.  By  F.  S.  P. 
WOLF£BSTAN,Esq.,BarTister-«t.Law.  BoyalSvo.  1873.  12. 18«. 

TRADE  MARKS.— Rules  f under  the  Trade  Marks'  Re- 
gistration Act,  1878  (by  Authority).  Sewed.   Net,  It. 
Trade  Marks'  Journal. — 4to.  Sewed.    {luued  twice  a  veek.) 
N<yi,  1  to  40  are  now  ready.  Net,  each  It. 

Wood's  La'W  of  Trade  Marks.— Containing  the  Mer- 
chandise Marks'  Act,  1862,  and  the  Trade  Marks'  Begistration  Act, 
1875;  with  the  Bules  thereunder,  and  Plractical  Directions  for 
obtaining  Begistration  ;  with  Notes,  full  Table  of  Cases  and  Index. 
By  J.  BIGLAND  WOOD,  of  the  Inner  Temple,  Esq.,  Barrister-at- 

Law.    12mo.    1876.  5e, 

**Mx,  Wood's  'Table  of  0mm'  ia  noTd  and  inKenlooB,  each  case  b«inff  diitingniahed 
bj  a  oondie  deaoiiption  in  a  parallel  oolumn."— TVm  Mhenamm,  June  84, 1876. 

TRAMWAYS.— Sutton's  Tram^way  Acts.— The  Tramway  Acts 
of  the  United  Kingdom,  with  Notes  on  the  Law  and  Practice,  and 
an  Appendix  containing  the  Standing  Orders  of  Parliament,  Bules 
of  the  Board  of  Trade  reUting  to  Tramways,  and  Dedsions  of  the 
Befereee  with  respect  to  Locus  Standi.  By  HENBY  SUTTON, 
B.A.,  ofLincobi'sInn,BaiTister-at-Law.    Poet  Svo.    1874.       12i. 

USES.— Jones  {W.  Hanbury)  on  Uses.— 8vo.    1862.       7«. 

VENDORS  AND  PURCHASERS.— Dart's  Vendors  and  Pur- 
chasers.— ^A  Treatise  on  the  Law  and  Practice  relating  to  Ven- 
dors and  Purchasers  of  Beal  Estate.  By  J.  HENBY  DABT,  of 
Lincoln's  Inn,  Esq.,  Barrister-at-Law,  one  of  the  Six  Conveyancing 
Counsel  of  the  High  Court  of  Justice,  Chancery  Division,  fifth  Edi- 
tion. By  the  AUTHOB  and  WILLIAM  BABBEB,  of  Unooln's 
Inn,  Esq.,  Barrister-at-Law.  2  vols.  Boyal  Svo.  1876.  SL  18«.  6d. 
u  A  itaadanl  work  like  Mr.  Dart's  is  bejrond  aU  praioe."— 2)k«  law  Journal,  Febroavy 

11 18T6. 

WATERS,— AAToolrych  on  the  Law  of  ^A/'aters.— Including 
Bights  in  the  Sea,  Biyers,  Canals,  &a    Second  Edition.    8yo.    1861. 

Net,  lOi. 
Ooddard.— J'fde  "Easements." 
WILLS,— Montriou.—J'Mc  « Indian  Law." 

Rawilnson's  Guide  to  Solicitors  on  taking  In- 
structions for  Wills.— 8vo.  1874.  4<. 
Theobald's  Concise  Treatise  on  the  Construc- 
tion of  Wills.— With  Table  of  Cases  and  Pull  Index.  By 
H.  &  THEOBALD,  of  the  Inner  Temple,  Esq.,  Banister-at-Law, 
and  Fellow  of  Wadham  College,  Oxford.  8vo.  1876.  12. 
Williams.— Fide  **  Executors."          • 

WINDOW   LIGHTS.— ^A^oolrych.— Fide  "Lights." 
WRONGS^ Fide  "Torts." 


« 
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nearly  ready. 


BINDING. 


tTCVENS  AND  SONS    EXECUTE  ALL   BINDING   IN  THE  BEST  MANNER, 
AT  MODERATE  PRICES,  AND  WITH   DISPATCH.  mrinn».», 

THE  LAW  REPORTS  BOUND  TO  OFFICE  PATTERNS,  AT  OFFICE  PRICES 
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REPORTS. 

STEVENS  AND  SONS  HOLD  THE  QUIRE  STOCK  OF  THE 
FOLLOWING,  AND  HAVE  A  LARGE  STOCK  OF  SECOND- 
HAND REPORTS. -PRICES  ON  APPLICATION 

Adolphus  and  Ellis,  Qneen's  Bench,  12  yola.,  1884-40. 
„  „      N.  S.  15  vols.,  1841-50. 

Barne^^all  and  Adolphus,  King's  Bench,  6  yoIb.,  1880-34 

„    Alderson,  „         5  vdla^  1817-22 

„    CressA^ell,  „     '  10  vda,  1822-80 

Barron  and  Austin,  Election  Gases,  1  voL,  1842. 

Barron  and  Arnold,       „  „    1  vol,  1843-46. 

Beavan,  BoUs  Ck)nrt,  86  yo]&,  1838-66. 

Bell,  Crown  Cases,  1  voL,  1858-60. 

Calthrop,  King's  Bencdi,  1  voL,  1609-18. 

Gary,  Ghanoery,  1  yoL,  1557-1604. 

Central  Criminal  Court   Sessions  Papers  (pvb- 
Ushed  after  every  Session). 

Clark  and  Finnelly,  House  of  Lords,  12  vols.,  1831-46. 

Craig  and  Phillips,  ChMioery,  1  vol.,  1841. 

Common  Bench  Reports,  rols.  1  to  8, 1845-0. 

Cooper  temp.  Cottenham,  Chancery,  2  vols.,  1834-48. 

„         temp.  Eldon,  Chancery,  1  vol,  1815. 
Dearsley,  Crown  Cases,  1  yoL,  1852-56. 

„  and  Bell,  Crown  Cases,  1  voL,  1856-58. 

De  Gex,  Macnaghten  and  Gordon. 

Chancery,  8  vols.,  1851-57. 

„         and  Jones,  „       4  vols.,  1857-60. 

„         Fisher  and  Jones,     „       4  vols.,  1860-62. 

„         Jones  and  Smith,      „       4  vols.,  1862>66. 
De  Gex,  Bankruptcy  Appeals,  1  voL,  1845-48. 

„         Fisher  and  Jones,  „      1  part,  I860. 

,,.        Jones  and  Smith,  „      1  vol,  1862-65. 

Denison,  Crown  Cases.     2  vola,  1844 — 52. 

Do^w  and  Clark,  House  of  Lords,  2  vols.,  1827-32. 

Dre'wry,  4  vols.    f852 — 59. 

Dre'wry  and  Smale,  Chaiiceiy,  2  vols.,  1860-65. 

Exchequer  Reports,  (Welsby,  Hnrlstone  and  Gordon,)  11 
voU.,  1847-56. 

Foster  and  Finlason,  Nisi  Prius,  4  vols.,  1858-67. 
Haggard,  Consistory,  2  vols.,  1789-1821. 

„  Eodeeiastical,  8  vols,  and  voL  4,  parts  1  and  2, 1827-3 

Harrison  and  Rutherford,  Common  Fleas,  1  voL,1866— 68. 
All  standard  Law  Works  are  1^  in  Stodc^m  lane  caif  and  other  Undia^s, 
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Hop^w^od  and  Goltman,  Begistration  Cases.  voIb.  1  and 
2,  parts  1,  2,  8  and  4,  1868-76. 

Hurlstone  and  Coltman,  Exchequer,  4  vols.,  1862-65. 

Jacob,  Chancery,  1  vol,  1821-22. 

Jurist,  The  Reports  in  all  the  Courts,  1837—66. 

Keen,  Chancery  (Bolls  Court),  2to]s.,  1886-88. 

Knapp  and  Ombler,  Election  Cases,  1  vol,  1884. 

Leigh  and  Cave,  Crown  Cases,  1  voL,  1861-6. 

Lloyd  and  Goold,  Temp.  Sugden,  Irish  Chancery,  1  vol.,  1886 

Lutwyche,  Begistration  Cases,  2  vols.,  1848-53. 

Macnaghten  and  Gordon,  Chancery,  8  vols.,  1849-51. 

Macrory«  Patent  Casiss,  2  parts,  1886-64. 

McCleland,  Exchequer,  1  voL,  1824. 

„  and  Younge,  Exchequer,  1  voL,  1826. 

Moody  and  Mai  kin,  NJsiPrius,  1  voL,  1827-80. 

Moore,  Privy  Council  Cases,  16  vols.,  1886-62. 

„         Ditto    N.S.,  9  vols.,  1862-78. 

„         Indian  Appeals,  14  vols.,  1886-78. 

„         Gorham  Case. 
Mylne  and  Graig,  Chancery,  6  vols.,  1886-46. 

„  „      Keen,  Chancery,  8  vols.,  1888-35. 

Nelson,  Chancery,  1  voL,  1626-98. 

Peake,  Nisi  Prius,  2  vols.,  1790-1812. 

Phillips,  Chancery,  2  vols.,  1841-9. 

RidgvsrillK,  Irish  Appeals,  8  vols.,  1784-96. 

Rose,  Bankruptcy,  2  vols.,  1810-16. 

Russell  and  Mylne,  Chanceiy,  2  vols.,  1829-81. 

„  and  Ryan,  Crown  Cases,  1  voL,  1799-1823. 

Sessions  Gases,  King's  Bench,  1  voL,  1710-48. 

Simons,  Vioe-Chancellors*,  17  vols,,  1826-49. 

„    New  Series,         „     2  vola,,  1850-2. 

„    and  Stuart  „     2  vols.,  1822-6. 

Stuart  Gases  selected  from  those  heard  and  determined  in  the 
Vice- Admiralty  Court  at  Quebec,  1  vol  1859-76. 

Tothill,  Chancery,  1  voL,  1559-1646. 

Webster,  Patent  Cases,  vob.  I  and  2,  part  1,  1844-66'. 

Wolferstan  and  De^^,  Election,  1  vol,  1866-8. 

„  and  Bristow,  2  vols.,  1869-65. 

Younge,  Exchequer  Equity,  1880-2. 

„  and  Gollyer,  Chanoery,  2  vols.,  1841-48. 

and  Jervis,  Exchequer,  8  vob.,  1826-80. 
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MW  WORKS  Am  IfEW  EDmOlfS. 


Butlm's  New  and  Complete  Examination  Guide 
and  Introduction  to  the  La>^;  demgned  for  the  use  of 
Articled  Clerks  and  those  who  contemplate  entering  the  Legal 
Profession,  comprising  ConiBes  of  Beading  for  the  Preliminary  and 
Intermediate  Examinations,  and  for  Honours  or  a  Pass  at  the  Final, 
with  Statute,  Case  and  Judicature  (Time)  Tables,  Sets  of  Examina- 
tion Questions,  fta,  &c.  By  John  FrmcU  BuUin^  Solicitor,  Ac 
(/n  the  press.) 

Chitty  on  Bills  of  Exchange  and  Promissory 
Notea— Eleventh  Edition.  By  /.  A.  Jtussdl,  Esq.,  Q.C.,  Judge  of 
County  Courts. 

Chitty's  Forms.— Eleventh  Edition.    By  Thomas  Cfhitty,  Esq. 

Dixon's  La^w  of  the  Farm.— Fourth  Edition.  By  Henry 
PerkinSt  of  the  Inner  Temple,  Esq.,  Barrister-at-Law. 

Pitt- Lewis'  County  Court  Practice.— A  complete  BCanual 
of  the  Practice  of  the  County  Courts,  including  Admiralty  and  Bank- 
ruptcy, embod3ring  the  Act,  Rules,  Forms,  and  Costs,  with  Table  of 
Cases  and  full  Index.  By  0,  Pitt-Lewis,  of  the  Middle  Temple  and 
Western  Circuit,  Esq.,  Barrister-at-Law,  sometime  Holder  of  the 
Studentships  of  the  Four  Inns  of  Court. 

Seton's  Forms  of  Decrees,  Judgments,  and  Orders 
in  Equity. — ^Adi^ted  to  the  Rules  of  Procedure  under  the  Judi- 
cature Acts,  with  Practical  and  Explanatory  Notes.  Fourth  Edition. 
By  J2.  ff.  Iteachi  Esq.,  Senior  Registrar  of  the  Chancery  Division  of  the 
EQgh  Court  of  Justice,  F.  0.  A,  Williams,  of  the  Inner  Temple,  Esq., 
and  H.  W.  May,  of  Lincoln's  Inn,  Esq.,  Barristers-atXjaw.  In  2 
vols.,  royal  8vo.     ( VoL  I,  ready  next  January), 

Smith's  Compendium  of  Mercantile  La'w.— Ninth 
Edition.  By  v.  M,  DowdesiwdL,  of  the  Inner  Temple,  Esq.,  one  of 
Her  Majesty's  Counsel     {In  the  press.) 

Stone's  Petty  Sessions  Practice.— Eighth  Edition.  By 
Thomas  SerreU  Pritchard,  of  the  Inner  Temple,  Esq.,  Barrister-at-Law. 
Kecorder  of  Wenlock. 

Woodfairs  Landlord  and  Tenant.»Eleventh  Edition. 

Woolrych's  Metropolis  Building  Acts;  with  Notes, 
Table  of  Cases,  and  Index.  Seoond  Edition.  By  Nod  H,  Paterson, 
Esq.,  Bairister-at-Law.     [In  the  press.) 
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